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Prelude

Playing with Space

Marijn Nieuwenhuis and David Crouch

This edited volume is the spontaneous and unplanned child of an interdisciplinary marriage between scholars from a variety of backgrounds. It found its world through workshop dialogues, email conversations, thought speculations and musings about the meaning and value we attach to the concept and matter of space in our respective work. Because of its very nature, space provided us with the perfect mediation to collaborate and speak to another. Space performs as a category of knowledge in all our work but is in our thinking also a practising of reality. The way we, as disciplined scholars and socialized individuals, think about space informs the way we shape, value, delineate, relate and interact with the materiality of the world. An interdisciplinary analysing of space, as proposed here, is not a passive preoccupation but a dynamic and displacing force. Our intention, therefore, is not merely to speak metaphorically when we claim that space has helped us to build bridges between us but to argue and show that our conversations have helped us in establishing news spaces.

The collection presents ten innovative research chapters and a conclusion, chapters that demonstrate grounds for conceptual growth and investigative originality, collaboration across common ground, and increasingly shared theoretical sources, yet each in their own disciplines demonstrating the distinctive character that each brings to the debate concerning space. Space is addressed as problematic and not obvious, self-evident or resolved, but, like itself, its understanding if continually ‘in the making’, and remains so through the book, yet prompting further enquiry.

This volume brings together a range of authors from different backgrounds each of whom in their distinctive manner present different readings of the ways in which we relate to the thing and subject of space. None of us accept the idea that space is an ‘afterthought of social relations’ (Warf and Arias 2009: 1) that it is a reality independent of our existence. ‘Space and time only exist when there are entities in some sense in space and time’ (Urry 1985: 24). We agree with Barney Warf and Santa Arias’s (2009: 1, original emphasis) claim that the ‘where things happen is critical to knowing how and why they happen’. The so-called spatial turn, originally a response to a long-standing privileging of time in the humanities and social sciences, has made explicit that we are ‘intrinsically spatial as well as temporal beings, active participants in the production and reproduction of the encompassing human geographies in which we live’ (Soja 2009: 12, but see especially Soja 1989). Our objective, therefore, is not to explore how space has entered our different fields, as space was always already there, but is rather more focused on making the spatial in our thinking explicit. The volume intends to offer its readership with a mapping of different ways of ‘knowing’ space. The lines of its cartography are only bounded by the limits of the geographic imaginations of its authors. Indeed, as one of our contributors remarks, ‘Space is not one thing’ (Conway, this volume). ‘Space comes in many guises: points, planes, parabolas; blots, blurs and blackouts’ (Thrift 2006: 141).

Space is relational, subjective and personal. Our understanding of it corresponds to that of Doreen Massey (2008: 9) for whom space is a relative ‘product of interrelations’ connected through identities and entities that provide it with directions, scale, meaning, borders and difference. According to her second preposition in For Space, it is a ‘contemporaneous plurality … predicated upon the existence of plurality’. Its existence, she argues, is contingent on those temporally moving relations that shape it by means of literature, metaphors, mathematics, art and poetry. If we were to accept that space is a ‘simultaneity of stories-so-far’, which we do, then our volume should be read as a multiplicity of unfinished stories of relations.

Every story, as Jean-Luc Godard famously thought, should have a beginning, a middle and an end, but not necessarily in that chronology. Neither should it have to take place in a fixed ‘articulated moment’ in space (Massey 1993). Where, then, to begin with a story that defies linearity and a singular objectivity? We propose not to commence with an introduction but a deliberately long prelude to the stories narrated in the chapters of this volume. A prelude conventionally refers to a practice of warming up in either anticipation or preparation for the main event. A ‘prelude to what’ I might hear you ask. This is not an unreasonable expectation because openings are not originally made to exist in and of themselves. For pianists, they are the improvisational play before the official sonata, a realm of freedom much appreciated by Chopin and his baroque kin, and for the poet it is to no extent less honest. Any prelude should be conversational with ‘ands’ and ‘withs’ as if the person telling you his or her story sat next to you telling you his or her story. Meant to be modest, unplanned and, at least by some, anticipatory of a ‘weightier’ script to come – one that is a spectacle, yes, a ‘non-event’, composed with a sense of serious purpose, decorated with truth and designed for collective dissemination – a prelude shares an ephemeral, esoteric and playful quality that is easily forgotten by the audience precisely because it is unscripted and playful.

This is not to say that our chapters are fixed or scripted, endpoints or destinations – indeed, their defining quality is one of open-endedness and dance – but rather that their occurrence is characterized by their becoming rather than their being. A prelude is in this context a reference to the original meaning of ‘foreplay’ (preludere). It is an anticipation of relations in the making of play, an ode to the Homo Ludens (Huizinga 1938). A prelude deliberately postpones outcomes, sets the mythos of truth aside and leaves open gaps for new encounters, sounds, impressions and relations to emerge. It shares no purpose other than making us feel ready to abandon the order of knowledge and embrace a more playful way of interaction. Just like sunny weather, snow or rain, our prelude offers, or might even be, the necessary atmosphere for the potentiality of ‘fun’ but also ‘sadness’. It introduces different ideas, experiences and other knowledges that are celebrated and connected in the stories contained, but (hopefully) not imprisoned in this volume. The practice of play is key here, but be advised that ‘playing is not something apart from reality, not a lesser state, or a rehearsal for becoming adult, and not an individualised deliberative choice as fixed molar structures of childhood, adulthood and development would have us believe’ (Lester 2013: 139).

We started entertaining the idea for this volume during a workshop in May 2014. Our meeting focused on the ‘question of space’ and was intended to provide a platform for discussing how the ‘spatial turn’ influences scholars from across different disciplines. Unknowingly at the time, our meeting would not revolve around the subject of space itself but would rather quickly advance into a gradual transforming of the way we thought about space. Claims towards ‘knowing space’ clearly were not sufficient. Indeed, as Crouch (2016: 11) predicted, our conversations soon revealed that ‘what space “is” and how it occurs is crucially rendered unstable and shifting’. An acknowledgement for a qualitative understanding of distance played an important role in recognizing and respecting the heterogeneity of meanings we use for and attach to space. Our conversations demonstrated that these distances were not static but dynamic, not hollow but richly filled with potentiality; sometimes we came closer to another; sometimes we moved further into a distance. We realized, while ‘leaning-playing’ (spelenderwijs), that space is an activity, a process, a practice and an action.

Much of our thinking follows in the footsteps of French thinkers such as Deleuze, Derrida and Blanchot, who, perhaps less restrained by the latent essentialism of the English language, discovered the French term espacement for transcribing space as a practice (‘spacing’) rather than a noun (‘space’). The adjective espace is the space-in-between but is also an operation of distancing and contact.1 Doel (1996: 436, original emphasis), drawing on Deleuze and Guattari, teaches us that ‘there is no space without folding, and therefore no geography without origami. For every act of spacing involves an imbrication of folds’. Derrida (2004: 337) links spacing to différance, which is, as he so famously described, the ‘systematic play of differences, of traces of differences, of the spacing by means of which elements are related to each other… . It is also the becoming-space of the spoken chain – which has been called temporal or linear; a becoming-space which makes possible both writing and every correspondence between speech and writing, every passage from one to the other’. Spacing is similar to flirting but also to playing. Each of these activities shares in common ‘a movement between order and chaos’ while constituting a ‘tension between control and chaos. Sometimes playing is voluntarily surrendering to form; sometimes it is being seduced into form, being appropriated by a plaything. Some other times, the pleasure comes from the appropriation of those forms, breaking and deforming them to play with them’ (Sicart 2014: 10, 83).

All of this welcomingly emerged as a different world from the discipline that might long ago have been expected to understand space, geography, indeed human geography. Alas, this did not prove to be the case during the middle of the twentieth century, during which aspects of a humane understanding of human geography’s space nudged forwards but were sidetracked by something very different. As Gregory (1981) and more recently Barnes and Minca (2013) have argued, things turned otherwise. Examining a case of extremes in the emerging confinement of geography, he charted the fascist-inspired work of the 1940s when state domination of developments across then Nazi Germany and beyond required state ‘efficiency’ above anything else, in the work on distances between settlements exemplified in the state-directed work of Christaller (1933). Distances between locations ‘ideal’ [sic] for human development were to be, and later assumed they could be, determined without attention to the character of human life, perfect distances for efficiency of production and distribution. These deterministic strains of attention were there to control, and the state would be aided in this by its particular kind of geography: positivistic and often of negligible engagement with humanity or human life, and, of course too, the other-than human.

Not long after that time, David Harvey’s (1973) seminal work Social Justice and the City extended the critique of the war-influenced geography to the wide world of capitalist accumulation and its priorities for the ways in which human beings survive. In the same year, Raymond Williams’s (1973) hugely humanistic and cultural Marxist approach jolted the discipline that claimed priority over space through his attention to a historical analysis of cultural perspective. Aligned with his attention to the overarching power of capitalism in producing capitalist space, Harvey (1989) argued that this stretched to a compression of the world in terms of spacetime: time-space compression as part of his Marxist or Marx-influenced treatise on space (expressed through the City). This grip arguably dominated life, in the city and beyond, and very much at a global level. The continuing importance of this ‘compression’ and its limitations and other overlooked components of power and influence over cultural life is in evidence across a number of the chapters in this book, including those that seek its refinement, exemplified by Crouch in this volume. Similar extensions of space-time power continue to be typical of colonialism and equally the subjugation, or exclusion of sectors of the population in many countries, from majorities in the case of women to those distinguished by ‘minority’ [sic] religious beliefs and practices, as our chapters by Ghraowi and Zivkovic demonstrate. Acutely, Moyo takes an intimately close interrogation of intertwining or commingling among more widely overarching schemas of colonialism and post-colonial power and the lived and affective performances, including the openly or suffusively resistant.

With some frustration with this mid-century Marxist emphasis, it was these apparent occlusions of thought that did not seem to engage the close-up, felt human existence and its affects, a loose-knit and creatively thinking group of geographers pressed for a component of human geography that would attend to this lacuna, in the name of humanistic geography. A distant child of the nineteenth century, this geography rediscovered the potential of the geographer Vidal de la Blache (1926), who was among the first to use the term ‘human geography’ and to argue for its enlarged vision. His work (Gregory 1981) encapsulated in positioning the possibilities of human life in all its contents and discontents can do in relation with the environment, with more than a hint of environmental determinism. Human geography’s often incompatible philosophical orientations were mixed and included existentialism and phenomenology. Some key proponents of the new subheading of geography focused on our everyday surroundings as humans; others found its pursuit in the terrain and territory of wealthy landowners or painterly artwork of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Cosgrove and Daniels 1988). This mixture and orientation and yet often-limited foci did not sustain itself in the ongoing decades, except perhaps for Yi-Fu Tuan (2012), an inspirational Chinese American writer and humanistic geographer who sustained some core tenets of human relationality with the environment and its care for it, including almost spiritual colour in the ways in which human affection can work. He worked with the word and idea of place, often at issue today with regard to space, of which more will follow in this prelude. His writing is closely embraced in a range of humanities’ work today.

Perhaps, surprisingly, some of the intentions that fuelled the humanistic character of geography persist, including very advanced work on philosophies and world views. These, as the following paragraphs elaborate, include the complexity and potentiality of all components of our planet; the multiplicity of influences and ways of power; matters of emotion and, perhaps most significantly, affect. We suggest that these advances, clarifications and openings to acknowledging complexity have profoundly enabled the increasing richness of work across disciplines in understanding and articulating our relationalities in and with the world. Indeed, such is the liveliness of work around space that it emerges that knowing space comes very close to our ideas of worlding.

Ploughing through several decades, human geography became aware of its cultural ‘milieu’, to remain true to Vidal de la Blache (1926), and the late twentieth-century so-called cultural turn, first through an emphasis on representational space, more recently to interplay global reach with the ‘lived’ character of space, acknowledging the complexity of lived culture and questioning the negative privileging of capitalist space, concerns and insights taken up in the chapters of this collection (Cook et al. 2000), exemplified by the so-called non-representational geography that has swept through numerous disciplines over twenty years as a turn to how we ‘perform’ space, in a multiple, nuanced and complex activity (Thrift 2008). A caveat to this label is made by the anthropologist Csordas (1994: 10), who marked a critical concern regarding the overemphatic term by making clear that ‘it will not do to identify what we are getting at with a negative term’. The term floundered on the continuing importance and unavoidable relevance of representations and thus of representational work, as Ghraowi, Moyo and Conway in this volume demonstrate, making the so-called other-than representational work an important partner.

By the present century a wide range of disciplines had come to highlight the important and multi-relational energies of human performativity and cultural context. In anthropology, for example, important contributions to understanding the lively and complex character of the what, how and where of space engaged the work of Tim Ingold (2011). Perhaps, surprisingly for us, Ingold insists on the ultimate and isolated abstract character of ‘space’, if it has any character at all, and distinguishes it from ‘place’, in a way that resembles Heidegger’s attachment of belonging, long duration and near-permanence of home, of home-place, in German, Heimat (1996). Ingold’s book Being Alive indeed carries a chapter challengingly entitled ‘Against Space’ (2011). The place-minded philosopher Edward Casey follows a similar path. He prefers ‘place’ to ‘space’ too, as a word or term more able to engage life: ‘Bodies and places are connatural terms. They interanimate each other’ (1997: 24). As we come to discover in this volume, space may better be considered as something very much embroiled with life and our performativity, indeed as a combination of all affectivities, rather than space being a separate, almost isolated and abstract element or ‘thing’. In this Casey, like Ingold, makes provocative reading alongside early twentieth-century Japanese philosophy discussed in the chapter in this volume by Watanabe.

Presently in this prelude to our chapters we return to the complexity, frequent interchangeability and confusion among efforts clearly to distinguish what are often considered bedrock concerns of geography, space and place, with a recovery of most recent debate. Meantime, the immediately following considerations breathe a different air in the form of humanities’ own progress.

Sally Ness (2016), another anthropologist, in this case of performance in particular, articulates the importance of performance and its performativities among representations in the importance of feeling space, through the idea of landscape-in-performance, in choreographies and signs of performance in getting around Yosemite National Park. In cultural studies complexities and nuances featured significantly in an early collection, Mapping the Futures, whose crucial subheading significantly presents connections as ‘Local cultures, global change’ (Bird et al. 1993).

Perhaps the most significant anthropologist working now with the attention of numerous disciplines is Kathleen Stewart. One of her books, A Space on the Side of the Road (Stewart 1996), addresses the feeling of living among poor individuals and families in the ‘hollers’ of West Virginia. In her writing she wrests ‘cultural representation free of the very claim to problem-solving absolute knowledge’ (ibid.: 23). She works from what local people speak of, netting the myriad components of their lives in open conversations and observations. She works their lived relational networks, from press observations, challenges they face, crises and hopes they endure, the feel of dust and the coping with others, government, memory of diverse and multiple pasts and more. She seeks across her work to capture the experienced real that, she feels and that we too feel, representational work has too often failed to reach, to evoke. As Crouch in this volume observes, her attention is addressed to the felt process and practice of worlding: the way things occur through which individuals and collectivities make their lives and how it feels to do so; netting but never entrapping them in her writing or her reasoning, the myriad affects, or affective character that swirls into and among individuals’ lives. Geographer Robin Longhurst expresses similarly to strands of Stewart’s ideas in an evocation of the ‘messiness’ of bodies as well as the multitude materiality of the intimate world around us, and beyond (Longhurst 2001). To acknowledge the fact of messiness is much closer to understanding the real than a positivist or dogmatic direct liner of flight. A challenging of ‘Cartesian perspectivalism’ (Jay 2013, chapter 9) is also the task of Nieuwenhuis’s chapter on the invisible but punitive lines that make up international politics. What about the terra of territory? Instead, materiality, affect, atmosphere and active relationality operate centrally in this process of worlding.

A component of the complexity, often appearing as messiness, in these recent flows of human and social geography, for some time now having distinguished itself from the ‘humanistic’ sort, is the increasingly prominent awareness of the mutuality of affect among the embroiled human and other-than-human life, and beyond that, the wider materiality, much influenced by the now acute and almost pervasive awareness of matters of environmental risks and vulnerabilities as well as threats, emphatically handled in the contribution by Martin Gren that engages recent developments of the idea of the contemporary era termed the ‘Anthropocene’ (Crutzen 2006), in this volume. Other fluid strands remain in intense debate. Nieuwenhuis, for instance, addresses the relationship between the study and practice of politics and the oftentimes assumed but too little analysed ‘geo’ in the study and field of geopolitics. His chapter focuses on the materiality of politics and offers an analysis that is situated amid a growing body of similar approaches that attempt to reconnect politics to its physical foundations (see e.g. Yusoff et al. 2012).

As already noted, the sociologist John Urry engaged in difficult questions concerning space (1985) although he came to be more focused on ideas of place, that he aligned with practices, processes and structures of consumption (see e.g. Urry 1995). In doing so, Urry closed in on the power of consumption in representation. Since then there have been many interventions that have opened the idea of consumption in terms of both other-than market-directed and composed presentations to bring together, on the one hand more life-centred explanations of ‘consumption’ exemplified by Miller’s (2008) writing in The Comfort of Things. Cocker’s (2007) writing, through her conceptual-practical interventions in art theory, which continue to surprise through her explorations of moving in the city, and Crouch’s chapter in this volume, where painting, far from necessarily being considered merely as a representational concern, are examples of performativity. Ann Game (1991, but also Metcalfe and Game 2008) comes close to our concerns in her sociological writing of experiencing space, in ways that embroil memory, context, representations and performativity.

The occurrence of space latterly has come to engage dance and performance studies in making sense of the performative relation between movement, poise and their surroundings as space (Hunter 2015). In her writing, Hunter articulates a movement, a becoming from space and culture into place. The theatre director Peter Brook as long ago as 1968 opened his book on The Empty Space: ‘I can take any empty space and call it a bare stage. A man [sic] walks across this empty space while someone is watching him and this is all I need for an act of theatre to be engaged’ (Brook 1972: 11). Therefore, that space becomes animated in the relationships, the relationality of things. Architectural theory is animated through attention to the feeling(s) of space (Andersson 2012). In George Revill’s chapter in this volume he displays no doubt in the affectivity of sounds, human, other-than-human and otherwise apparently ‘inert’ materiality happening in relationality. Sound, an essentially spacing medium, can both strengthen existing and create new feelings of shared kinship among old and new friends (see also the chapters in Bell 2016).

The recent appearance of the journal Literary Geographies exemplifies further the move, or turn, to the ‘liveliness’ of things. In her book Literary Geographies Sheila Hones writes of fiction as ‘usefully understood as a geographic event, a dynamic unfolding collaboration happening in time and space’ (2014: 32). The recent appearance of the journal Geohumanities embraces a wide range of concerns, from ethnographic fieldwork to territory and works at the intersections of geography and widely across the humanities. The recently new journal Humanities has featured space-engaged special issues with particular emphasis on the spatial turn in the arts and humanities, for example, Deep Mapping (Roberts 2016). The journals contribute to making the revitalization of which Hones (2014) speaks. Increasingly, the webbing of humanities, the social sciences and geography, here including cross-overs with anthropology, becomes fascinatingly rich, crossing territory and terrain, everyday life’s feelings and their mutual engagement with the whole span of the arts.

Across our disciplines space is increasingly understood in terms of spaces lived, performatively carved rather than representational and outside of human and other-than-human material participation, thus bringing representations and wider contexts into their own liveliness. A number of recent contributions to these debates seek explanation of space through the work of French thinker Gilles Deleuze, pertinently worked through diverse chapters in Buchanan and Lambert’s (2005) Deleuze and Space. Their journey closes with ‘What the Earth Thinks’, by Lambert, that resonates with, for example, the chapters by Watanabe and Gren in the present volume. This brief attention to some of the increasingly numerous and diverse contributions on the question of space in no way seeks to document a complete story, but rather to breathe the air of diversity and its multiple connections, that provide a pool of lively debate to which our collection of original chapters both respond and advance.

Space, particularly its geography, often collides with an idea of mapping. Mapping was, of course, for a long time considered in terms of military and expeditional (often closely related) marking of territory: accuracy, assertive and intentionally permanent. In many cases, its importance as imprint on land in all its forms and character remains. Increasingly, there is attention to maps as multiple, contested; fluid and always ‘in the making’ in what they have to say concerning land and space (Roberts 2012). Since Harley’s (2002) groundbreaking interventions, maps are not contained merely within objectivity and emerge, for example, through film, sound and literature. The British writer Ian Sinclair (2012: 85) writes of his personal journeys walking around, for example, the ‘nether regions’ off the London outer ring road or bypass, the M25. He discusses what he calls a ‘map’ as ‘a very generalised form of a scrapbook or a cabinet of curiosities that includes written texts and a lot of photographs’. He identifies the growing interest across disciplines in literature and its poetic imagination: ‘drawing on forms of memory, language, mapping, anthropology … wanting to dissolve the boundaries that have held these to a rigid scholarly discipline’ (ibid.: 95). His maps-in-writing become evocative, expressive rather than representational, but move on in the reader to be both. Similarly, the ‘maps’ created in the project Parish Maps by the environmental charity Common Ground included a series of exemplar maps by artists, painterly and graphic images of features, memories, moments performed in life, among groups of individuals in expression of what matters to them where they live (Crouch and Matless 1996). With Sinclair, it is possible to say that maps of or as expressions of space, like everyday geographies, emerge in our practical ontologies, with the potential of being poetic and gently political, in an intimate way.

More recently Campbell (2016) has rewritten the ways in which we understand the purpose and may ‘read’ a map through an attention to the mapping of space in terms of understanding the region, long considered to be demarcated territory. The region and its mapped space become fluid, erupt in performativity participated by human and other-than-human lives across multiple trajectories of time, exemplified in Muecke’s multiple artwork across once Aboriginal territories in Australia, where region, like space, becomes affectively alive (Campbell 2016). Massumi’s (2002) writing on affect in terms of its openness and potentiality, moving beyond the fixed (as it were by institutional recognition and containment), static and bounded. Space becomes spacing, verbalized, part-constituted in our living. In so doing, exemplified by Sinclair and Muecke and others, making a map, marking the space, expresses something of our world that we value or may disdain, in a performative and reflective process of worlding that includes materiality, both living, as in the other-than human, and the inert as well as our similar others. We could consider something called ‘landscape’ to be the poetic expressivity of space (Crouch 2010). Space then emerges as more ‘along-the-way’, that is, the numerous, multiple performative acts, of multiple sensuous relationality in the atmospheres – affects, memories, intimate and widely felt significances – of our individual, if shared, worlds.

Now, perhaps more than ever, the spatial turn is premised on a will to deconstruct space in the humanities, the social sciences and, indeed, other bodies of institutionalized knowledge, by disembedding and foregrounding space as a category of knowing and experience. A turning to space, as Thrift (2006: 140) writes, ‘opens up whole new worlds by making it possible to write about life without falling back into a romantic quest for a place of safety and about society without falling back on to static categories and about knowledge of being without falling back on the recondite’. Thrift’s message helps remind us that we should not forget that the spatial turn starts with a focus on materiality. Space is ‘not a Euclidean given; it is a materiality which we always experience both temporally and through a number of beliefs and practices’ (Gilbert 2009: 103).

The idea that power and knowledge are embedded and experienced in material and discursive geographies, as exemplified in the work of, for instance, Foucault and Lefebvre, is now accepted without too much controversy. One example is Foucault’s writings about the ‘spaces of unreason’ and ‘spaces of reason’ and their encounter during the European Enlightenment (Philo 1999). We agree with Doel’s assertion that ‘one cannot think without “spacing”, nor can one space without “thinking” ’ (2000: 123), but we also find truth in Crang and Thrift’s (2000: 1) contention that in ‘all disciplines, space is a representational strategy’. It is not enough, however, to conclude that all knowledge is materially situated, because not all knowledge is situated equally (Haraway 1988). Instead, we would do well to study how knowledge is materially situated and analyse the ways we are located in this knowledge. After all, the disrupting, uprooting and displacing of disciplinary knowledges on space were among the primary motivations for the event of our coming together that ultimately would result in this book.

Our meeting, the source of inspiration for this edited collection, was an encounter that took place on the abstract assumption of disciplinary difference. The announcement of an ‘interdisciplinary’ event attracted scholars from a variety of situated knowledges, who, through the process of conversation and discussion, found their disciplinary subjectivity geographically transported into the in-between space of separation and contact on discussions on the role of space in their work. This process of ‘deterritorialization’ enabled a dissembling of bordered and fixed understandings about space and materiality. A decentring of thinking about the word ‘space’ and the truth claims and knowledges we attach to it brought about a departure from the fixity of our own historical situatedness and, with that very act, provided the possibility of play. The meeting functioned therefore very much like this prelude in that it offered a playground in which the meaning and experience of space can no longer be reduced to one single category or agency. Space is no longer ‘this’ or ‘that’, dependent and confined to disciplinary knowledge, but instead becomes multiple, differential, personal, experiential and playful.

Of course, we do not merely refer to the conceptual here, as space can, as said, never be detached from materiality. Our meeting, in an unintentional and unplanned manner, created a non-conventional ‘academic space’, which, as we related to another and to the things around us, facilitated the emergence of play. We can call this space ‘virtual’ or name it an ‘interface’, which serves as a point of relation that brings difference together and one ‘through which differences and distinctions … come to be measured and qualified’ (Ash 2016: 16). Our choice of words here is not accidental because the practice of spacing shares an intimate relationship to both the virtual and the interface. Ash (2016: 140, 141) writes that in ‘screen-based environments’ there is ‘no “space” or “time”… . There are only processes of spacing or timing, where something such as space or time appears as a particular kind of phenomenon through the construction of relations or relations and non-relations between objects that make up the interface’. Perhaps this explains why ‘play and computers get along so well’ (Sicart 2014: 7). However, while undoubtedly engaging virtuality in this sense (rather than in Deleuze’s virtual in terms of the ever-open potentiality of things) adjusts the lived engagement in our worlds as it does our embodied feeling and affective representations we may engage, the character or nature of adjustments involved remains unclear. This uncertainty occurs particularly in terms of the act of remaining in the everyday inhabited world much or most of the time (we are awake), currently unavoidable. As the philosopher Jeff Malpas (2008: 23) asserts, ‘One’s interaction with the (virtual) game is itself dependent upon its physical locatedness’: the chair we sit on, the room or outdoor site we may occupy; the other material realms in which we pass time, the memories that flicker as the game is played. Space, time and their spacetimes cannot sustain their isolation.

One of the points that Belibou’s contribution brings to light is the importance of affect or intensities in the interface of the World Wide Web. His contribution on the three vertical layers of the Internet, that is, surface web, the deep web and the Darknet, shows how spatial and temporal virtual experiences depend on their physical infrastructure. The two worlds interconnect in indeterminate ways and overlap at unpredictable junctions. His analysis provides an excellent example of how ‘thinking through affect’ can help us towards the ‘realm of the virtual … that is organized differently but is inseparable from the concrete activity and expressivity of the body’ (Massumi 1995: 91). Bissell (2010: 83) writes that ‘thinking through affect … not only decentres the body from analysis but also liberates it from the notion of a singular, predictable and fixed trajectory’.

Affect, as said, is an important means for understanding how the body lives and experiences space, but it is also significant for grasping how it remembers it. Affect is in this more explicitly temporal sense a relation between bodies over the identity of space. Zivkovic’s, Moyo’s, Crouch’s and Revill’s chapters, each in distinctively different ways, attend to the workings of memory and its accomplice time, in refracting, moulding, separating, crumpling and shading space and our role vis-à-vis space and spaces. The importance of discovering how space is memorized is demonstrated in Ghraowi’s reading of Ghassan Kanafani’s Returning to Haifa which echoes Deleuze’s (2008: 38) oft-cited phrase that the ‘past does not represent something that has been, but simply something that is and that coexists with itself as present’. Ghraowi’s analysis of trauma, as a spatial and bodily affect, is situated in Palestinian experiences of the horrors of the Nakba and the 1967 Arab–Israeli War. He uses the category of traumatic neurosis in Kanafani’s literature to show the ways in which relationship between the Palestinian body (individually as well as collectively) and its space blurs, ‘implodes’, experiences from the past and from the present.

Ghraowi’s account confronts Bachelard’s love of particular sites of being that he selects. Bachelard’s (1994) poetic attention is often replicated in terms of the attachment and belonging that we may feel for particular sites of our being, and becoming. In Ghraowi, in the subject of his writing, a very different affect is unscrambled. The result is a distressing neurotic condition in which body, memory and experience are interrelated and inseparable in determining the ‘whatness’ of the space that surrounds and constitutes us.

This returns us once more to the issue of materiality and the problem of knowing space. Nieuwenhuis is interested in the way International Relations (IR) does space. His deconstruction of IR’s ‘representational strategy’, or, if we were to follow Henri Lefebvre (1991), ‘space of representation’, looks at the conceptual and historical emergence of the relation and discrepancy between materiality (terra) and the category of territory. His analysis, which takes place in a growing discussion on the materiality of territory (e.g. Peters, Steinberg and Stratford forthcoming), shows that IR’s knowledge of space comes forth from a specific historical imagining of materiality. He takes us on a journey to the emergence and evolution of this peculiar, yet distinctively modern relationship to materiality, a relationship built not on intimacy but on representations and enactments.

Just as Ghraowi’s writing here treats space relationally, so, we note, he does time, rolled into spacetimes of anguish in remembrance. Similarly does Zivkovic, in her discussion of bel hooks’s felt inherited prejudices of colour and gender reworked over generations of her families. In her account of hooks’s writing, she engages the idea of writing as spatialized memory work, a search of rediscovery and repositioning. hooks’s past and pasts are always open to being reworked, even transformed. It is unsurprising that if we understand space as fluid, mutable, then time and spacetimes have similar character too: they do not remain static. Spacetime is, and spacetimes are, constantly available for reworking. Spacetimes cannot be stamped into immortality, just as efforts to privilege heritage are unable to do so. For example, heritage is negative and positive, and frequently can be thought in terms of particular pasts and past spaces held onto. In contradistinction, heritage may be theorized as lived, embodied alive in our doing.

Formal historic representations may attempt to fix heritage and a prescribed value upon it, yet that heritage is drawn through our contemporary performative living, as Crouch considers with regard to food cultivation in particular circumstances of inherited collective tradition and concern for the environment. Moyo inscribes such fixing–unfixing of heritage in her encounter with dance in the still-present shadow of apartheid; the time capsule may be leaky. Our lived memory of visits to particular sites may be coloured, perhaps transformed, through later visits, whether to the same site and its remembered, unsealed spacetime or to other sites with which unconscious comparisons may be made. Similarly, different values become associated with different sites, and those values may with similar repetitions be mutually affective and affected. Our lived practice, along with the flicker of random representations, may merge or contrast each of these. Our efforts to order these myriad attachments or distortions may or may not succeed. Feelings of belonging and its longing become uncertain, and change colour, but some may hold. Loss may be unavoidable yet may be resuscitated. Memory emerges as a movable feast. Reflecting on Bachelard’s philosophical musings on his intimately drawn spaces, sociologists Anne Game and Metcalfe (2008) identify the combination of ‘I know this already’ and ‘this feels new’, engaging pasts anew in the present. Our remembered, adjusted moments of heritage become embroiled in our presents. Campbell’s (2016) accounts of regionality-as-spacetimes is constituted in, for example, the writer Rebecca Solnit’s deep personal reflections, the anthropologist Muecke’s gathering and garnering of cultures’ practices and almost memorial-making and Kathleen Stewart’s anthropological fictive realism.

While each of these approaches deploys an engagement with individuals’ pasts, they do so in a way that acknowledges the mixing of moments in memory, their often roughly sculpting through life and being open to further semi-conscious adjustments in the present moment, perhaps more important than isolated time, duration, as inscribed by Bergson (1912/2007), as we can crack into time and disrupt its momentum, its rhythms through what we do, serendipitously and sometimes intentionally. Spacetimes become mobility in their qualitative multiplicity of open possibility. They present the very vitality of which Massumi has cogently argued (2002). The term ‘spacetimes’ restores the equity of relationship between space and time, much overlooked by Bergson’s privileging of time. Memory is not simply ‘placed’ in a feeling of linear time but jogged and jostled among our inflections and affectivities of other journeys we make through living. Living and our journeying spacetimes are creative and affective of creativity; our creativity can be affective of spacetimes, too. Although his attention was directed at the explicitly political, we can relate Massumi’s notion of ‘new circuits of causality’ (1993: 36) to the potentialities and multiplicities of spacetimes and their affectivities. Tracking through each chapter is a vital sense of the work of affectivities and their effects on and of the commingling multiply global and multiply local practices and performance; identity and belonging, disorientation and alienation; sadness and buoyancy; values, attitudes and life and its materiality. Is there a structure to our play? Are there rules to follow? Or, are the chapters arranged deliberately unsystematically for play to flourish? A bit of both perhaps? We offer neither start nor finish, but a few rules are necessary for play to be possible. We move from the intimate flirting with space (Crouch) to the performing of it (Moyo), its sounds (Revill) and the belonging to (Zivkovic) and longing for place (Ghraowi) to the reimagining of potential place (Watanabe), its political form (Nieuwenhuis), the possibility and impossibility of its virtuality (Belibou) to atmospheres as media and conditions for life (Conway), and we give our last voice to the Earth (Gren). Is there a structure, a little surely, but not so much as to impose, just enough only to facilitate play?

Along the way, several chapters connect with often taken-as-parallel notion of place alongside space, prompting further critical thought on why their often habitual distinctions are presented. With Deleuze and Guattari (1988/2013) as well as, though differently imagined, Massey (2008), space and spacetimes become ever open in their dynamic character, and relationships of place, its fixity and long duration and the fluidity of space become adequately held within the notion of space, as our relationship with what we call space is itself changing, at once full of reassurance and at the next uncertain. Doubtless, the common, everyday currency of the word ‘place’ survives and will continue to do so, but through the idea of space it is possible to contain variability and diversity and avoid the duality of things (Deleuze and Guattari 1988/2013; Massey 2008; Crouch 2010). Yet Deleuze and Guattari (ibid.) install another duality, of smooth and striated space. Their ‘striated space’ is the product of overarching power and control, and engenders order, domination and surveillance. Their terms of smooth space, however, render openness and potentiality, emphatically the product of freedom, thus another way that they invite in hope. Another potential way of thinking space through, in a way that is able to contain both the inevitable openness and fluidity of space and its potential democracy, is without engaging a third separate character for space, to consider all human dealings with/of space as a striating process, the marks of individuals and collectivities caring, recoverable and playful rather than fixed and dominating (see Crouch 2010). For the ways in which space works, we leave to the depths of the chapters themselves.

NOTE

1.Derrida writes that ‘like dissemination, like difference, it [ie. l’espacement] carries along with it a genetic motif: it is not only the interval, the space constituted between two things … but also spacing, the operation, or in any event, the movement of setting aside’ (Derrida 1981: 106, n. 42).
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Chapter 1

Space, Living, Atmospheres, Affectivities

David Crouch

Multidisciplinary work on the so-called spatial turn prompts the thought of how space occurs, whether it simply, a priori, exists, a grid that fastens us down. Maybe ‘it’ is something that we play with. Somewhat echoing Hallam and Ingold’s writing on creativity, space occurs (2007). That is, it is always unstable and fluid to a greater or lesser degree: open, of potential (Massey 2005). As individuals, we contribute to its coalescence as something with meaning. In this chapter I consider the character of its occurrence or emergence, sustainability and grasp or comprehension. Crucially, space is considered as a human process in spacing, rather than an abstract ‘thing’. My focus is less on so-called broader contexts, culture and such, though they simmer. Instead, attention is on the contexts that are what humans render space, along with the swirls of influences and affects in which we live, the other-than human and broader materiality; something fleshy with varying degrees of closure and openness over time.

Deleuze and Guattari’s ideas of the participatory character of spacing provide a leitmotif to this way of thinking, as will emerge shortly. Space occurs through lived practice and the relations of self, collectively, relating with others and among the spaces of practice that might now be considered in terms of affects and atmospheres. Arguably, most geographical knowledge, for example, occurs in living, shaped, perhaps even at times suppressed by academic lines of thought. Individuals in their everyday lives participate in a wide variety of creativity, participating, not merely affected by. As Stewart remarks: ‘Things flash up – little worlds, bad impulses, events alive with some kind of charge’ (2007: 68). Stewart considers, in the liveliness of description, the affective character of living, not its emotions with that particularly psychological pull, often subdividing each one, but in feeling, inchoately gathered: for this discussion, how space feels and may matter as it makes or breaks relations and opens or obfuscates potentialities.

Indeed, disciplines over recent years articulate increasingly fruitful mutual, distinctive engagement. Such a shared orientation is exemplified in work around space, as a focus and critical provocation. The chapter emphasizes the interactive character of space at work across this multiplicity of merging categories in the refiguring of geography across and shared by many disciplines (Crouch and Matless 1996; Crouch 2010). Moreover, of course, it is necessary to reflect critically on the role of ‘givens’, what is often taken to be the sum of culture, that partly contextualize but do not dominate or determine but flicker across individuals’ lives intersubjectively with and through affective power. Power emerges in the everyday living too, in what emerges as gentle politics. Our doings, relations, identities and negotiations also constitute and give character to the web or dynamic that is culture. Another commingling, another resistance or avoidance, another creativity occurs. Thus, the liveliness of space is dynamic: iterative, variously felt, existing.

In confronting a more open, lived, human and beyond-the-human character of space, it is necessary, en route, to confront the old, yet still-existing duality of space and place. These cornerstones of traditional geographical thought are part of the necessary multidisciplinary reconfiguration of space. Ingold held on to a Heideggerian distinction of space-place, as one relatively external, the other something relatively fixed and enduring, closed up and situated in living, and he seeks to avoid ‘space’ as operating in and through people’s living: travellers make their way through the country, not through space; they walk and stand on the ground (2011: 145). While the engagement of the world to which he refers is welcome, the rejection of space within our living creates questions of the human and space. Moreover, as Grosz interprets, people do not live in cities, but in networks of contacts, sites, memories and doings of lively interaction (1999).

Still David Harvey’s conceptualization of time-space compression haunts much critical geographical thinking and beyond, yet while acknowledging the continued importance it holds in terms of shaping, if not producing and constructing, space, for example, in Mitchell’s acute analysis of lives and spaces of singular capitalist control (2003). There are increasingly noted other components and dimensions of those constitutions of space that have become increasingly acknowledged. For example, at the other extreme of thinking, the poetic philosopher Gaston Bachelard’s attention focused on the gentle intensities of small spaces: cupboards, huts, nests, corners (1994). These familiar indoor sites enabled him close intimacy with their form and the atmosphere that he felt. They do, of course, avoid wider-in-the-world attention, however.

In working through these considerations, as Stewart posits, feeling is important, in a way that in her writing takes us away from a close hold of psychological formations and further out into the world. Moreover Erin Manning argues: ‘This feeling – with its proprioceptive, immediately linked to our sense of balance, to our ability to space (emphasis mine) space. We don’t need to put our hands on the walls to feel them, or to touch the ground to know where it is. Touch crossed with vision and sound fields the environment, opening it to the relational multiplicity of movement, sensation, and space-time co-mingling’ (2009: 49). Memory, across diverse and multiple spacetimes, can be jogged into new affectivities in the performative, perhaps more than in the performance (Crouch 2003). Numerous multiple outward contexts flicker and nudge, not as primary or privileged, our living, our ever-fluid memory, imagination and dreaming desires; this moment – these are all contexts that roll moment to moment and gather and break.

Manning takes this approach further: ‘(A) feels the world. Watch her reading a book: she touches it, puts her face into it, listens to the pages rustling, smells it, looks at it. Becoming – bodies feel – with the world. Feeling – with is not without thought. It is a force for thought. Don’t mistake feeling with emotion. Emotion is the rendering of an affect, feeling is its force’ (2009, 219). Movement is foregrounded not as displacement but as felt intensity. Indeed, Merriman attends to the idea of movement-space, ontologies of rhythm, affect and movement (2013). Rhythm is the emergent quality of felt intensity, a moving towards of duration itself. Emma Cocker, stimulating art theorist, observes: ‘Affect is not understood by reading about, rather reading is a constitutive practice within which affect is enacted, its flow is felt’ (2013: 23): the spirit of feeling, life and flow. Cocker, Manning and Stewart, each in distinctive ways, enable a dialogical relationality in the way space is thought: in diverse multiple atmospheres, not scales or layering in the sense of consecutively settled strata, but sliced, dripping and chopped into each other, commingling perhaps.

My interpretations of the occurrence of space emerge from an early frustration with the ways in which especially geography deleted human life and its wider relations except for its statistical possibilities; distance triumphed over living; Euclidian space. However, over several decades now there has been what we might term a ‘human’ turn, towards getting closer to the lived experience of attitudes, values, practices, where space takes a multitude of roles, and the understanding arises not mainly from geography but from an increasing commingling of disciplines.1 Of course, in more recent time there has been a more generous engagement and inclusion of other-than human life and wider materiality too (Lorimer 2006).

In the following sections I engage in a discussion informed by several investigations that seek to draw forwards those aspects of space in living practices, with an attention to the work of memory and multiple affectivities that are both human and other-than human, and feature what might be mistaken for trivial materialities. The content develops in a way to try and articulate something of the ways in which we participate in how space occurs. In doing so, components of anthropology and others increasingly mutually engaged with arts literature, including performance alongside other disciplines, are conjoined in their closer attention to human and other-than human lived character and energy.

My investigations include allotment gardening, caravanning and aspects of doing tourism, of being tourist; the making of community maps and diverse work in the arts, and into the particular space-practice of professional artists, most notably Peter Lanyon (Crouch and Toogood 1999). Two of these investigations are focused. The first is a particular aspect of culture and cultivation in the form of allotment, or community gardening. For example, allotments appeal because they challenge the earlier geographical focus on an idea of ‘landscape’, human–other relations, feelings and freedoms. Landscape, for example, became conceptualized several decades ago as something of paintings in a depictive form of correspondence, of heavily invested layouts ‘designed’ typically in so-called ‘great’ [sic] estates of the landed. Allotments present a popular participation through which the multiple ways of practice, values, meanings and affectivities affect how space can occur through their distinctive atmospheres literally and figuratively ‘on the ground’, in ways that resist avoidance of the wider rhythms and pulses beyond the human. The second consideration turns to ways in which particular approaches to understanding the making of art throw different insights into how human and other-than-human affectivities emerge and become affective, along with memory, in the occurrence of space. I consider the artist here as primarily a human being, living and feeling. I introduce insights from these works along the way. In each of these investigations, a central source is in what is said and how. While we may contest the ways in which individuals may seek to express or report their responses in feelings, intensity and so on, my emphases offer one way in which to progress understanding.

In one final prelude to the depth enquiries, I burrow briefly into two threads of profound attention to the question of the workings of space, in Deleuze and Guattari (2004) and in Massey (2005). These leitmotifs are developed through a critique of other strands of space-thinking, drawing attention towards the character of space in relation to work on atmospheres and affects through the relational term ‘affectivities’, particularly of Stewart. This discussion is done dynamically through the texture of empirical investigations, community gardening and painting as space-process. In this way the chapter seeks to draw through, to draw out, connections of the liveliness of atmospheres in the generative process of spacing. Taking up once again insights from the two investigations, the chapter continues to examine these themes by engaging a consideration of feelings, values and attitudes in the idea of gentle politics, again cross-examining such an approach alongside the key prominent discussions of space considered in the following section. Emerging from these sections the chapter closes with reflections back across the character of affectivities, atmosphere and space in our living.

FROM SPACE

Working from Massey’s positioning of space to be always contingently related in flows, energies and the liveliness of things, always in construction (2005), rather than fixed and certain, directs attention to individuals’ lives relationally in the world. Taking up more closely Deleuze and Guattari’s notion of spacing being affected by the energy gaps between things brings us closer to the affective character of space’s occurrence and its spacetimes content.

Space becomes highly contingent, emergent in the cracks of everyday life, affected by and affecting energies both human and beyond human limits. Spacing has the potential, or in its language potentiality, to be constantly open to change, becoming rather than settled (Deleuze and Guattari 2004). Individuals’, participants’ relations with space happen uncertainly, are not predominantly overwhelmed While trying to hold onto identities and feeling of space in their lives open to becoming. Merriman questions the revival of timespace in geography as a return more to structuralist thought (2013). Yet in the form of spacetimes it is possible to rethink in terms of memory in present feeling, for example, reworked, reimagined, bent in, by and through the character of particular atmospheres and so on. Through the philosophical work of Deleuze and Guattari, a generative frame of thinking emerges that is open in the character of deploying a flexible, open and more multiple notion of subjectivity that does not see the world as human-centred but human-participative. Such an ‘open’ subjectivism enables engagement of the non-human in the multiple energies, actions and mutual affects that commingle with human lives that take us beyond the bounds of human subjectivity but do not completely lose touch with it.

Massey and Deleuze are positioned in different ways: Massey crucially in a Marxist position and Deleuze particularly influenced by Marxism yet working beyond it to a post-Marxian and post-constructionist position that can be read as constructivist (Burkitt 1999). Yet their more recent takes on space begin to offer more correspondence, if obliquely, than this distinction might imply. The particular treatment of Deleuze’s space perhaps therefore tends towards a more open potentiality within an overarching political system, speaking more of the work of what he called ‘smooth space’, yet discusses its occurrence in highly abstract terms (op. cit.). However, Massey (1994) writes elsewhere of how knowing a familiarity of a locality, tending to imply its occurrence over protracted spacetime, social networks, in everyday doings and possibly prompted by external efforts to change components of that familiarity, produces a feeling that she incorporates into a notion of place, yet the place remains in contention, not fixed. Her main attention, as Deleuze and Guattari, is on the wider flows of affective energy, although Massey inquired more persistently into the institutional.

Rather than grasp meaning of processes of, in or through space as emergent principally between and across major scale, corporate and institutional assemblages, a close consideration of the affectivities swirling in everyday living renders an openness to the once-habitually overlooked (especially, perhaps in geography, also cultural studies) significance of ‘normal’, everyday, or ‘lay’ (none of which adequately expresses) human and other life in all their discontents. Discussion includes reflection on a ‘gentle politics’ emergent in the power of individuals creatively to engage, experience, feel, create meaning, adjust and challenge their attitudes and values and those of others. Spacing and its occurrence are creative and political in these categories of the everyday as well as in other registers. Our idea of space or place as constant is considered in relation to the steadying and shifting that occur in individuals’ and collectivities’ living. To capture some sense of these commingling events at work, the following pages consider not fixity in characterizing spacetimes but an opening to affectivities, change and security that explore the character of living spacetime through a number of threads that connect everyday living and our feeling and thinking. It serves as a means to articulate life in its negotiation, adjustment, disorientation and becoming.

This approach delivers a space-character through the notion of multiple active participation in spacing, prompted by Kathleen Stewart’s (2011: 445) ‘atmospheres’:


Attention to the charged atmospheres of everyday life… . How circulating forces are generated as atmospheres per se, how they spawn worlds, animate forms of attachment and detachment, and become the live background of living in and living through things. Writing through several small cases selected out of countless potentially describable moments and scenes in which the sense of something happening becomes tactile, I try to open a proliferative list of questions about how forces come to reside in experiences, conditions, things, dreams, landscapes, imaginaries, and lived sensory moments. How do people dwelling in them become attuned to the sense of something coming into existence or something waning, sagging, dissipating, enduring, or resonating with what is lost or promising? I suggest that atmospheric attunements are palpable and sensory yet imaginary and uncontained, material yet abstract. They have rhythms, valences, moods, sensations, tempos, and varied and changing lifespans. They can pull the senses into alert or incite distraction or denial.



Atmosphere is multiple and full of volume, as Anderson articulated in his seminal paper (2009). And so is space. Stewart’s articulation, rather than abstractions, of atmospheres appeals because of her sometimes poetic handling and relating of numerous elements occurring in existence: global, intimate. As Anderson précised Dufrenne’s position from phenomenology: ‘The atmosphere of an aesthetic object discloses the space-time of an “expressed world” – it does not re-present objective space-time or lived space-time. It creates a space of intensity that overflows a represented world organized into subjects and objects or subjects and other subjects. Instead, it is through an atmosphere that a represented object will be apprehended and will take on a certain meaning. Examples abound in Dufrenne’s writings; a feeling of emptiness communicated by a chilling verse, a tragic feeling in Macbeth, or the motionless opacity of Cezanne’s landscapes’ (ibid.: 79; Dufrenne 1973 [1953]). I am not so sure about Cezanne’s paintings’ opacity and will come to consider this later in this chapter in terms of more explicit and perhaps also energetic works of the artist Lanyon, abstractions rather than abstract, felt rather than merely conceptual. In the discussion that follows, I consider a wider and deeper and less classically aesthetically considered aesthetic of the everyday as lived that goes beyond Dufrenne. Atmosphere, as Anderson identified, is indeterminate, but what ‘matters’ in feeling and in meaning is how the atmosphere is actually lived, engaged and made some sense of, its affectivity, however incomplete and skewed through experience – and feeling (Anderson 2009).

Atmosphere is surely three dimensional and trans-historical, widely political yet locates itself, but in the feeling of life that we can be half aware of, perhaps know, human beings in everyday living, human beings but not human centred. And, of course, atmospheres change multiply, contradictorily, amoebically (Anderson 2009). And so, again of course, do the components and relations of the affective. Crucially we may not be aware of being affected. Massumi explains: ‘Affect as a whole, then, is the virtual co-presence of potentials … our living bearing numerous possibilities in however modest ways that can merge, co-relate, affect. These potentials, as unexpected and unimagined possibilities, occur not only in our own self but in our relations with others, including the other-than-human and materialities’ (2002: 213). In a direct consideration of art, Turions put it this way: ‘Affect proved to be an elusive concept…, rather [t]he force of manipulation that an artwork carries … a tactic we use to press on each other’ (2013, see also Crouch 2014).

In Stewart’s deft and explicit handling of atmospheres, she speaks to ideas of America and its parts as well as intimacies of individuals’ lives, singly and collectively (2011). While Böhme identifies the ambiguity of atmospheres, Stewart identifies how they or their affects may be momentarily coagulated by individuals, rather than concern with their objective limitability, that is an objectivist’s trap (Böhme 2006; Anderson 2009: 80). In what way are they ‘ambiguous’? Atmosphere is ambiguous to a closely objective strategy but not so in the individual outside the academy. What matters? Stewart grants the value of the real, as the discussion that follows examines, because it is worth examining what is human and human feeling matters. Talking of celestial spheres does not seem to be more than a distraction, its feet ‘off the ground’.

Affectivities, the operations of affect, are, like atmospheres, not necessarily progressively constructive or creative, as Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos explains, emulating Stewart’s often tragic spaces and Mitchell’s stories of land labourers in California (Mitchell 2003; Stewart 2011; Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2016). In Stewart we find intimate, personal worlds affected and infected by alienation. In their situations of precarity they ‘got along’ with their life, in atmospheres of relations, isolations shared in a bare everyday existence, perhaps reformed as an escape. Yet, of course, to consider these enumerations to signal they are OK demonstrably fails them, as it does the sensitivity of Stewart’s insights. Rather, resembling barely paid and maltreated fieldworkers, they demonstrate the necessity of progressive intervention: the need to remake our understanding of space, living and precarity. Yet they each can be (see also Metcalfe and Game 2008; Crouch 2010). In what follows there is certainly a focus on the promise of hope of a progressive kind, the kind that the late Leonard Cohen spoke of, light coming through the cracks.

The anastomosing threads in living are often better articulated in art, poetry and authors like Rebecca Solnit, as Campbell engages with astute critical reasoning (2016), where nets or webs of relationality are pursued through her biographical stories. The British author Virginia Woolf, who much interested Deleuze, likewise opened up the wider networks and possibilities of human feeling rather than contract tightly to her own judgement of other things, the subject-self (Crouch 2010).

THE AFFECTIVE CHARACTER IN THE OCCURRENCE OF SPACES AND THEIR ATMOSPHERES

Allotment or community gardening has obvious possibilities of affective relations with diverse materialities and wider atmospheres in living. In their personal narratives many individuals talk in a matter-of-fact way about the product of their gardening efforts, favourite techniques and the difficulties of vandalism. In these arenas of the mundane every day, there are many body gestures, movements and activities. They engage other people in conversation, sharing preparation of activities, overgrown corners on an allotment garden, arguing over weeds. They construct makeshift buildings, arrays of bird-scaring features to protect vegetables, their combinations of patterns of crops in the ground and ways of training vegetables are created with the material and imagination (Crouch and Ward 1997).

Beyond that individuals’ gestures can easily appear to be routine and habitual, emptied of any further content. However, talking and listening in depth with plotholders, it is evident that the emergence of relations, the potential for affect and the multiplicity of the atmospheres affect beyond the repetitive tasks of working the ground. A Caribbean man in his seventies and a white woman in her sixties talk and express values and relationships nurtured through what they do and how they feel in the space that is the site, but it goes beyond its metrical turf. Alen starts:


We disagree as to how long we’ve been doing it. He says it’s ten years since we’ve been neighbours, but I don’t think so.



John continues.


Well, it should be and it must be because I retired at sixty five. I came and found her here. We learn things from each other. You are very social and you are very kind. You make me feel good, you don’t come and call at me. Things in your garden you always hand me … little fruits … which I have appreciated ever so much.



Alen again: 


And I’ve learnt things from him. I’ve learnt some ways of planting, I’ve learnt real skills about planting, Jamaican ways of growing and cooking… . Always said you can tell an Afro-Caribbean allotment, or an Asian allotment, or an English allotment. And I’ve also learnt about patience and goodness and religion too. It all links in (Crouch and Ward 1997: ix).



The two people do not use the word ‘space’ or even ‘spacing’, of course. To do so would be to detach from the read, fleshy, lived and felt. They do not exhaust the multiplicities of their imaginative, metaphorical world. These acts, including ideas, produce relations, also through other things, not just the individuals themselves. They convey the atmosphere that accrues, or passes through, where they are doing their simple tasks but that also reflect on much wider worlds: human relations, working with small materials and things that they grow or clear away, the other than human, and how they do so; thinking of spacetimes spent, different cultures and implicitly of particular social relations and an intimate human relationality, beliefs, values, attitudes and imagination. In their scenarios of encounters’ spacing there emerges a resolute yet serendipitous mutual and shared comfort and also possibility through emergent atmospheres. They suggest the transformative possibilities of the simple, apparently uneventful things they do, in terms of feeling rather than outcome. They recall aspects of their lives and bring them into the present. Like individuals in Stewart’s accounts, they carry on. There is an acknowledgement of possibilities being worked, or performed, through the ways things are done. What they do and feel is enacted in relation to space in the sense of being there; the site where they meet, close to the earth and yet aware, there of this swirl, this loosely netted cluster of things that each derives from a different component of living and of being aware beyond the site, the locus of what they speak of. These gather, loosely, incompletely but evidently deeply in spacing.

Space takes on, or is given, new significance in a process of spacing. What they say appears to exceed the prefigured and emerges from doing. In these examples performance is presented as being, holding on, and security, but also suggests the liminality of performance in which the self and the world are transformed. Although the power of liminality may be performed by going somewhere else, if this becomes habitual much of what is performed is seemingly routine. However, it is in the cracks of habitual acts and its materialities both ‘natural’ and otherwise, but also mutual aid and self-help, memories and dreams that significance can be found.

In an abrupt switch, it is possible to recover from an artist’s living and simply getting around and making marks that evoke the accreted feelings, something remarkably similar, with a different voice and, to some extent, rhythm. Peter Lanyon was a mid-twentieth-century artist (1918–1964), who did much of his art in and around where he grew up, in Cornwall in the south-west of England, a rugged coastline especially on its north side, a mining history and many sparsely populated districts (Crouch 2010). Because of the location he was often pejoratively considered to be ‘provincial’ as an artist rather than, where he became, a major figure in international abstract expressionism of the time; he considered his works as abstractions of rather than be regarded a painter of the abstract. In this distinction of metaphor, his work, until perhaps a few months in his final year, was insistently carved through his intense awareness of his relation in the world. Indeed, his abstraction was to paint the feeling of that relation and its atmosphere in which he participated, severely exposed to its commingling affectivities, not, as often expressed, the painting as a construction aside the lived and felt, experience and materiality (McCormack 2012). The world as such is universal; it is what, we may suggest, matters most in individuals’, in our, lives, in a way synonymous with Stewart’s worlding.

Peter Lanyon made many large paintings, overcame vertigo in order to get closer to the most vital subject of his art, both paintings and constructions, landscape. Yet he disparaged the word ‘landscape’ as it had, with exceptions most notably in the late Turner works, been made from one point only: fixed, flat and unimaginative. He preferred the word ‘environments’. He sought to articulate a strong poetics of the visceral and fleshy feelings of being somewhere, confronting and engaging, expressive (Crouch 2010: 27–42). Rather than provincial in any way, Lanyon not only became highly regarded in the middle decades of the last century; through his artwork he fought against the legacy and continuity of unscrupulous mining companies ignoring the vital needs of safety amid profit, almost sacralized in his painting Lost Mine, 1960, of a flooded tin mine.

P. Lanyon (1982: 58–61) talked of one of his ordinary–extraordinary journeys that produced the painting in oils, offshore:


The sea was piling in on the shore, the waves on top of one another, almost as if one were seeing it through a telephoto lens, the high tall waves behind the shorter ones in-shore… . I walked along the beach and this was on my right hand side at that time. Then I climbed up onto the Western Hill via the rocks so that the sea descended to my right and then I went up the side of the Western Hill, behind the rocks. The sea then became something down beside my feet.



He continues in more detail extension to other-than human life and materialities:


The sea section becomes more amorphous, the hill more structured … Cubist… . The whole thing becomes blue, with a little sea on the right hand side … land at left; little ‘bits’ of sea at the other three sides… . I found an ease… . I found that things were happening, that flowers looking at me were actually happening … things were stronger, that a car, for instance, sitting by a house had an extraordinary sitting power. A gate was agitated with its bars, that a house was standing up gaunt beside me that the road as I went back up into the town was hedged either side, but the sea was on one side, and was blowing up over the hedge and all the small grasses were moving, moving with a curious blowing, twisting dropping action. Now, that’s the sign to me that there is a fusion, that there is an interest being created that connects this thing growing in yourself. I can pin it to the place as it were, and the place clicks with me … to establish itself in time and space. (Ibid.)



Unlike the two plotholders Lanyon was, of course, an artist, trained to observe, assess and interpret. But he mined his own way of doing things. His particular abstraction in both his art and his talk of what was happening is penetrating and well honed. He was committed to communication. More self-conscious interpretation of his own atmospheres is to be expected. However, it is in the elements to which he refers, in his own body movement, tensions and intensities; his vertigo-driven intensities and perhaps over-sensitivities; his awareness of his relation between body and rock, sea and so on that, stripping back the explicitness of actions, doings, memory, identity and feelings, it is possible to enunciate something of the articulations and relationalities that, instead of the interpretation once pervasive in art thinking of formal relationships, animate the way he is feeling space, those Deleuzian gaps of energy where relationality is acute; through wandering and touching; imagining, making expression of feeling through the materials of artworking. Sites, ‘locations’ with which he was long familiar and through which relationalities he had felt distinctive character in spacing he ‘came across umawares’, in a day of different feeling. He threw himself, both literally and metaphorically, into his environments, rolling on the ground, bending to tie his shoelaces, turning and feeling the changing wind as well as the ‘movement’ of what was around him. His space and spacing were done with both feet, and not with the objective visually led and controlled measurement of either the Renaissance painter or the trainee surveyor – or the detached worker of the digital and the mechanical.

When Lanyon took up gliding late in his short life, he lifted to feel the full multi-dimensionality of atmosphere:


Far below, out of reach of one’s feet, is the landscape from St Agnes, looking eastward into Cornwall. It’s an ancient country, scored and marked by centuries of mining. This comes into the picture, but so does the sudden event happening in the present, for the whole idea of painting began when flying over a cliff I disturbed a bird on its nest. It is this range of experience – from the immediate to the historical – that I want to include in my pictures. (Peter Lanyon, quoted in A. Lanyon 1993: 213)



Although translated into words, Lanyon’s art expressed the character of abstraction in a different way. His is not an empty finding of ideas or ‘truths’ or aesthetics through a removal from the fleshy, messiness of the world and living, yet finding abstraction through his feelings, not in opposing the lived (Crouch and Toogood 1999; McCormack 2012). Beyond these phenomenological and performative practices come his awareness of histories and his own memories and concerns; his inward–outward awareness of criss-crossing and commingling affect, further dimensions of atmosphere as spacetimes.

Again, stirring the affectivities:


Having experienced this long line say from the armpit down over the ribcage down to the pelvis, across the long thigh and down to the feet that line may take me out in the car to the landscape and I might experience this again. By having drawn the nude I experience it seriously, the sort of experience one would have by some sexual contact with the female. But in this case transformed to an understanding of the landscape. (Lanyon, quoted in Stephens 2000: 124)



Space may be at once considered a loose entity or mixing of features, movements, energies; ideas, myths, memories, actions, an active ingredient in processes of feeling. Amid these energies is a rearrangement of energies and the spaces we feel can arise, that we felt we knew but that emerge in new ways different in assemblages of power and meaning: incomplete, contingent and temporal. Space can be a vehicle through which the world can emerge and offer stimulation; in the feeling and thinking that individuals do that space is affected and affects, affects us, through which richness of life and space emerge.

Space is similarly a participatory and dynamic energy in Massey’s geography: ‘The coming together of the previously unrelated, a constellation of processes rather than a thing. This is place as open and internally multiple … not intrinsically coherent’ (Massey 2005: 141). Yet problems with ‘place’ conceptually recur in the notion of being in place and not in place, which offers mere duality rather than fluidity and variation (Cresswell 1996). One minute I can be ‘in place’, the next ‘out of place’. Space is a more open category, such as it may be, due to its Deleuzian flexibility in the multiplicity of its occurrence rather than be bound in academic debate by institutionalized category, whether due to regulation of power, if even in its soft form, the regulations of fashion. Moreover, space is more than the contextual coordinates of the social, economic and political; more than the materials and their physical and metaphorical assemblage, of building material, vegetation, rock and so on. Space is increasingly recognized to be always contingently related in flows, energies and the liveliness of things, therefore always ‘in construction’, rather than fixed and certain, let alone static (Massey 2005). Space occurs, crucially rendered unstable and shifting, matter and relations in process. It may be felt to be constant, consistent and uninterrupted, but that feeling is subjective and contingent. ‘Landscape’, another much-contested geographical word, emerges in the relation, among the affective atmospheres, not outside them. In allotments, their landscapes merge the plotholders’ made material-as-seen with the imagined emergent in the feeling of practice, just in the same way as Lanyon’s abstractions.

FURTHER COMPLEXITIES IN THE OCCURRENCE OF SPACE

New encounters, however seemingly familiar, have the potential to open up new relations. In spacing, Deleuze and Guattari sought to make a distinction of emergent space in terms of an apparent duality of the energies of power in their constitution, thus striated (institutional, capitalist) and smooth space that is a kind of freespace: open, full of potentiality (Deleuze and Guattari 2004). These kinds of space suggest one way of thinking through the process of space in a way that operates in relation to what humans do, as different collectivities as well as individuals. Often their distinction appears as duality, yet: ‘The two spaces in fact exist only in mixture (emphasis mine): smooth space is constantly being translated, traversed into striated space; striated space is constantly being reversed, returned to smooth space’ (Deleuze and Guattari 2004, my italics). Capitalist space is not totalizing, save particularly acute moments perhaps of war; lives, depleted and corrupted by it, may still eke out a thread that can still be open, but that should not ease the agitation of our thought. Variation and flexibility are implied in the shift between this otherwise-apparent duality.

Moreover, if we consider that politics is embedded in the diverse elements of lived atmospheres as concerning meanings, interpretations, attitudes and values, then everyday life’s affectivities are significant in what politics is. As in other links of atmospheres and affectivities, these everyday emergences are not detached from the wider state, corporation and party-related politics. Yet the elements of the everyday hold a potentiality of distinction. And in everyday living these emerge with their own distinctive character, differently felt and difficult simply to classify. Everyday interactions bear their affectivities too, as well as what may be considered to take place at a ‘higher’ [sic] level. Thus, everyday tacit negotiations, sometimes linked with more organized influences and movements, are themselves affective at the intimate level of things. I refer to this kind of politics as gentle, but perhaps no less significant in the feeling of being alive.

In this way it becomes possible to question the duality of Deleuze and Guattari between what they term ‘striated space’, overwhelmed by the power and organizing affects of capitalism, and ‘smooth space’, unaffected by capitalism, open and of freedom. It may be that more pervasive affects of striated space occur through actions of national or regional, or political power wielded by capitalist entities and their webs. Yet in making our own affects in everyday life actions, whether coherently made or not, these take the form of striations, if less heavily carved, grooved or stained as Deleuze and Guattari position what they call capitalist space. These life actions constitute the diverse, possibly more constant, possibly more varying gentle politics.

Gentle politics is not something minor, subordinate, secondary, but an important dynamic of energies that work relationally in multiple and commingling ways.2

Returning to the occurrence of everyday spacetimes, Carol describes her experience of tending her plot of land:


Working outdoors feels much better for you somehow … more vigorous than day to day housework, much more variety and stimulus. The air is always different and alerts the skin, unexpected scents are brought by breezes. Only when on your hands and knees do you notice insects and other small wonders. My allotment is a central part of my life. I feel strongly that everyone should have some access to land, to establish a close relationship with the earth, something increasingly missing in our society, but essential as our surroundings become more artificial. (Crouch 2010: 54)



Carol describes what she does, and what her emerging feelings are, through how she spaces herself; her body engages in intimacy of space, significantly on her own terms, with movements among multisensual encounters. Carol touches, bends and kneels; she moves her body and spaces the gaps, and their objects, between vegetation, earth, insects, the air and herself. She finds her feeling of life, values, attitudes, through what her body does there. In this extract there is greater ambivalence between the content and process of performance, and reference to prefigured intentions and working those ideas through doing. In the extract, among the intimacies of senses and mental connections, she refers that back to contexts; maybe it could be regarded as double checking or confirming the close-up atmosphere and its lively affectivity with prior context, engaging simultaneously an implicit acknowledgement of being surrounded by, and striking into and among, affectivities. That context is political, of the struggle for ownership and access to land, ethical practice of cultivation. In her participations she engages a gentle politics.

The artist Peter Lanyon makes a purposeful effort of challenge to instructed and learned practice, another political act of gentle register. His work is open to new affectivities in how he encounters what is around him and opens to the possibility of new atmospheres in the process of his ‘being-there’ and ‘feeling-there’, and carrying those affective potentialities back to the studio to affect new painting:


By removing the static viewpoint from landscape and introducing an image constructed or in my case evolved out of many experiences the problem of landscape becomes one of painting environment, place and a revelation of a time process as an immediate spatial fact on a surface. (Peter Lanyon, quoted in A. Lanyon 1993: 290)



Furthermore, he finds a multiply affective character, strong in space and in time among things he encounters and engages, that he webs into not only his lucid description but the work itself:


The beginning of a painting may be down a tin mine or on top of a bus above the fields … an abnormal sense of rightness in the presence of some happening or place … in West Cornwall this whole existence of surfacing deep and ancient experience is obvious. Everything surfaces in a deep and shocking manner. After a north storm … seamen can be seen plodding the beaches and picking objects out of the sand … a fascination which has affected me. These are reassurances of the living I know in my paintings – the comparisons, the closeness and the edges of lives different in appearance but fundamental in their history … so that the farmer, the miner, the seaman, all in their own journey make outward the under things. (Peter Lanyon, quoted in A. Lanyon 1993: 292)



Space, for him, his environments, is felt freed of the expected, the familiar and the ‘properly painterly’; it recovers, taken in and loosened and almost shaken across worlding practice of return visits to a site, returning again to his studio, turning the canvas aside and maybe working thereon from there.

In this way enacting the relational character of space, affect and power, this commingling of the energies of spacing connects the case for better acknowledging the work of gentle politics that in a way works in the smooth space but unavoidably in relation to more institutionalized space. Both of these spaces are actually multiple, multiply affected and of great diversity. In a world that is multiple and relationally affective rather than just hierarchical, all kinds of life and things affect and are affected by space and commingle.

In these sequences a process of worlding where space(times) come to the fore, Carol makes – or affects – a space that is replete with both interest and her curiosity. Each moment of her doing other-than human, for her in particular, commingles with her concern for global affects in which humans are deeply involved, in turn with her sense of intimate participation in where she is and what she is doing, her strong sense of care. In her gentle politic she is active and not alone. She contributes, with all these other players, in struggle and change, and makes her own deeply felt modest adjustment in its worlding.

Lanyon throws himself into the spaces where he is also participating, contributing in making, doing, a worlding. The space is not merely a painting or construction; it is in the swirl of affects – even of an unsettled gate, his attitudes concerning the terrible experience of miners in terrible conditions of labour and the owners who pressed these onto them; along with his recall of geological history, which also stirs his feeling, makes its affects and their effects are felt. Human actions, the other-than human in practices, relations, events and reflections make atmospheres where he engages worlding. Perhaps most caught up in the atmospheres in which he worked occurred when he took to gliding, ostensibly to engage environments from the air, from above. Indeed, he encountered more than this. Of course, the atmosphere of climate caught him up close and three dimensionally, but also his gliding brought him into greater, ever more intimate awareness of the multiple character of the three-dimensional feel of space and its affectivities: he discovered space to be three dimensional in the very materiality of air, precipitation, uncertain winds and the bumpiness of his aircraft. His later paintings, murals and other works became dominated by this atmosphere, these atmospheres not only in detached form from land: the multiplicity commingled, sometimes almost arguing among themselves (Stephens 2000). For over a decade, by 1960, he had been making three-dimensional constructions of environments; now in gliding he became more fully aware of the multiplicity of surrounding affects. Overwhelmed by the affects, he crashed his glider and died in the few days following.

REFLECTIONS

In different ways, these individual stories each articulate the feeling of the individual relationally with a whole web of evident liveliness that overspills classical confinement of process and practice, intimate lives, wide concerns and values; little fruits, oppression, small wonders; memory unsettling, discomfort and exhilaration of salty winds, bending, turning, even rolling over, feeling part of a collective practice, and in all of the gaps between these things there is the spark of an affect, or rather of multiple, commingling or colliding affects, breaking, splitting, smoothing. Across this diverse gathering of voices it is possible to track the meshwork and expression of doing and feeling, and its expressive poetics and also often-overlooked gentle politics. This is how space occurs. Through the effect of affectivities belonging or disorientation can accompany our worlding, changeable as spacetimes.

A desire to open a little to the dynamic character of living, there is another desire to feel life held together, feelings in ways that defy duality, and mix. These feelings and affects work as fleshy lines of energy and anastomosing ramifications that offer the loose meshing of directions and connectivities. Spacing does not omit a desire or perhaps need to hold on to what one’s situated life presents, identity, feeling and belonging, emotional orientation. It acknowledges similarly the desire to go further, to change. These impulses are not in duality but in those swirls of complexity that Stewart’s atmospheres so deftly acknowledge, pushing the notion of spacing towards more acknowledgement of the embodied, even fleshy character of space.

In tracking these complex, nuanced affectivities there are numerous, multiple ways in which these energies may collide or coalesce. There are similarly numerous ways in which affects may be experienced, albeit too often concealed in wide tracts and trajectories of living. Again, we keep going; we may get on (with living). Each body and fragment of our work can originate differently: belonging, alienation, health, distance and so on. Through a multidisciplinary, or so-called post-disciplinary perspective this has benefits in coming together, comparing notes and ideas. Yet the particular and the distinctive in each disciplinary origination lends the rich potential of throwing different angles on each enquiry. Moreover, of course, perhaps, our attention to the close-up and intimate tackling, coping and hoping among individuals needs to remain open to multiple, wider worlds in which we live, inevitably pulling in personal and collective memory, their oppositions and changes.

Tangles of the mundane swirl into and from these, too. Like those corporate and institutional worlds, their forces and affects and direct effects, they are enormously varied across lives – and sites and atmospheres of living. Similarly, a domination of their being given priority in our attentions must equally be in the hearing and response ranges of our enquiries. As Jane Bennett explained, there are others than us who participate in this worlding, and no less in the occurrence of space, in their affects:


To acknowledge non-human materialities as participants in a political ecology is not to claim that everything is always a participant, or that all participants are alike. Persons, worms, leaves, bacteria, metals and hurricanes have different types and degrees of power, just as different persons have different types and degrees of power… but surely the scope of democratisation can be broadened to acknowledge more non-humans in more ways, in something like the ways in which we have come to hear the political voices of other humans. (2010: 109)



As we become more aware of and alert to the other-than human, it is important to hold on to what Bennett (also) implies regarding the unevenness of human affects, but also influence and power. Moreover, as Crossley argued intently, intersubjectivity matters and is not to be overlooked. While many artists, perhaps somewhat like Lanyon, may be relative solitaries, humans at large are and act collectively, often thought today to be merely of historical interest. Collectives and everyday cooperative practice inhabits becoming, as Crossley’s (1996: 27) title; ‘becoming’ implies, akin and frequently germane to the collective character of becoming among even ‘mundane’ [sic] creativity (Cohen 2007), and Inger Birkeland underscores the continuing importance of intersubjectivity that does not overlook human participation in her writing on the making of self and place (Birkeland 2005).

In a way, this brief reflection points to the need to, as it were, ‘flesh out the rhizomes’, a kind of root that often seems to have an echoing of the old geographical obsession with such as distance, geographically/geopolitically inscribed boundaries, thin lines on maps that simply prove a point. Ingold has made lines thicken and come alive (Ingold 2011). Similarly, notions of layering often suggest, inadvertently, the ‘settling’ of time in particular, but also of lives, events and affects. Yet, of course, each layer can be disrupted, and its bits erupt into the present. Memory, again, rarely remains continuous or consistent.

I have sought to develop something of an understanding of the vibrancy of the occurrence of space through collision of multiplicities of affects towards worlding. Lives and feelings feature prominently in this narrative because I think they do in the unpicking of spacing evoked in the words, mood, feelings, values and attitudes of the individuals who appear here, appear in life witnessed in participatory observation. It is easy to impose our thoughts on what others say and do, move and reflect, and my guilt may be shared here. Yet it is in the intimate attention to what and how something is said and done, whispered and avoided, that it becomes possible to offer a story of space in lives, affect and worlding that seems to do some justice to these testimonies. Thus it becomes more possible to conceptualize what often appears opaque (affect, atmosphere) that once seemed obvious.

NOTES

1.See, for example, special issue of Geographical Review 201; Environmental Humanities and the series The Spatial Humanities, University Press, since 2015.

2.These few words I loosely (inadequately) abridged from Cohen’s poem Anthem.
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Chapter 2

‘Knowing One’s Place’

Mapping Landscapes in and as Performance in Contemporary South Africa

Awelani Moyo

In February 2009, having lived in Cape Town, South Africa, for little over a month, I arrived at Church Square in the centre of town, to watch a performance entitled Limbo, as part of the Infecting the City (ITC) festival. Among the mix of would-be spectators and passers-by, I noticed a homeless coloured woman eating bread and soup, and having what seemed to be a lively conversation with herself. In time, I began to hear music playing and noticed performers gradually emerging from different positions in and around the square. As though choreographed, the crowd in the square drew back and cleared a space in the centre of the square, as it became clear that the show was now under way. As some prepared to take pictures on their phones, others found their positions in the circle. The homeless coloured woman remained in place and began to dance and sing, almost as though not to disappoint us.

The performance blended extracts of recorded music with the voices of migrants speaking in different languages, occasionally interrupted by the sounds of the city. The square itself felt to have been transformed into a colourful, mesmerizing and emotive collage of movement and song, cast in relief against the dull tones and formal lines of the surrounding buildings. In a flurry of action the bodies of the performers were physically doing battle with the architecture, some dangled suspended from a building, scaling the bars of a fence, while others tugged at the statue in the centre.1

Meanwhile, the homeless coloured woman was rolling on the ground with laughter, mimicking the action and chasing after performers as they ran from one scene to the next. Grinning all the while in between slurps of soup, she joined in the action so convincingly that at first it was unclear whether or not she was meant to be a part of the performance. With time it gradually became obvious that her own performance was a spontaneous one and that her dishevelled appearance was not in fact the work of a brilliant costume and make-up artist. The soup was real, as were the crumbs of bread stuck on her leathery face, as was the odour of stale sweat and alcohol which followed her. Undeterred by the disapproving stares, jeers and laughter she was now receiving from some spectators, she continued to chat in a jovial manner to individuals in the crowd, toasting us all with her cup of soup and a near toothless smile.

I remarked on all this after the performance as I sat at a nearby café with friends, some of whom had been performing in Limbo just minutes before. I had enjoyed the performance and been moved by the work because the subjects of migration and xenophobia are close to my heart, but I think I was especially intrigued by the homeless woman’s presence, which seemed to strike at the very core of what the themed performance was all about. To some people she was disruptive and distracting, to others she was amusing and to still others she was unimportant, dismissed as a drunk or a lunatic, and therefore invisible. Whatever the case, it seemed that in the middle of a designated public space, this homeless coloured woman had somehow crossed an invisible line that had been established when the performance started: a line that demarcated the role and place of the ‘public’ as outside the imaginary bounds of the performance space – she was reading from a different ‘script’.

I begin with this anecdote because it draws together a number of threads running throughout this chapter – in particular, the idea of mapping and how this can be used to frame theories about landscape and identity, and how this in turn relates to broader discussions about understanding space through the study of performance. Taking the view that with the recent spatial turn in academia, scholarly discussions about ‘space’ often assume a Western bias, this chapter seeks to enrich the discussion by considering the meanings of space from the particular context of post-1994 South Africa, where there has been an ongoing struggle to control the physical and discursive spaces on which individuals and groups might stake their claims of authenticity and belonging within the body national. Taking a somewhat Lefebvrian view of space, the discussion focuses on a case study of Cape Town’s ITC festival, the first public arts festival of its kind in South Africa. With particular reference to the year 2009 when the festival was curated by Brett Bailey under the theme Home Affairs, I demonstrate how theatrical performance interventions in urban space might offer a deeper understanding of how space is lived and conceived in the contemporary urban spaces of South Africa and in so doing put to work some of Lefebvre’s theories in a dialogue with the more recent work of anthropologist Tim Ingold.

Scholars and theatre practitioners have long been preoccupied with describing the relationship between the spaces, forms and functions of performance – see Victor Turner and Peter Brook, for example. For Brook, space is crucial to performance since it is ‘the condition that alone makes possible the simultaneous presence of performer and watcher’ (McAuley 1999: 3), while Turner attempts to understand how spaces can be endowed with properties of the sacred and liminal as a part of human being’s attempts to make sense of the world. In this vein, and drawing particularly from the work of Ingold (2000), I theorize various theatrical performances as forms of ‘mapping’ which attempt to make the world ‘knowable’ and to create a sense of belonging in space, at the same time indicating the limits of their own codes of representation. With a particular focus on the example of Limbo, I develop an analytical perspective that attends to the landscape both in and as performance in Cape Town. This focused exploration of the notion of ‘belonging’ in South Africa ultimately demonstrates how, with the recent spatial turn in theatre and cultural studies, the study of non-Western contexts can enrich the interdisciplinary conversation about space.

SPACE/PLACE AND LANDSCAPE

In theatre and performance studies, we can often talk of performance space and ‘place’ in terms somewhat similar to the social sciences, where space is often thought of as abstract and imaginary and place is endowed with meaning and identity (cf. Augé 1995: 82; Tuan 1977: 6). Furthermore, it is often understood that ‘the geography of performance is both produced by and produces the cultural landscape and the social organization of the space in which it “takes place”, and to shift physical and/or social space is to shift meaning’ (Knowles 2004: 63).2 We might then talk about multiple, distinctive ‘geographies of performance’ and thereby differentiate between the physical properties of staging action and the imaginative ‘worlds’ in which the action occurs. All of this, of course, assumes that theatrical performances both reflect and reveal something about the world in which they exist, and as such are a form of mapping, or making the world knowable – an idea we shall return to at several points during this discussion.

In this context then, the term ‘landscape’ can serve as ‘a mediating term between space and place’ (Chaudhuri and Fuchs 2002: 3). This suggests that we can talk of the landscape in performance, in order to describe the dramaturgy of a performance: that is, how space-time is structured by an artist both literally and symbolically to create meaning, as well as how space-time is perceived by the audience/spectator, and finally how a performance commentates on its own socio-geographic context – in this case, the context of post-1994 South Africa. On the other hand we can also talk of the landscape as performance, signalling the constructed-ness of the social world as a whole – in this case, how particular meanings and values are ascribed in urban space and how a city such as Cape Town therefore reflects particular notions of identity, belonging and citizenship. From this we might then consider how such identities are defined, lived out, performed and potentially challenged by various ‘actors’ in/through a landscape – whether they be artists or the everyday inhabitants of that space.

There is, of course, a problematic complexity in using the term ‘landscape’, just as with the word ‘map’, because its meanings range from a fixed notion of viewpoints and mimesis to a much wider way of understanding how the world ‘works’. And so the most useful concept of landscape for this discussion is developed in the work of Tim Ingold, who writes that ‘landscape’ is not land, space or even nature, but ‘a plenum’, and its forms ‘are generated and sustained in and through the processual unfolding of a total field of relations’ (emphasis mine) (2000: 191, 193). This implies that ‘As the familiar domain of our dwelling, it [landscape] is with us, not against us, but it is no less real for that. And through living in it, the landscape becomes a part of us, just as we are a part of it’ (ibid.: 191). Ingold’s notion of landscape therefore goes beyond the distinction between human beings and nature, between mind and body, between space and time (or space and place), which other definitions may suggest. It is particularly useful in a discussion on performance, because it allows us to account for the potential volatility of the embodied, spatio-temporal experience. Crucially, for Ingold the landscape is ‘constituted as an enduring record of – and testimony to – the lives and works of past generations who have dwelt within it, and in so doing have left there something of themselves’ (ibid.: 189).

PERFORMING CAPE TOWN: A BRIEF HISTORY

The early history of Cape Town not only reveals the tension that exists between the imagined meanings and lived experience of place but also illustrates the point that even as the spatial landscape is often seen as immanent and already existing, it is not at all neutral, empty or static. When Jan van Riebeeck arrived in the area known as the ‘Cape of Storms’ in 1652, he had been instructed by the Dutch East India Company (VOC) to build a fort and cultivate a garden at Table Bay to provide supplies of fresh food and water to passing Portuguese and Dutch ships. Although these twinned structures, see figure 2.1, would later become the central points around which a Dutch settlement gradually expanded and consolidated itself under the myth of terra nullius (nobody’s land), the Cape was never intended to function as more than a temporary refreshment station to serve the economic and trade interests of the VOC. The wilderness and its indigenous nomadic3 inhabitants were pushed back from the coast towards Table Mountain and eventually onto the dry Cape Flats. In the area around the fort and gardens, a grid began to take shape as the first landmarks of a town were built: private houses; markets (Greenmarket Square for the sale of produce, and Church Square for the trading of slaves); main streets (Heerengracht later Adderley; Strand; Buitenkant); a church (Dutch Reform Groote Kirk 1704); and numerous taverns (hence Cape Town’s nickname ‘Tavern of the Seas’).


[image: Figure 2.1.]
Figure 2.1. 1750 map of the Cape of Good Hope by Jacques-Nicolas Bellin (Wikimedia Commons).



By most accounts the early town was a racially and culturally mixed, if unequal, place. Slaves brought from East Africa, Indonesia, Malaysia and India were a muted presence both seen and unseen in almost every sphere of public and private life whether at market or in homes. And since mobility was an integral part of the workings of the city, there was an inherent ‘hybridity’ underlying its structure which can be traced through the architecture and/as cultural practices of the early city.

The emancipation of the slaves in 1834 meant that more people from diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds came to live in close proximity in cosmopolitan areas like the Bo-Kaap, and as a result, the colonial discourse on racial purity and fears around miscegenation and hybridity merged with judgements about the corruption of moral values in urban space.4 By the early twentieth century, city planners had begun to favour the ‘logical arrangement of urban space through “zoning” ’ and other forms of segregation (Bickford-Smith, van Heyningen and Worden 1999: 144). This meant that Cape Town became more exclusive, and ‘particular bodies, specifically those of Africans, did not belong in cities. Women could remain in cities, so long as they were tightly linked to the private, domestic sphere’ (Jackson 2005: 51).

Several epidemic outbreaks played a part in the earliest implementation of segregationist policies in the city, which linked ideas about public health to existing racial stereotypes and prevailing attitudes towards non-whites in the urban context. The language of public health created what Swanson (1977) calls a ‘sanitation syndrome’, which served to reinforce a general perception of certain kinds of bodies and subjectivities as deviant, and to justify their exclusion from the city space.5 Slum clearance was prioritized in the 1940s, and by the time the National Party (NP) came to power in 1948, Cape Town was already a patchwork of segregated areas.

This brings us finally to the apartheid era, when the existing modernist spatial model was explicitly linked to the belief that separate living would allow racial groups to ‘prosper’. To ensure that the white minority should have priority of access over the bulk of resources (land, wealth and jobs) the NP government systematically legislated towards making Cape Town a ‘white city’, while forcibly removing those who were deemed not to belong in urban space.6 The NP government’s urban policies aimed to concretize the separation of racial groups across South Africa in very real, physical terms. In the ‘apartheid city’, whites, coloureds, Indians and blacks would be given separate residential zones, with blacks being placed further from the centre and often separated from other groups by ‘buffer zones’ and designated ‘industrial areas’ (see Davies 1981).

The ‘ideal’ apartheid plan of Cape Town would have been one in which all non-whites were removed from residential areas in the city and pushed out onto the Cape Flats (Western 1981). It would also have blacks the furthest away from Table Bay, separated from the whites by a ‘buffer’ zone of coloured and Indian areas. In reality, although this plan was never fully realized, it still shaped the identity of the city.

With the end of apartheid in 1991, the official segregation of Cape Town gave way to a massive influx of previously excluded races and classes of people, particularly migrants from the rural Eastern Cape and from across the African continent. With its complicated history of cosmopolitanism and segregation, Cape Town can be described as a ‘culturally diverse and divided city’ (Field and Swanson 2007: 5). In this context, the 2009 ITC festival attempted to expose this past and challenge some of the imaginative constructions of Cape Town, while also playing its role as part of the city’s own socio-spatial performance. The stratification of civil society under apartheid was lived out in spatial terms, but one could go so far as to suggest that South Africans were simultaneously living in separate ‘times’ as a result of these spatial policies (Pechey 1994: 155). This idea of temporal difference becomes important when we return to the discussion about the space/time of performance.

LANDSCAPES AS PERFORMANCE WORLDS

In The Production of Space (1991) Henri Lefebvre theorizes space as a product of the human body, made up of both conceptual and perceptual activities. His approach is an attempt to bridge the gap between material and discursive approaches to space, which tend to treat space as either a purely mental or purely physical phenomenon (1991: 27). For Lefebvre, ‘(social) space is a (social) product’ (1991: 26) and, as a corollary, the human body is a ‘spatial body’ (cf. Tuan 1977) which both produces and is produced by the space-time which it inhabits. This is comparable to Ingold’s notion of landscape, which emphasizes the sociality of space and the processual engagement with/in space-time. Ingold further develops this idea through what he calls the taskscape: an ‘array of related activities’ which is ‘qualitative and heterogeneous’ (2000: 195). If the landscape is intrinsically social in its construction, insofar as it is created in the process of human beings engaging with one another and with their environment, the taskscape is also social, since it is the collection of interrelated activities by which people are said to be engaging with, indeed making their worlds.

To elaborate on this idea of taskscapes, Ingold examines the differences and similarities between the art forms of music and painting in order to illustrate how taskscapes and landscapes can be distinguished from one another. In his explanation, the conventional distinction between painting and music is false – he argues against the idea that a painting is a complete object, while a piece of music must be performed in order to become complete. Both are considered performances since they must both come into being through a number of processes which leave traces on the art ‘form’ itself. Differentiation between music and painting then ‘becomes a matter of degree, in the extent to which forms endure beyond the immediate contexts of their production’ (ibid.: 198).

Similarly, both landscapes and taskscapes are created in/through the processes and activities of human dwelling, but where more ‘traces’ of such activity appear to become materialized in the landscape, the nature of the taskscape is such that it can only be perceived as we engage with the world around us. For this reason he concludes that ‘landscape as a whole must likewise be understood as the taskscape in its embodied form … landscape is the congealed form of taskscape’ (ibid.: 198–199). In the taskscape, then, the present ‘is not marked off from a past that it has replaced or a future that will, in turn, replace it’ (ibid.: 196). The notion of a taskscape implies that temporal experience is heterogeneous.

But why should all this matter in a discussion about performance? Thinking of the landscape as not only a plenum but as the ‘congealed form of taskscape’ means we can move beyond the tendency to treat performance as a ‘localized, static object, whose defining features are identified, isolated and immobilised for the duration of the enquiry’ (Rae and Welton 2007: 3), and thus appreciate the constant movement which is ‘an essential characteristic of the way an individual mind perceives and so constructs an environment, whether “natural” or “cultural” ’ (Rapport and Dawson 1998: 20). This means that we can attempt to simultaneously explore both the content and the context of a performance, which is to discuss both the aesthetic form of performance and its social function.

Just as one cannot stand apart from reality to observe it (as one would a painting), for Ingold one is never outside of the landscape. It can only be perceived within the current of being-in-the-world, and through one’s interactions with the people and places that form a part of this landscape (Ingold 2000: 196). Similarly, as implied in speaking of landscapes in and as performance, we cannot entirely separate performances from their contexts, artists from their audiences and states from their citizens and so on.

Such an approach requires the invocation of one’s positionality – as researcher, spectator and individual subject – in signalling landscape as site and process. The term ‘landscape’ enables me to account for the conceptual paradigms and modalities of phenomenal experience which manifest in performance practices and which, as I have already suggested, can be thought of as invisible maps. Hence, I also cite Tim Ingold’s term ‘way-finding’ to articulate in even clearer terms not only what I mean by ‘landscape in and as’ performance but why and how my positionality matters to this discussion.

This brings us back to Lefebvre, who while focusing his discussion on the history of Western spaces also argues that space needs to be understood in the particular context of a given society, and that different modes of social production produce different kinds of spaces (Zieleniec 2007: 61). Lefebvre (1991), who sees the scale and density of the city as one of its defining features, argues that urban space in particular is characterized by a concentration of people, products and images and that this density, whether actual or imagined, creates a ‘dialectical centrality’ about urban space which casts other spatial formations as marginal (1991: 101). Furthermore, what makes the centrality of the modern city different from that of cities in other eras is that ‘centrality now aspires to be total. It thus lays claim, implicitly or explicitly, to a superior political rationality (a state or “urban” rationality)’ (ibid.: 332). Therefore, not only is the city a space with its own internal divisions and zones of exclusion, but it is also constructed and perceived in relation to a topography of the nation as a whole.

In general, cities by way of their administrators are examples of what Goffman (1974) calls ‘impression management’ on a collective social scale – governing authorities attempt to extrapolate (or fabricate) something of the identity and values of a given society, and convey these in material terms. For Lefebvre, representations of space become the dominant conceptual modes of social space, meaning that not only does discourse underly and structure social life, but those who possess ‘expert knowledge’ – such as town planners, geographers, engineers and scientists – control how space is both organized and utilized (Zieleniec 2007: 74). Therefore, both the imaginary spaces of the city and the real, lived-in places within it may reflect the exclusionary ideals and policies of institutional power.

HOME AFFAIRS: INFECTING THE CITY 2009

When the Spier Performing Arts Festival first relocated to Cape Town in 2008, curators Jay Pather and Brett Bailey expressed ‘a singular aggressive aim – to infect the city with performance that captures the complexities of our daily lives’ (Pather and Bailey 2008: 5).

In 2009, the festival became known principally as ITC, with Brett Bailey acting as sole curator and introducing his particular approach, which placed emphasis on the festival’s function as a platform for social provocation. Contextualizing the art in contemporaneous terms, Bailey introduced specific themes to frame the festival programming each year, with Home Affairs being the theme in 2009.7 This was clearly an attempt to discursively link Cape Town’s urban space with debates and issues of national and global concern. As the model of ‘performing arts festival’ evolved, ITC became specifically a ‘public arts festival’, where public art is defined in the broadest sense as art presented in open urban public spaces and encompasses anything from sculpture to site-specific performance (Harding 1997: 9).

In South Africa, public art was closely aligned with activism, and community action theatre projects were a common feature of the cultural landscape and the anti-apartheid struggle (Minty 2006). After 1994, artists also began to explore new subjects in public space and to explore subjects previously subordinated by the imperative of political activism. In a number of public art projects developed specifically with/in and for Cape Town, key thematic issues for artists (and arguably for ITC) have included ‘rethinking monuments, the memorialising of “hidden histories”, engagements with racism and the abuse of power, and the reimagining of the city’ (Minty 2006: 426).

As noted before, such practices could be described as forms of mapping as the artists retrace an outline of the divisions within the city and then attempt to challenge the apparent stability of these boundaries. But while it is easy enough to argue how public art ‘maps’ the spaces and histories of Cape Town, more interesting for this discussion is to examine how the ‘accidental accounts’ produced in the course of such interventions – in this case during the performance of Limbo in 2009, reveal the ITC festival’s own assumptions and challenge its own aspirations as a form of socio-spatial intervention. Furthermore, we may then look at how such an exploration helps to test existing approaches to the study of space in a context like contemporary South Africa.

ITC takes as its starting point the idea of the city as a body politic, and the idea of infection has much historical resonance, whether it is the outbreaks of smallpox which decimated the indigenous population in the 1880s or the bubonic plague and influenza epidemics of the early twentieth century. The festival’s title conjures associations of art as a kind of contamination/contagion, as that which invades and disrupts the normative values in everyday urban space. Conversely, it suggests that art is potentially curative, acting as a vaccine of sorts by way of the staging and rehearsal of creative and affective transformations with/in the socio-spatial body.

The ITC logo for the three years 2009–2011 incorporated the silhouette of a cockroach, an organism often associated with dirt and contamination. The logo deliberately conjures up associations with the ‘hidden depths’ of the city and with what is not often seen on the surface or in popular representations. As such, ITC attempts to actualize these ideas by engaging with the ‘infection’ in terms of both the real/physical spaces and the psychic/social spaces of the city.

As a choice of theme for 2009, Home Affairs was a direct reference to the acts of xenophobic violence which swept across South African cities in May 2008.8 Curator Bailey encouraged artists to interrogate issues surrounding citizenship and belonging more generally. As a key part of the festival programme, Bailey assembled three interdisciplinary teams of artists to create collaborative performance works. Each team worked with displaced refugees in Cape Town over a number of weeks, culminating in three 30-minute works featuring some of the refugees as performers. Limbo was staged in Church Square, once the site of a slave auction, which today is commemorated by a number of black marble plinths scattered across the space. Arguably in the performance itself, it was what was not being commemorated that proved of greatest interest, revealing some troubling continuity of the apartheid legacy in Cape Town. The performance aimed to encourage the public to experience the city differently, using a visual spectacle to reveal details about the space that people might never have noticed before, and thus potentially enriching the public’s sense of place – mapping the invisible. Thematically, the personal stories of migrants going through the process of trying to obtain legal documentation and status in South Africa resonated with the spectre of slaves forcibly traded and signed away to new masters on that very site. Incorporating first-hand testimonies in the performance of Limbo, the artists quite literally attempted to give voice to those people whose presence in the city is invisible/overlooked/forgotten/ignored/unwanted. It is in fact the volatility of bodies in space that brings about the most potent intervention, as my discussion will show.

MAPPING/DWELLING

If a map is a tool which I could use to locate myself in the world, it orients me by marking my presence at a point in space-time, from which I could infer my current relation to the features, landmarks and routes of travel which exist beyond my immediate grasp. Already while engaged in the act of map-reading, my being ‘here’ is also a form of belonging – that is, having affinities, being ‘in’ and ‘in relation to’ (cf. OED definition of ‘belonging’). But while I am ‘here’ and embodied herein, I am simultaneously imagining a ‘there’ and placing myself therein. Almost immediately in the act of looking at a map, then, there is a process of elaboration and of drawing connections within the terrain that is (what I call ‘here’) but is not yet (what I call ‘there’). The map comes to have meaning only for the duration of my engagement with it – it emerges processually. In this sense then,


maps are never fully formed and their work is never complete. Maps are of-the-moment, beckoned into being through practices; they are always mapping. From this perspective maps are fleeting, contingent, relational and context-dependent, emerging through transductive processes to solve relational problems. (Kitchin and Dodge 2007: 343, emphasis mine)



If I can think of a map as ‘a partial and relative resolution that occurs in a system that contains potentials and encloses a certain incompatibility in relation to itself’ (Simondon 2009: 5), I begin to imagine a map not as an individual object but as another way of approaching the subject of performance through the practices of way-finding.

At this point I must deploy the simplest definition of a map as ‘any scheme that spells out one-to-one correspondences between two different things’ (Blakeslee and Blakeslee 2008: 7). This suggests that maps are not always to be apprehended consciously and that they can be felt and experienced in ways other than the visual, so long as there is a ‘scheme of correspondence’. Therefore, maps are not purely mimetic representations of the world; neither are they merely a record of existing social values or ways of ‘knowing’ the world. In order to fully grasp what is at work as maps emerge, then, it becomes important to attend not only to what is said, implied and suggested in their structures but also to what will inevitably remain beyond the scope of their schema. Maps gesture towards that which has not been fixed in or cannot be approached by their own epistemological frames. Contained in any map are the partial traces and fragments of places, half-imagined, dis-membered and re-membered details of experience.

For Ingold, it is through a process of ‘dwelling’ rather than ‘building’ that we make and remember meaning (2000: 186), and in this way he shows that meaning is always already a result of the combined effects of our past experiences and our present reality coexisting within a spatio-temporal matrix. Ingold draws upon the philosophy of Martin Heidegger (1971) here, for whom the notion of building describes a separation between the perceiver and the perceived, where ‘worlds are made before they are lived in’ (Ingold 2000: 154). On the other hand, the notion of dwelling accounts for the fact that ‘the forms people build, whether in the imagination or on the ground, only arise within the current of their life activities’ (ibid.: 154). One can compare this distinction to that between the practices of mapping, where differentiation is a matter of distance/proximity within the so-called scheme of correspondence.

Returning to Ingold’s notion of taskscapes as differentiated from landscape, we can note that just as there are many rhythmic cycles in music, so too ‘the temporality of the taskscape, while it is intrinsic rather than externally imposed (metronomic), lies not in any particular rhythm, but in the network of interrelationships between the multiple rhythms of which the taskscape is itself constituted’ (2000: 197). This interplay of rhythms, which arise in and through embodied activity, has further implications not only for our understanding of what space is but also for getting to grips with what it is to ‘know’.

KNOWING ONE’S PLACE

A great deal of the writing about the experience of being in the city points to the ways in which urban space has been and continues to be conceptualized in terms of various levels of ‘exclusivity’. In this context we find the figure of the ‘stranger’, a recurring trope in much Western writing about modern urban life, an embodiment of ‘otherness’ onto which the ambiguity of urban space is projected. Using this figure, writers like Georg Simmel, Lewis Mumford and Richard Sennett have attempted to conceptualize urban experience with reference to various notions of otherness (Nahnsen 2006: 28–34). On one hand, the stranger may be seen as a positive figure of tolerance and creativity insofar as he ‘makes cities places of encounter’ (Nahnsen 2006: 27). This is often the case with regard to the figure of the flâneur, the ‘archetypal occupant and observer of the public sphere in the rapidly changing and growing great cities of nineteenth-century Europe’, a wanderer casually strolling in order to experience the city (Wilson 1992: 93; cf. Simmel 1950). Notably the flâneur is more than an incidental tourist. He instead inhabits the city with a certain degree of ease and so brings with him new perspectives, values and experiences which challenge and revitalize old and familiar ways of being for the city’s established communities. Furthermore, it is assumed that within the dense spaces of the city the flâneur – often a writer or artist – enjoys his anonymity within the crowds and that he is free to make voluntary associations with other ‘strangers’, based on mutual contractual agreement rather than familial or kinship ties (Miles 2007).

At the same time, the early literature on urban space also suggests that the stranger is an unknown, menacing figure whose presence inspires fear and suspicion and therefore makes the city a place of conflict and discomfort. Examining this figure in their discussion, Mbembe and Nuttall write that in contemporary South Africa, the migrant is the quintessential manifestation of this kind of stranger because he or she exists ‘both beneath the city and outside of its orders of visibility’ (2004: 364).

Whether looked upon positively or negatively the figure of the stranger in the city ultimately reveals the gendered construction of urban space, insofar as he is almost always a ‘man of pleasure’ who ‘takes visual possession of the city’. Freedom and anonymity can be enjoyed only by him because his presence there is socially sanctioned. This is not the case for the ‘public woman’ (or arguably the person of colour) who is regarded with distrust, if she is acknowledged in this space at all (Wilson 1992). The predominantly gendered theorizing of strangers in urban space therefore highlights the need to account for differentiated experiences of sociality in the city, because the meaning of bodies in space is never singular, particularly in the case of a complex, heterogeneous nation such as South Africa.

The phrase ‘knowing one’s place’ that I used at the beginning of this chapter describes the myriad of ways in which belonging, as habitation, might be lived, experienced and expressed – what John Western (1981) in his study of Cape Town calls the ‘dialectic of person and place’. In the first place, ‘knowing one’s place’ might literally mean having physical and cognitive awareness of one’s geographical surroundings, knowing the past and present of a place, perhaps even imagining its future. At the same time, ‘knowing one’s place’ refers to an understanding of the codes and hierarchies constitutive of social life, and the task of maintaining a position within this system. Alternatively, the phrase can also be an evocation of the liberating power of marginality, where to ‘know’ one’s place is, potentially, to inhabit difference and, in so doing, subvert the very mechanism by which one is made ‘other’ (ibid.: 7; cf. Barnard 2007: 43). If we consider that geography is ‘as much of an epistemic category as gender or race … All three categories share an engagement with belonging, which plays out around dichotomies of self and other and around strategies of “emplacement” and “displacement” ’ (Rogoff 2000: 8).

Returning to the performances of Limbo on the day in question, what I observed was more than an act of storytelling, although the events on that day in fact mirrored conceptions and experiences of encountering ‘difference’ in the context of the city space. In particular, the incident in Limbo demonstrated that the terms of identification (i.e. being a performer or a spectator) have a bearing on the reception of otherness. We might in this instance take ‘strangeness’ to be a kind of performance enacted by and for various individuals (audiences) towards particular ends, effectively suggesting how the notion of a stranger is a relative and malleable construct.

The experience of watching Limbo in 2009 left a lasting impression, which I have from time to time attempted to capture in writing (Moyo 2009). As a foreigner living in South Africa I had a very clear personal attachment to the 2009 theme of Home Affairs, and the performance of Limbo mapped my own sense of not belonging in Cape Town. At the same time, the thematic focus resonated with aspects of my own work at the time. I was in the process of finishing my dissertation and at that point struggling to articulate my subjective experiences of migration and displacement, while in a state of uncertainty pending the outcome of my application for a work permit to stay in South Africa. Much of my first month in Cape Town was spent queuing for hours at the Barrack Street Home Affairs offices alongside many other foreigners. Consequently, I can add that while I was attempting to read the woman’s body in order to identify her presence in the performance, I also made assumptions about her background and value judgements about her motivations. In fact, this woman may not have been homeless at all, and she may not even have been coloured. Some of the assumptions I might have made about her behaviour, for instance with regard to whether or not she was drunk, are linked to ongoing racial stereotypes, and to the legacy of social deprivation associated with coloured identity in South Africa.9 What my experience of Limbo therefore inadvertently highlighted are contradictions and tensions between the everyday and the spectacular, the liminal rite and the carnival, the real and the imaginary, active and passive performance, centre and periphery, self and other, and how these are all implicated in spatial terms. The performance itself did not necessarily reveal this, but the imaginative space it opened facilitated this everyday encounter alongside the performance event, with the effect that it highlighted the constructions and potential reactions to performative bodies in the city.

For whatever reason, the homeless coloured woman deliberately made her presence felt in Limbo and so made a comment on the work, so that it became clear that while the art represented one form of marginality, she extended this thematic exploration by performing her own marginality. This was made all the more poignant because the homeless body is a particularly unsettling presence in urban space (see Kawash 1998) and because her act of transgression was sustained throughout the performance.

As I have suggested, the woman did not seem to ‘know her place’ in one sense. Yet she also demonstrated a different way of knowing, and dwelling, within the city. It seems that her defiance of the conventional response to the staged event magnified in very clear terms the boundaries which are at work in Cape Town’s urban centre – boundaries that have their roots in both the local and global histories of space and that have directly to do with the sublimation of particular attitudes to certain kinds of bodies and subjectivities on the basis of class, ethnicity, race, gender and so on. The homeless coloured woman is a stranger in the sense of Wilson’s public woman whose presence in the city is unsettling for patriarchal sensibilities and reads as a loss/lack of ‘virtue and respectability’ (1992: 91/93).

There are myriad questions we could ask about this woman’s intervention which have to do with race and gender and how they act upon space. Would the crowd’s reaction to her have been different if she were a man? Would her actions have been read as more aggressive, and would someone have intervened and removed her from the space? Indeed how might her reception have been different if she were black? Or white? Would she more likely have been dismissed as a ‘lunatic element’, or would she possibly have been taken more seriously or even considered as a threat of some kind? My reading of the events was undoubtedly influenced by the gendering of spaces and bodies – both hers and mine.

As mentioned the theme of Home Affairs for ITC 2009 spoke to issues which are inferred in the word ‘home’, a term often theorized as a space of positive identification, that is, shelter and safety. ‘The search for identity … involves movement, in body and mind, within and between spaces of varying scales that are identified as home’, where home ‘refers to a conceptual space of considerable importance in the modern-day world of fluidity and movement’ (Olwig 1998: 225), that is, a space of belonging.

Home can also be thought of now as a gendered space linked to domesticity, confinement and violence, a space that upholds identity by way of the public/private binary (Olwig 1998; cf. Davies 1994). As discussed earlier, it is often the case that the association of places with ideas of belonging, familial and community relations or nationality, arises from ‘the steady accretion of sentiment over the years’ (Tuan 1977: 33), which gives space its sense of place. On the other hand, ‘if a place can be defined as relational, historical, and concerned with identity, then a space which cannot [explicitly] be defined [by the subject] as relational, or historical, or concerned with identity will be a non-place’ (Augé 1995: 78). Part of what makes the woman’s intervention so intriguing, perhaps, is her insistence on dwelling in what might be considered non-place.

This brings me to the observation that ‘the city’s practices install constitutive effects and behaviours that implicitly render some ways of being in the city “off-limits” or “inconceivable” as much as conceivable’ (Whybrow 2011: 8). In the Lefebvrian sense, urban space acts directly upon the body, re-producing what is deemed acceptable by a society’s institutions of power – be they religious, political or economic. It is not difficult to imagine some of the more direct ways in which this is done – we might be reminded of Marc Augé’s (1995) assertions about the seductive force of convention which governs the conduct of people in non-places, evident in the form of written and spoken signs or commands, and unspoken social codes.

The control of bodies in urban space is not only linked to the demands of labour or capital production and to social prejudices, but it is also an attempt to control the meaning of public space and thereby control the kinds of performances which can take place in it. The use of a public square for the performance of Limbo drew on the dynamism of such spaces, which ‘can act as positive social-spatial entities … simply by making room for large-scale democratic events rather than for [by] their special character as places per se’ (Coetzee 2008: 145). The seemingly mundane or functional public square was reimagined and transformed from an ‘empty’ space into a place associated with memory. This detail suggests the view that contemporary urban space, the experience of which is often characterized as disembodied and disorienting (see Augé 1995), can also be experienced as a space of quiet reflection through sensory engagement.

Finally, we might consider that by drawing attention to her marginality, the homeless woman performs her knowledge of (her) place and made herself temporarily visible. Yet she remained undocumented, entirely absent from the credits of the performance, and there are no official photographs of her presence. She does not exist, then, other than via my own strategic recollection here (and perhaps the recollections of other spectators/performers who saw her). She haunts the performance in two senses: first by mapping the boundaries of the performance itself and then by mapping the event in my/our individual memories. Her subversive act demonstrates not only the unpredictable and potentially egalitarian nature of theatrical performance but of urban space itself, since there are multiple levels on which ‘performance in the city’ can be said to function. And her intervention points us ultimately towards the need for more situated approaches which take into account the way that bodies are not only acted on but act upon space – an approach that perhaps takes its starting point from what Lefebvre might have termed a ‘rhythm analysis’ – an approach that considers landscapes both in and as performance.

NOTES

1.Parliamentarian Jan Hendrik Hofmeyr or ‘Our Jan’ (1845–1909) fought for the recognition of Afrikaans as a legitimate language. The statue was erected in 1920.

2.For Knowles (2004), factors such as the dynamics of the rehearsal space (which can affect many of the aesthetic choices made) and the architecture of the performance venue (particularly in traditional theatre venues where behavioural conventions influence the way audiences and performers interact) merit consideration. He also emphasizes that specifics such as seating arrangement, reception spaces and the geographical and historical background of the venue and its surroundings may affect both the process and the outcome of a creative project. In this discussion where we are dealing with performance staged in a non-theatre venue, we might be more concerned with how performances alter the ‘real’ space-time of the site, and generate alternative or parallel dimensions of experience for spectators.

3.See Davenport and Saunders (2000).

4.See Young (1995) on hybridity and miscegenation, and Wirth (1938) on the perceived links between urbanism and moral degradation.

5.The sanitation syndrome was linked to the colonial state’s attempts to control labour through the creation of townships to house workers. Black men in particular were already perceived as the ultimate threat in urban space, despite the fact that the administration required their labour to produce its wealth. The segregation of space was therefore further legitimated by discourses on public health and disease in the city, and by the creation of new residential ‘locations’ to house African workers.

6.This was accomplished legally by means of the Group Areas Act (1950) and the Separate Amenities Act (1953).

7.Subsequent themes included Human Rite in 2010 and Treasure in 2011. See the website http://infectingthecity.com/2016/festival/previous-festivals/ for festival archives and more details about performances.

8.South Africa’s infamous government Department of Home Affairs is mandated to deal with matters of immigration and with the official documentation of South African citizens. The department has long suffered a bad reputation due to repeated allegations of corruption, poor service delivery, perpetuating xenophobic attitudes and mistreating African immigrants.

9.I am referring here to the ‘dop’ (or ‘tot’) system, the practice of paying farmworkers with cheap alcohol which was widely used in South Africa during the colonial and apartheid eras, particularly in the Western Cape. It led to high rates of alcoholism and became especially associated with damaged Cape coloured communities (see London 1999).
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Chapter 3

Vocalic Space

Socio-Materiality and Sonic Spatiality

George Revill

This chapter looks at the ways in which social and cultural theory might provide a set of resources for theorizing sonic spatiality. This is worked through the specific example of the spatiality of voice understood through Steven Connor’s (2000) conception of ‘vocalic space’. Social and cultural theory has had relatively little to say about music and even less to say about sound itself or the qualities of distinctively sonic experience and its associated sonic realm or sonic spatiality. Yet sound exhibits qualities which reoccur in many theoretical figurations without necessarily being subject to the sort of critical interrogation which might highlight the potentials and limitations of the sonic. Sound surrounds and envelops; it touches and affects the listener in intimate ways that directly engage mood and emotion. It echoes, refracts, travels and decays, traversing boundaries and permeating public and private spaces alike in complex ways that are difficult to predict and control. Voice blurs boundaries between spheres coded variously as nature and culture by expressing raw emotions while simultaneously carrying complex symbolic communication in the form of spoken language. Music combines both these characteristics to varying degrees. Reviewing what he calls ‘sonotropism’ in Western philosophy since the Enlightenment, Scherzinger (2012: 350) argues that the unresolved tensions and contradictions between the apparently unmediated authenticities of raw sound and its civilizing possibilities as artful rational communication encourage a ‘metaphysical valence in excess of the usual mediators of language, culture, and history’ to the extent that the utopian, deconstructive and transformative potential of music and by implication sound is never thoroughly pursued. Yet in a range of more recent theory from the 1960s onwards, for example, that by Lefebvre, Derrida, Chion, Kristeva, Deleuze and Ihde, sound and the sonic began to form an increasing focus for theorizing. In terms of space and spatiality, such work is largely concerned with issues of directionality, measure, difference, embodiment and experience. These authors provide a set of rich resources for present-day authors interested in the relationships between sound, space and place.

Drawing on this work in the context of more recent theorizing by Dollar, LaBelle, Nancy, Born and others this chapter argues that the sonic provides a rich terrain for thinking through spatiality. Sound is not an object or an entity in the conventional sense of the word but rather a set of processes and properties operating in and through other materials. Sounds are only recognizable as such in the moment of their making, unfolding elaboration, the sensing and the memory of that moment. The fugitive, fragile temporal qualities of sound are centrally implicated in the phenomenal qualities of sonic space and spatiality (Revill 2016). Thought of in this way, sound produces distinctive experiences of space; it is a central component in imagining and remembering time and place, and has distinctive material qualities yet at the same time demands active practice or performance in order to bring it into presence. Voice offers a distinctively problematic terrain on which to examine the qualities and implications of sonic spatiality. Sounds carry words while seeming to remain independent of them; writing seems to be developmentally more ‘advanced’ than orality. At the same time, is seems to provide privileged access to a sonic expressivity, which it seems to both surpass and erase. The idea of ‘voice’ embraces these ambiguities and the multiple histories which they trace. As the Lacanian scholar and musicologist Mladen Dollar (2006: 31) suggests:


The voice appears to be the locus of true expression, the place where what cannot be said can nevertheless be conveyed. The voice is endowed with profundity by not meaning anything, it appears to mean more than mere words, it becomes the bearer of some unfathomable originary meaning which, supposedly got lost with language.



In this context, voice can be understood as a complex socio-material assemblage, a set of physical sound-producing processes which are bound into both social relations and very complex nexus of cultural associations. Its distinctive spatiality is a marker of individuality, authorship, agency, authority and power, reflexive self-realization and social reach.

This chapter begins examining in more detail some of the ways in which sound and space are theorized in social and cultural theory. It then moves on to examine the questions of sonic mediation raised most distinctively by voice as a means of communication. The chapter then proceeds to examine Connor’s conception of vocalic space drawing on a socio-material conception of voice. It explores some of the ways in which the ambiguities highlighted by Dollar (see earlier) are produced as a result of the spatial properties of sound as socio-material event.

THEORIZING SOUND AND SPACE

Until relatively recently sound as a medium has received little of the systematic treatment afforded to the textual and the visual. Even more elusive are any explicit engagements with notions of sonic spatiality. Most frequently the sonic has acted as a metaphoric vehicle when theorists account for aspects of other social phenomena as, for example, in Weber’s figuration of the orchestra and symphonic music as an exemplar of rational spatio-temporal organization. Questions of habit and experience in terms of bodily relationships with space can be found, for example, in the phenomenology of William James (1890, see Newman 2015) and perhaps most notably in the writing by Merleau-Ponty (1962). His description of the ‘organist’ who is practised and skilled in the execution of his music but is faced with an unfamiliar instrument to play opens on to a consideration of spatial attunement as the processes by which the performer adapts his routinized practice to an unfamiliar spatial context (Merleau-Ponty 1962: 146–147). The sonic as a mode for some kind of space of intersubjective communication connects a range of authors from Adorno’s (1989, see also Leppert 2002) concern with the authenticity and revolutionary potentials of classical composition contrasted with popular culture to Attali’s (1985 [1977]) argument that sound grounded in originary moments of communal co-productions and traditional ritual presages social change. Attali examined these relationships in music through painting in what he called a cartography of sound. In this context, the notion of listening suggests a variety of routes into more systematic metaphorical engagements with the sonic and the spatial. Said adopted the notion of polyvocality as an organizing principle for a cultural criticism which valorizes the contingencies of geographical distribution over the temporal certainties of historical narrative. He explored the implications of this in a number of his later publications, including Musical Elaborations (1992), Parallels and Paradoxes (2002) and Music at the Limits (2008). De Groot (2010) shows how for Said polyvocality is linked to and deeply informed by the practice of musical counterpoint as a model for an ecumenical consciousness. This invokes sensitivity and responsiveness to others based on a grounded worldliness. The trope of the sonic as an ethical ground for engaging in the world is a reoccurring one. It is the perceived intersubjective qualities and possibilities of sonic space that have informed some of the more elaborate treatments of sonic spatiality ranging from Murray Schafer’s (1994) conception of acoustic ecology (see Revill 2012) and Don Ihde’s (2007 [1976]) phenomenology of listening or Barthes’s (1985) consideration of the grain of the voice through to Les Back’s (2007) adoption of listening as a model for the conduct of social science. In this context the notion of voice and the ethical possibilities of polyvocality are particularly important.

As many recent authors note, the key to recognizing the materiality of sound as more than simply a response to affective and reflective listening practice is to conceptualize it as a spatio-temporal event. Perhaps the first academic consideration of sonic space as a process of making can be found in the work on auditory and acoustic space by anthropologist Edmund Carpenter and media theorist Marshal McLuhan in the late 1950s (Schafer 1994: 83), Carpenter, in particular, was concerned with the phenomenological properties of sonic environments. Thus, their characterization of auditory space is recognizably familiar in terms of present-day relational approaches to spatiality. For them auditory space has ‘no favoured focus’:


It is a sphere without fixed boundaries, space made by the thing itself, not space containing the thing. It is not pictorial space, boxed-in, but dynamic, always in flux, creating its own dimensions moment by moment. It has no fixed boundaries, it is indifferent to background. The eye focuses, pinpoints, abstracts, locating each object in physical space, against a background; the ear, however, favours sound from any direction. (Carpenter and McLuhan 1973: 35–37)



Perhaps Carpenter and McLuhan’s most radical insight was their assertion that where sound is concerned space is made and shaped by the qualities of sound itself. It is clear from Carpenter and McLuhan and subsequent phenomenological accounts of sound that the qualities and characteristics of sound and sonic experience question conventional and cartographic conceptions of space. Though Carpenter and McLuhan’s account of the phenomenological qualities of sound have been widely recognized, their claim that, with sound, space is made by the thing itself, by, in and through the processes of making sound, is only now recognizable in the context of other theoretical debates concerning relational conceptions of space as a profound conceptual move. Both Carpenter and McLuhan were concerned with cultural questions of language and communication, and with this in mind the direct implications of their formulation for conceptions of voice are not difficult to trace. Spoken utterance might be thought of as a defining example of sound as spatio-temporal event moving from speaker to listener in a contingently evolving and elaborating communicative action.

The properties of sound, rhythm and music are central to the work of a number of theorists whose writings have proved important for those developing critical approaches to spatiality. Giles Deleuze, Michel Serres, Jon-Luc Nancy and indeed Henri Lefebvre among others all find important places in their work for questions of spatiality raised by the properties and practices of sound and rhythm. For Lefebvre’s (2004) rhythmanalysis, rhythm, sound and particularly the practices of listening are central to an engagement with Lacan’s psychoanalysis (Gregory 1995: 41, 1997). In this work attention to underlying rhythmical structuring is key to exposing regulatory spatial truths (Burgin 1996; Revill 2013). Both working alone and with his collaborator Felix Guattri, Deleuze also places rhythm in a formulation inextricably bound up with the sonic at the centre of his ontological understanding of the world. For Deleuze, socio-material assemblages which organize as rhythmically coherent refrains (or rifs) connect and remake the milieu of stratified organized worlds (see e.g. Deleuze and Guattari 1988). There are clear suggestions of a musical melodic conception of rhythm here. Music and art have been particularly important influences on Deleuze’s thought, and in a well-known example he draws on the music of Olivier Messian composed in response to bird song as a key example of the processes of deterritorialization, of ‘becoming other’ (Bogue 2003: 4, 13–31). For these authors, attention to the rhythmic qualities of amplitude and frequency, periodicity, recurrence and intensity directs attention to the co-constitution of the space and time (Elden 2001: 818, 2004a, 2004b). To this extent Lefebvre and Deleuze connect together the sonic and the rhythmic in pursuit of a topological spatiality which enfolds social and material properties in ways that begin to unpack Carpenter and McLuhan’s earlier insightful assertion.

Vibration and the physicality of resonance form a second and key means by which much contemporary theory connects sound to rhythm in terms of spatiality. Nancy’s (2007) work on listening practices develops a conception of the ‘resonant subject’, which feeds in to his broader concern with the relationality of living together developed in, for example, The Inoperative Community (1991) and Being Singular Plural (2000). Here listening and the physicality of resonance and reverberation speak to conceptions of both material volume and socio-spatial organization. In its concern with listening, Nancy’s work occupies some shared ground with that of Michael Serres. Serres has been concerned with both the sensing subject and the communicative practices which participate in the socio-material constitution of worlds. For Serres the concept of noise suggests notions of both struggle and the pure multiplicities from which contingent order and organization might be built (Serres 1982b: 51–55, 1995: 48–60). In this regard his conception of noise has some congruence with the underlying world of pure multiplicity in which Deleuze and Guattari’s refrains play an organizing and transformative role across the consolidations of strata. Serres’s concern for the multisensory body is evident also in Nancy’s figuration of the resonant subject and shows some echoes of Lefebvre’s concern with listening to the rhythms and regimes of bodily experience. However, Serres’s (1982a, 1993, 2008) long-standing concern with a world bound together by communicative practices suggests a greater capacity in his work to embrace the creative implications of sound and rhythm thought together in terms of the making of space and spatiality (Connor 2002a, 2002b). His work has important implications for the properties of sonic mediation, sensation and sense making. This is important for a conception of sonic spatiality which moves beyond the duality of materials and bodies and allows some consideration of intermediation, the making, transmission and transformation of meanings. Serres’s work is also a particular reference point for Connor’s conception of vocalic space.

The emerging field of sound or sonic studies is an important catalyst encouraging more sustained engagements with sonic spatiality. This wide-ranging field of work has shown how approaches and agendas grounded variously in technology, culture, social institutions and practice can be brought together to provide a more symmetrical and simultaneous focus in sound as a socio-material phenomena with very distinctive characteristics. The influence of social studies of science and technology has been important for developing thinking around sound production and reproduction technologies from concert halls to mp3 players. Among the most important recent work on sound and spatiality is the collection edited by Georgina Born (2013b), which includes an important agenda setting and theoretically substantive introduction by Born herself. Born (2013a) takes the ways in which sounds make and remake relationships between public and private realms as an important starting point for a critical social science approach to the relations between music, sound and space. She cites the ‘veritable avalanche of scholarship devoted to the interconnections between sound and space as motivating factor for her collection’ (Born 2013a: 4). Drawing on the work of Steven Connor, she says: ‘Perhaps the most important distinguishing feature of auditory experience… [is] its capacity to … reconfigure space’ (Born 2013a: 3). Thus, Born takes Connor’s concern with sonic spatiality as an important starting point for studies of sound and sonic experience within social science. Important and welcome as this is, it seems to miss the radical qualities of Carpenter’s earlier formulation of sonic spatiality which speak readily to current geographical debates concerning the theorization of space.

A particular issue here and more generally in literature appertaining to sonic space is that ontological questions concerning the nature of sonic space and its making are difficult to separate from those concerning both the experience of sound and the ways in which sound shapes our understandings of particular spatialities. It may be significant that Carpenter and McLuhan made their pioneering insights into the qualities of sonic space from the perspective of what was then a highly innovative and rapidly developing theoretical terrain of communications studies. The concept of communication places emphasis on both message and medium. However, where sound is concerned, the ways in which sound is always everywhere embedded in other materials and is brought into presence as the vibration of those materials whether hard or soft, air, water, wood, metal or flesh is particularly problematic in terms of any separation between medium, message, the processes of transmission and the substance of any sonic event or object. In the context of such entwined questions of experience and ontology, the next section of this chapter takes seriously Carpenter and McLuhan’s conception of space made in sound by focusing on the way these issues are problematized by the question of sonic mediation.

SOUND, SPACE AND MEDIATION

As Connor (2000) suggests, the concept of voice like that of sound itself can be understood only through consideration of both its material and cultural properties and the simultaneous mediation of these are central to the spatiality of voice and the making of vocalic space. Weidman (2015: 232) argues that while the material-sonic experience of voice – learning to gurgle, laugh, scream, speak, sing and listen to others doing so – seems to be natural and universal, such experiences occur within culturally and historically specific contexts. Thus, she claims that the sonic and material experiences of voice are never independent of the cultural meanings attributed to sound, to the body and particularly to the voice itself. Weidman argues that these aspects of voice are often treated differently in academic analyses. Where the sonic dimensions of voice are treated as carrier or context, the cultural communicative dimensions of authorship and authority are taken as having intrinsic and universal value (Weidman 2015: 233). Dollar (2006) echoes this assertion, arguing that voice seems to still maintain the link with nature on the one hand, while on the other hand seeming to transcend language and its associated cultural and symbolic barriers. However, as Rée (2000) agues, such formulations have important spatio-temporal specificity. He shows how eighteenth-century thought endorsed the long-standing link in Western religious thought between spirituality and the voice as an expression of the deepest truths and universal laws. For enlightenment philosophy, Rée (2000: 64) suggests, the voice ‘is not only the centre of the world of sound, but also the expressive secret of the soul’. Such conceptions continue to be widely recognized and endorsed in both academic work and lay knowledges; they are evident in common conceptions valorizing the sincerity of oral testimony, the authenticity of the creative expression and the democratic right of the voting citizen. Yet the understanding of voice in sound as simultaneously medium, message and transmission always located as vibration in other materials renders voice very difficult to locate. This suggests an urgent need to explore the qualities of sonic mediation.

The question of sonic mediation is raised by Georgina Born (2013a) and by Brandon LaBelle (2010) in rather different formulations of sonic space. As an artist and writer on sound culture, LaBelle’s study of what he calls ‘acoustic territories’ provides an imaginative journey through the sonic resonances of the city. Both Born and LaBelle share a conception of sounds and rhythms as actively productive of spaces and spatialities, and these spaces have multiply enfolded topological qualities that both challenge and compliment dominant ocular-centred and Newtonian conceptions of space and time. Both are centrally concerned with the ways in which the sonic and the rhythmic together mediate relationships between public and private, self and other. Both develop their own particular take on its role mediating diverse material and social realms. At the same time, both argue for an active sense of hearing rather than a passive sense of listening as fundamental to the transformative qualities of sonic spatialities. Where Born systematically brings together work from across the social sciences, LaBelle offers a creative, if provisional, take on sonic spatiality. Born’s use of the term ‘mediation’, like LaBelle’s use of the term ‘association’, suggests something of the role played by sound in connecting and remaking, the formation and reformation of spatial assemblages. Yet the term ‘mediation’ in relation to sound remains frustratingly difficult to pin down.

Though, as Michael Chion (1999) claims, sound can be thought of as ‘a cultural object constituted via an act of attention and naming’ (cited in Mermoz 2004: 233), it can equally be figured as a profoundly physical phenomenon which exists only when embodied in other material. Sound unlike light cannot travel through a vacuum and requires substantial matter, in the form of air, earth, water, organic or mineral materials to embody and give it presence. Sound forms an immersive medium through which worlds are experienced; at the same time the qualities of specific sounds shape and are shaped by worldly experience. To this extent sound as medium might easily be thought of as mediation. Yet the fragility and ephemerality of sound are also important factors. Because sounds are events, made and experienced in the processes of striking, sounding or resounding which decay in time and die away, the perception and understanding of sound registering with and in the listener has critical importance in the making of sounds as events in time and space. Thus, the qualities of sound highlight the ambiguous multiple meanings of the term ‘mediation’ in the formation of spatialities and spatial relations in ways which are not satisfactorily addressed by Born, LaBelle or other authors. In the case of sound, mediation can never be simply a matter of either transmission or translation but always involves a relational making simultaneously involving production, transmission, reception and interpretation through and within entities and materials. Sound is at once medium – the sensuous stuff through which the world is experienced; method – processes of resonance and the practices of embodied and reflexive engagement which engage the world; and modality – the structure or sensory register through which the world is engaged, connecting entities and animating experience in its meaningfulness (Revill 2016: 246). An approach to sonic spatiality which starts from Carpenter and McLuhan’s premise that sonic space is made by the sound itself rather than the space containing the sound needs to seek the ‘thinginess’ of sound as co-produced within each of these realms simultaneously.

In this context, Augoyard and Torgue (2005) are critical of both the idea of a ‘sound object’ with an independent existence separable within its own discrete space and the notion of soundscape as a more or less objective space containing sounds. Rather, they conclude, first, that ‘no sound event, musical or otherwise, can be isolated from the spatial and temporal conditions of its physical signal propagation’ and, second, that ‘sound is also shaped subjectively depending on the auditory capacity, the attitude, and the psychology and culture of the listener’ (Augoyard and Torgue 2005: 4). The sense in which the production of sonic spaces suggests the co-dependence of media, method and modality results in a situation in which mediation can be found simultaneously in the physicality of produced sound waves, in the shaping of that sound within the particular circumstances of its occurrence and in the receptivity and understanding of the listening ear. In the apparently hyper-relational world of sonic experience where sounds seem to exist only as within and through particularly a delicate and ephemeral assemblage of materials’ practices and entities, mediation seems to be everywhere and nowhere. In this context and with a brief acknowledgement of both the Deleuzian concept of event and Merleau Ponty’s phenomenology of perception, Augoyard and Torgue develop a notion of sonic effects in order to problematize any simplistic relationships between sounds, their causes and products. For them,


the sonic effect, sometimes measurable and generally linked to the physical characteristics of a specific context, was not reducible either objectively or subjectively. The concept of the sonic effect seemed to describe this interaction between the physical sound environment, the sound milieu of a socio-cultural community, and the ‘internal soundscape’ of every individual. (Augoyard and Torgue 2005: 9)



Augoyard and Torgue do not fully develop their idea of the sonic effect; rather, they admit that their use of this notion is provisional and open to revision and clarification. The concept is useful because it holds in play the multiple domains of mediation in which sound has co-dependent and simultaneous presence, yet ultimately the term may be unhelpful to the extent that a focus on ‘effects’ seems to place undue emphasis on the products and outcomes of sonic processes. In spite of the danger of reification, their formulation certainly points towards the ways in which sonic effects might be thought of as a heterogeneous assemblage of processes, practices, bodies and entities which together mutually shape both perceiver and perceived. This work certainly contributes something to our understanding of the interrelated socio-material relationality producing and produced by sonic processes such as ‘compression’, ‘envelopment’, ‘fade’ or ‘rallentando’ in ways that they neither solidify into objects, dissipate as mere perceptual stimuli nor are held in static networks as simple message carriers. From this position the idea of sonic effects may be used in a context that is concerned with effectiveness, not in the sense of an ability to meet predetermined outcomes but rather one which is interested in the capacities, potentials, resources and actions by which entities and their relations are made, remade and transformed. To this extent Augoyard and Torgue’s conception of sonic effect is congruent with Ingold’s (2007) argument that mediation should not be thought of as the passive connection of two or more discrete entities but rather that we should think of mediation and by implication the term ‘effect’ as an intransitive verb, a process of ongoing transformation rather than a simple linking of A and B. This formulation is also sympathetic to an active co-dependence of sensing and sense making found in Nancy’s (2007: 5) work on listening and Serres’s (1982a, 1993, 2008) work on communication. In this context, Connor’s work on vocalic space in his cultural history of ventriloquism provides a useful basis to proceed in terms of exploring some of the particular socio-material qualities of sound which participate in the production of the distinctive characteristics of sonic spatiality.

THEORIZING VOCALIC SPACE

In the introduction to his cultural history of ventriloquism, the cultural studies scholar Steven Connor (2000: 12) points to what he calls ‘the inalienable association between voice and space’. He suggests that the voice takes up space, in two senses. It inhabits and occupies space, and it also actively procures space for itself. The voice takes place in space, because the voice is space. He expresses the wish that his work contributes towards what he calls ‘an as yet insufficiently elaborated subtheme of the history of the social production of space, namely the conception of “vocalic space” ’. It is certainly true that humanistic and ethnographic social science has attributed high value to the perceived power of voice as oral testimonies to deliver rich accounts of tacit knowledge affective and embodied experience (see Back 2007; Revill 2016). The following two sections explore Connor’s conception of vocalic space in relation to work by other authors taking a socio-material approach to sonic spatiality.

Speaking Out

The concept of voice as a bridge between the sonic, the embodied and the expressive poses a range of important questions in terms of the spatiality of sound’s physical and experiential properties. Voice as a particular categorization of sound can be understood as a complex socio-material assemblage, a set of physical sound producing processes which are bound into both social relations and very complex nexus of cultural associations. It is a marker of individuality, authorship, agency, authority and power, reflexive self-realization and social reach. The notion of voice problematizes perceived separations between experience and meaning, because in the form of communicative utterance it brings together sound and language, affective expression and symbolically structured interaction both practically and conceptually. A focus on voice brings affective and reflexive together in assertions of local, regional and national sentiment and belonging. Theories of the individual, group identity and democratic process all share a conception of voice as a sovereign expression of feelings, wants, desires and interests. Thus, voice operates as a signifier of presence, meaning and purpose at a variety of geographical scales in ways that are widely accepted but often taken for granted. By coining the term ‘vocalic space’, Connor (2000: 12) wishes to highlight:


the ways in which differing conceptions of the voice and its powers are linked historically to different conceptions of the body’s form, measure, and susceptibility, along with its dynamic articulations with its physical and social environments.



This characterization of voice certainly resonates with the formulation of voice as simultaneously ‘nature’ and ‘culture’, highlighted by Dollar, Rée and Weidman. Addressing this duality Connor (2000) understands vocalic space as a socio-material assemblage mediating between the phenomenological body and its social and cultural contexts. He is particularly concerned with the ways in which the voice is held both to operate in space and itself to articulate, different conceptions of spaces, as well as to enact the different relations between what he terms ‘the body, community, time, the worldly and the spiritual’.

The sonic qualities of vocal expression produce distinctive vocalic spaces that highlight the co-dependencies of medium, method and modality, production, transmission, reception and interpretation discussed earlier. Though sounds and particularly those sounds coded as voices worthy of attention are often diffuse and pervasive, reverberating, resounding, creating complex senses of echo and decay, they are often experienced as singular, directional and focused. As Augoyard and Torgue (2005: 75) suggest in their discussion of the ‘cocktail party effect’, voices provide points of active focused listening, allowing the brain to select out particular sounds from the general hubbub and concentrate on these to the exclusion of others. The need to process sound and isolate and attend to a particular component, for instance, a voice which addresses us as individuals, is closely related to the distinctive complexities of sonic spatiality. Sounds interact and mask each other high or low, loud or soft, incessant or fugitive. In spatial terms, heard sounds give embodied sensation to properties of depth, distance and proximity, suggesting feelings of clarity, delicacy and intimacy, transforming and animating the experience. Sounds mask, envelop, echo at a distance and reverberate deeply within bodies in ways that are specific both to its phenomenal properties and to historically constituted modes of listening, understanding and interpretation. These qualities of sound embodied in voice and voices lend particular kinds of density, texture and form to sonic space. At the same time these properties of sonic complexity provide sounds with the valence and mutability key to the contingency and vitality of sonic spatiality.

Augoyard and Torgue (2005) address the spatial complexity of sound through what they call the effect of metamorphosis. They define this as a perceptive effect generated by the unstable and changing relations between elements of a sound ensemble (Augoyard and Torgue 2005: 73). This is derived first from the instability of sonic structures perceived in time and second from the distinctiveness generated by specific parts of an ensemble in any given sound composition (Augoyard and Torgue 2005: 74). The physical properties of sound are important in this respect. Where light waves mask each other becoming opaque on surfaces, sound waves constantly collide and combine in space (Rée 2000: 31). The result is that sounds always have what Rée (2000: 31–32) calls ‘a special kind of complexity’, making them inherently social and heterogeneous. Thus, the philosopher Roger Scruton (1997: 13) claims that unlike vision the entire sound world is always present in our perception, ‘if no sound is too loud, I may be able to hear all the [physically audible] contents of that world’. The human ability to discriminate and differentiate this heterogeneous sound world and tune in to a specific conversation among the multiplicity of other sounds is called synechdoche. Augoyard and Torgue (2005, 123) define this as the ability for someone listening to a complex sound ambience to prioritize one specific element through a form of selective listening. In this context as Brandon LaBelle has shown, sonic spaces and by implication vocalic spaces are shared, conflictual, intimate, animate and energetic, combining points of focus with points of diffusion in ways that both contrast and complement other sensory experiences of place. In this way vocalic space might be understood as inherently polyvocal and attention to an individual voice always a matter of active attention.

Where sonic complexity is a basis for judgement prioritizing among voices, meaningful communications and background noise, it is also a basis for discriminating between spaces of self and other. Connor claims that voice establishes me as an inside capable of recognizing and being recognized by an outside. He says: ‘My voice comes from the inside of a body and radiates through a space which is exterior to and extends beyond that body’ (Connor 2000: 6). Here Connor refers to the characterization of sound as event, which is central to Carpenter and McLuhan’s assertion that sound is given form, substance, volume and location only as a spatio-temporal event. For LaBelle like Carpenter and McLuhan, the spatial qualities of sound are intimately bound into the experience of sound and consequently its temporal structuring. The sense of sound as spatio-temporal event forms the basis for LaBelle’s conception of sonic mutability, arcs of rhythmic movement linking two points in time. In this sense of trajectory there are echoes of Scruton’s conception of sonic transformation, but perhaps more directly Deleuzian ideas of rhythmic lines of flight:


Auditory knowledge is a radical epistemological thrust that unfolds as a spatio-temporal event: sound opens up a field of interaction, to become a channel, a fluid, a flux of voice and urgency, a play of drama, of mutuality and sharing, to ultimately carve out a micro-geography of the moment, while always already disappearing, as a distributive and sensitive propagation. (LaBelle 2010: xvii)



The qualities of differentiation and aggregation associated with the processual sonic qualities of voice as sonic utterance generate both difference and transgression through movement. Thus, like a game of ‘Chinese whispers’, a rumour moving through a crowd or a manifesto broadcast to the world, vocal events gather support and opposition, actors, agents and resources, new and reinforced meanings unevenly as they travel and transform (Revill 2016: 248). Songs, shouts, cries or indeed radio or other broadcast and networked media gather and connect, creating constituencies, audiences, assemblies and publics spatially and temporally both proximate and at a distance (Pinkerton and Dodds 2009; Waitt, Ryan and Farbotko 2014).

Listening In

For Connor it is the spatial complexity of voice in the context of the trajectory of sonic events that leads to his assertion that together these produce a reflexive sonic space which holds together conceptions of inside and outside, self and other; thus, he concludes (2000: 4–5): ‘And yet because I am always apart from my voice that such participation is possible. To speak is always to hear myself speaking. Learning to speak depends upon being able to hear myself in this way’. For Connor this sense of reflexivity is more marked in voice than in other modes of perception and communication. In turn, this orientates a sonic space of the body that Connor (2000: 4–5) suggests ‘provides a dynamic grammar of orientation.’


The voice always requires and requisitions space; the distance that allows my voice to go from and return to myself. The very possibility of a world coming and going, the fact that I am able to learn that my voice both comes from me and goes from me, may be programmed in part by the exercise and experience of my voice (Connor 2000: 4–5).



The trajectory of the voice as it articulates spaces of listening both displaces and situates senses of self. He says that as I speak a set of complex spatio- temporalities of the self are performed in which I seem to be situated in front of myself, yet at the same time leaving myself behind. Connor thus concludes, if my voice is out in front of me, this makes me feel that I am somehow behind it. As what he terms a kind of projection, the voice allows me to withdraw or retract myself.

The sense of vocal trajectory raises two further important qualities of sonic spatiality. First, the quality of acousmatism is associated with the difficulties intrinsic to locating the specific source or point of production for sound. The second quality is that voices seem to have the capacity to touch at a distance. As originally formulated by Pierre Schaeffer and adopted by Michael Chion (1999; Revill 2016: 249–250), the term ‘acousmatic’ describes ‘the noise which we hear without seeing what is causing it’. Origins for the term lie in the history of philosophy; the Acousmatics were the disciples of Pythagoras, who followed the teachings of the great man for five years without being able to see him as he spoke concealed by a curtain. Thus, the term has a special association with the properties of voice and speech (Dollar 2006: 60–61). The acousmatic voice is simply a voice whose source one cannot determine, and whose origin cannot be identified or cannot be placed. Augoyard and Torgue (2005: 130–131) understand acousmatism through the sonic effect of ‘ubiquity’. They define ‘ubiquity’ as the paradoxical perception of a sound that we cannot locate, but which we know intuitively has a localized source for its production. This sonic effect they argue is particularly apparent in reverberant locations built of hard materials such as squares, streets, underground parking garages, halls and corridors. In these kinds of places where there is an increase in the relative number and intensity of reflected sounds to direct sounds, a single momentary sound can create a multitude of reflections and delocalized echoes. Such effects are also characteristic of, for instance, a shout or call in a crowd of people, bird and animal calls or insect noise in rural and natural environments such as woodland and open country where sonic permeability cannot be matched to available hidden or disguised visual stimuli.

Voices speak to us across time activating and animating memory while simultaneously problematizing space. Voices are therefore often experienced intimately even within highly public contexts through the capacity for sound to shape sonic experience in the form of what Murray Schafer calls ‘touch at a distance’. As Hendy says (2013: xiv), Schafer’s notion ‘captures perfectly the way that sound travels further than the length of an arm but arrives in someone’s ear as a tangible thing, triggering a real emotional response’. The open and unselective nature of hearing renders the listening subject particularly vulnerable to the contingency and heterogeneity of sound. In this sense hearing shares with touch some of the haptic capacity for relatively direct and apparently uninhibited engagement with others and otherness. As Schafer (1994: 11) puts it:


Touch is the most personal of the senses. Hearing and touch meet where the lower frequencies of audible sound pass over to tactile vibrations (at about 20 hertz). Hearing is a way of touching at a distance and the intimacy of the first sense is fused with sociability whenever people gather together to hear something special.



Drawing on Schafer’s formulation, Hendy suggests that the ‘touch’ of sound is foundational to the ways it shapes experience socially, culturally and experientially. He goes on to outline how the intersection of touch and sound is both more profound and more extensive than that of a simply physical bodily encounter. Once heard, sounds can sometimes seem to resonate in consciousness, dominating thought processes apparently masking other thoughts and feelings while directing consciousness in what Ihde calls the auditory imagination (Ihde 2007 [1976]: 131–136). In this way voices can touch intimately across great distances when the physical presence of sound as vibration is recreated electronically by radios and television sets, headphones, loud speakers and sound systems.

For Connor (2000: 7) the sense of touch in sound opens up what he calls the essential paradox of voice. Here he draws on Serres’s (2008) account of the important role played by touch in the recognition of self-presence and the identification of similarity and difference. Following on from the characterization of voice as event, he says: ‘If my voice is mine [it is] because it comes from me, it can only be known as mine because it also goes from me’. He argues that there is no other feature of the self that is so defining precisely because there is no other feature of myself whose nature it is thus to move from me to the world, and to move me into the world. He suggests (2000: 9–10) that the sense of touch in voice is key to this experience. He argues that the normal conditions of hearing oneself speak are conditions not only of monitoring but also of pleasurable autostimulation. Thus, for Connor pleasure is much more than auditory, consisting as it does in a rich composite of auditory and other sensory gratifications. It constitutes what he calls ‘the prospect of a quasi-tactile self-caress’:


As we listen to our own voice, we feel as well as hear its vibrations, feel the complex, self-caressing dance of tongue, palate, and lips, counterpointed with the pleasurable muscular rhythms of the breath being drawn in and released. (Connor 2000: 10)



The Lacanian cultural theorist and musicologist Mladen Dollar (2006) explores further the paradox of voice discussed by Connor and shows how this produces ambiguous and contradictory spaces that might be understood as central to conceptions of voice. These spaces figure voice variously as opening up both spaces of origin and authenticity and the composite truths of politics and social science. He argues (echoing Connor) that the voice belongs to the body, yet (echoing Chion) he says that while voice emanates from the orifice of the mouth it also appears to be disconnected from the body. Its point of production and connection with the body (the larynx) is both hidden from us at the same time that the speaking subject seems to address us directly in sound. Voice is of the body, speaks for the body but is simultaneously detached, merely a resonance resounding and echoing from somewhere deep within. Thus, for Dollar voice is always ‘in search of an origin, in search of a body’, always without a satisfactory resting place, without tangible points of contact or anchor in the body. The implication of this for the sonic spatiality of voice is that it is inherently fetishized and ambiguous always to some extent other, as sounds unfold and elaborate, they are constantly reformulating and transforming the spaces of its active relationality.

CONCLUSION

Until relatively recently sound has constituted a neglected field for theorizing spatiality. This chapter has shown how concepts drawn from social and cultural theory can provide resources, enabling a more sustained engagement with sonic spatiality. Though many authors acknowledge and indeed invoke the distinctiveness of sonic space, it is only since the development of interdisciplinary sound studies that scholars have begun to adopt a critical approach to this distinctiveness and commenced the process of unpacking and elaborating the implications and consequences of its previously taken-for-granted assumptions. Grounded in this scholarship and drawing on Carpenter’s innovative and provocative conception of space made by sound rather than simply space containing sound, this essay has argued for a conception of sound as a socio-material assemblage. Such assemblages are located simultaneously in the materials and practices of production, transmission and reception (hearing and listening). A consideration of sound brings into prominence key questions concerning the mediation of cultural and communicative processes. In this context the notion of voice as an expressive act carrying meanings, gestures and significations from body to body, individual to group, self to world, provides an instructive example. Thus, the chapter has focused on the notion of voice in order to explore aspects of the socio-material relationality of sonic spatiality. The notion of voice is a particularly important area for such work given the ways in which the humanities and social sciences valorize voice as a marker for individual and group self-recognition, identification and the expression of material, social and cultural interests.

The discussion of vocalic space has highlighted the ways in which sonic complexity renders all sound worlds more or less heterogeneous and polyvocal. While the qualities of sound as event produce highly textured vocalic spaces which gather and muffle resonances as they travel. From this discussion it can be argued that all vocal events might be thought of as transformed rather than simply transmitted by the act of utterance. Yet voices continue to be heard as singular and as sources of authentic expression in spite of their inherent heterogeneity and self-organizing qualities. The extent to which voices exhibit qualities of acousmatism and touch at a distance helps to explain this phenomenon. The chapter has shown how this is central to what Connor understands as the essential paradox of voice and what Dollar has come to understand as the ‘gap’ opened up by voice between language and speech, sounding bodies and listening intelligence, expressivity and reflection, individuals and groups. Where acousmatism dislocates sound and questions points of origin and production, touch at a distance provides a deeply personal experience of vocal expression at its points of reception resonating in and with host bodies creating moments of intimacy, caress and command. In the case of voice, the sonic spaces created by the sense of gap highlighted by Dollar open up a wide range of possibilities for the figuration and imagining of voice. It encourages a sense of immediacy and, by implication, authenticity, causality and intentionality and enables the concatenation, mixing and blending of voices into single entities in ways that mute, inhibit and disguise complexities and conflicts. In this context, voice itself becomes a technology of aggregation, amplification and silencing. It is the product of spatial complexity and polyvocality rather than purification and sovereign individual utterance.
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Chapter 4

bell hooks’s Affective Politics of Space and Belonging

Yvonne Zivkovic


At night when everyone is silent and everything is still, I lie in the darkness… . I tell myself stories, write poems, record my dreams. In my journal I write – I belong in this place of words. This is my home. This dark, bone black inner cave where I am making a world for myself. (hooks 1996: 183)



This quote, taken from bell hooks’s recollections of growing up in an African American community in segregated rural Kentucky, points to the power of literary narrative to conjure up imaginary spaces of belonging against the everyday experience of racist and sexist marginalization. But hooks does not stop at the practice of writing as merely an immaterial ‘home’ confined to inner experience – since the late 1980s, her work has been engaged in matters of spatiality as a reaction to colonialist and late capitalist effects on the social geography of postmodern life. To say the least, however, hooks has been underestimated as a spatial thinker. Even though she has been included in Phil Hubbard’s and Ron Kitchin’s Key Thinkers on Space and Place (2010), she is still only one of eleven women ‘key thinkers’ named there and next to Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, the only other woman of colour. The most recent scholarly publications on her work focus on hooks’s long-standing journey as a feminist, cultural critic and activist for education reform. While established cultural geographers such as Edward Soja and Doreen Massey have referred to her in their writings, with Soja even making her the prime example for his postmodern spatial concept of the ‘thirdspace’, she does not figure in any other major monograph on the spatial turn.1

In many anthologies on space, the question of gender, even more so than race or class, comes as an afterthought or add-on. In others, it appears almost banal. Thus writes Robert Tally Jr. in his four-page assessment of ‘engendered spaces’ in which he merely skirts feminist geographers Gillian Rose, and Doreen Massey as well as Virginia Woolf’s claim for women to have a space or ‘room of their own’: ‘In some ways, the idea of gendered spaces appears a mere commonplace, since there are clearly certain spaces or types of place that are normally associated with women or men […]. For instance, the notion that the home or the domestic sphere is a feminine space, or that the workplace or the public belongs to men, has long been understood, if not always studied or theorized’ (Tally Jr. 2013: 133). The fact that feminist theories on space do not just aim at subverting these facile, binary assumptions but rather call for a radical reconceptualization of patriarchal space narratives is not grasped clearly enough. Gender, then, is not another particularism that adds another facet to the multidimensional discourse on space, but rather represents a position of the underprivileged and marginalized from which a paradigm shift is invoked for all. As an African American working-class woman from the rural South, bell hooks raises our awareness for the interlocking systems of domination which she sums up as ‘imperialist white supremacist capitalist patriarchy’ (hooks and Yancy 2015). Her seemingly particularist perspective is valuable because it seeks to disrupt a social order which does not serve anyone expect the colonizers/dominators, who may have always been in the minority but whose power is only being questioned since the large-scale realization of uneven development (Smith 2008).

hooks’s thinking is so groundbreaking because she bridges different critical traditions, disciplines and theories: to her, imagined and ‘real’ spaces cannot be teased apart, since one relies on the other and material geography is always invested with narrative, issues of social justice and affective power. In his postmodernist analysis of hooks’s concept of ‘the margin’, Edward Soja shows her fluid integration of Henri Lefebvre’s three spatialities: ‘[hooks] creatively combine[s] spatial metaphor and spatial materiality in an assertively spatial praxis’ (1996: 97).

hooks’s writings on space mirror in many ways the development and values of the feminist project: they insist on relationality (see Doreen Massey’s definition of space as ‘social relations stretched out’, and Sarah Whatmore’s similar concept of ‘hybrid geographies’); they prioritize the concrete, embodied and experiential, thus corresponding largely to what Nigel Thrift has called ‘non-representational theory’, except in their radical affirmation of subjectivity and the personal. They also highlight affective bonds (desire, pain, pleasure, passion) over purely conceptual ones, and their avowal of difference – the complex overlapping of gender, race and class when it comes to the production of social reality – which is itself a result of the more recent intersectionality movement in feminism, is useful in capturing the multidimensional constitution of space.

In fact, while spatial theorists such as David Harvey (and to a certain degree Doreen Massey) have considered a recurrence to aesthetics problematic due to its essentializing and reactionary tendencies (see Harvey’s The Condition of Postmodernity [1989] and Massey’s Space, Place and Gender [1994]), hooks has affirmed the emotional, spiritual and aesthetic dimension of space. Rejecting nostalgic recuperations of space, she nonetheless insists that the past of a place and a people, such as her own childhood community of black Kentucky ‘mountain folk’, needs to be actively remembered in order to subvert hegemonic rewritings of it. A trained literary scholar, hooks links the constitution of space and place intrinsically to seeing, writing and speaking – the passing on of oral history and of vernacular guarantees the preservation but also recreation of spatial intimacy. Her understanding of place is both performative and object-bound – the art of tobacco growing and processing, for instance, marked by its relics such as braided tobacco leaves but also the memory of her grandfather’s room, permeated by the scent of tobacco in all forms, firmly ties bell hooks to a sense of place and belonging. The southern tradition of quilt-making, though not taken up by herself, is another example of how a specific intangible heritage (the history of African Americans in rural Kentucky) is transmitted both by concrete objects and by creative recuperation in narrative. When hooks called for a conscious inhabitation of the margin for those marginalized by ‘dominator culture’ in her essay ‘Choosing the Margin as a Space of Radical Openness’, she was not talking about abstract space but about embodied, lived space, a place that was birthed by human action as much as it sought to overcome the liminal spaces created by binary social, racial and gender oppositions, a space that is ‘not comfortable’ or ‘safe’ since it constitutes a space of resistance, but does not want to be reduced to the oppositional victimhood of an exotic ‘other’ (hooks 1989: 19).

Even though hooks’s spatiality aims specifically at ‘decolonizing’ and empowering the black community, her intervention against what she terms ‘white dominator culture’ is a call to arms to all men or women who have realized its devastating effects on postmodern American society at large. The rift between white feminist theorizing and black feminist experience she first called out in her 1984 feminist manifesto Ain’t I a Woman has, according to hooks, led to a gradual ‘paradigm shift’ in feminist thought, which she deeply appreciates:


My militant commitment to feminism remains strong, and the main reason is that feminism has been the contemporary social movement that has most embraced self-interrogation. When we, women of color, began to tell white women that females were not a homogenous group, that we had to face the reality of racial difference, many white women stepped up to the plate. I’m a feminist in solidarity with white women today for that reason, because I saw these women grow in their willingness to open their minds and change the whole direction of feminist thought, writing and action. (hooks and Yancy 2015)



The ‘beloved’ or ‘sacred community’ hooks has evoked since her early theoretical writings is a community in which space is shared actively across races, but only because it insists on unity amid difference.2 Despite this appreciative assessment of third-wave feminism, hooks’s iconic status among black feminists has not spared her of controversy: most recently, her repeated criticism of Beyoncé, a pop-cultural icon in her own right, who is widely embraced by younger feminists as promoting black female empowerment, has provoked a fierce backlash.3 In a review of the singer’s celebrated multi-media album ‘Lemonade’ (2016), hooks accuses Beyoncé of contributing both to the commodification of black female bodies and to the aestheticization of violence (hooks 2016). While she admits that ‘Lemonade’ challenges the ‘dehumanization and devaluation of the black human body’, she alleges that ‘this radical repositioning of black female images does not truly overshadow or change conventional sexist constructions of black female identity’, thus remaining within the space allotted to her by capitalist racist patriarchy, namely that of the sexually desirable, but emotionally volatile black female. Having called out black women’s need for individual healing and self-actualization in order to enact wider political change in Sisters of the Yam. Black Women and Self-Recovery (1993), she clearly does not identify ‘Lemonade’ as creating the ‘healing eroticism of liberation’ and ‘passion in a non-sexist context’ that she views as imperative for black female empowerment (127). Throughout Sisters of the Yam, hooks is advocating a ‘wholesome’ and ‘healthy’ expression of emotions and sexuality. She is particularly critical of black female self-objectification and what she perceives as an excessive focus on negative emotion: ‘Black women are often more passionate in our rage and suffering than in our own loving’ (126). Statements as these, however, are problematic since they partially seem to confirm certain racist and misogynist stereotypes, even if they aim at unveiling the structural element behind collective psychic dysfunctionalities. And yet, the deeper reasoning behind hooks’s criticism cannot be as easily dismissed: her claim that oppression can only be ended when a woman inhabits her own body and space in ways that defy the status quo.

HOME AS A SITE OF RESISTANCE AND RECONCILIATION

The conscious creation of ‘home’ as a haven from racist hatred and oppression is credited as the major survival strategy of ‘black country folks’ by hooks. It is no surprise then that her spatial imaginaries circle around the ‘homeplace’ – both the historical sites of her familial past that she associates with home and her utopian musings of a ‘beloved community’, the latter of which is realized by activist labour. The narrative tropes of repetition and circularity reveal much of hooks’s intellectual development from her early conceptualization of the ‘margin as a site of radical openness’ to her latest essay collection, Belonging: A Culture of Place (2009). In ‘Homeplace (A Site of Resistance)’, first published in Yearning: Race, Gender and Cultural Politics (1990), hooks recuperates the home from the (mainly) white feminist understanding as a site of female oppression and incarceration, a domestic sphere they did not choose but were confined to by patriarchy: ‘In our young minds houses belonged to women, were their special domain, not as property but as places where all that truly mattered in life took place – the warmth and comfort of shelter, the feeding of our bodies, the nurturing of our souls’ (383). Black women, hooks argues, managed to create home as a place of nurturing despite the double burden of sexist expectations (both inside and outside the home) and the daytime labour performed in white households as non-homes. The creation of home against such adversity is nothing less than resistance:


Despite the brutal reality of racial apartheid, of domination, one’s homeplace was the one site where one could freely confront the issue of humanization, where one could resist. Black women resisted by making homes where all black people could strive to be subjects, not objects, where we could be affirmed in our hearts and minds despite poverty, hardship, and deprivation, where we could restore to ourselves the dignity denied us on the outside in the public world. (1990: 384)



hooks urges us to recognize the efforts of black mothers to provide service in the material and psychological sustenance of a household not as the sexist assignment as their ‘natural’ task but rather as a choice. Furthermore, hooks argues, the home as a site for political organizing, a space away from the terror of racism, was more crucial to black life than sexist views of domesticity, something that she views as having been adopted from ‘white bourgeois norms’, which devaluated ‘the importance of black female labor in teaching critical consciousness in domestic space’ (1990: 388).

From the beginning, hooks has exalted the subjective and affective power of space and not just taken it for granted. This is why her politics of location is always highly biographical, linking anecdotes from her upbringing in segregated rural Kentucky to more recent experiences of belonging, home and community. Like so many feminist geographers (Doreen Massey, Sarah Whatmore and Donna Haraway), she insists on space as being open, dynamic, relational and positively alive, not just a mere backdrop to political and historical narrative, or a commodity to be measured and exploited. Hers is a staunch critique of capitalist devaluation and sterilization of space, something she perceived embodied in her parental home as opposed to her grandmother’s house:


In that house things were not to be looked at, they were to be possessed – space was not to be created but owned – a violent anti-aesthetic. I grew up thinking about art and beauty as it existed in our lives, the lives of poor black people. Without knowing the appropriate language, I understood that advanced capitalism was affecting our capacity to see, that consumerism began to take the place of that predicament of heart that called us to yearn for beauty. Now many of us are only yearning for things. (hooks 2009: 122)



The affective power of ‘yearning’ is imperative throughout hooks’s major work. She distinguishes between yearning as a creative force that uplifts the spirit and builds community, enlivens space and is nurtured by live spaces, and the yearning distorted by consumer culture into mere greed for materialism, which strips space of its meaning and extinguishes all desire for activism. Paradoxically, the latter is driven by black mimicry of white bourgeois lifestyles and a yearning to share the colonizer’s power. The ‘power to see’ includes, according to hooks, both aesthetic appreciation and critical thinking, which she perceives as catalysts for social change and personal ‘well-being’. Her understanding of aesthetics is radically pragmatic in that aesthetic objects and places are meant to educate and inspire – in itself this could seem reactionary and constrictive, if it were not held against the everyday black experience of deprivation and hardship:


My thinking about aesthetics has been informed by the recognition of these houses: one which cultivated and celebrated an aesthetic of existence, rooted in the idea that no degree of material lack could keep one from learning how to look at the world with a critical eye, how to recognize beauty, or how to use it as a force to enhance inner well-being; the other which denied the power of abstract aestheticism. (hooks 2009: 123)



By making aesthetic judgement a prerogative to social consciousness and critical inquiry, however, it never turns absolutely ‘abstract’. hooks embraces the postmodern ‘anti-aesthetic’ (incidentally not a stance against aesthetics but the way they have traditionally been understood) advocated by Hal Foster, promoting an understanding of art and aesthetics free from the privileged, ahistorical, apolitical realm. She thus takes up the discussion over engaged art again, which has been part of the postmodern discussion in literature, philosophy and art since Sartre’s famous 1947 essay ‘What Is Literature?’ (1967), but has been more neglected in the spatial disciplines of architecture and urban planning. hooks’s major aesthetic intervention can be found in her mode of writing, where stylistic elements and narrative tools are used to prepare spatial praxis. ‘The Margin as a Space of Radical Openness’ is a manifesto for what Sarah Whatmore has called ‘hybrid geographies’, that is, ‘other modes of travelling through the heterogenous entanglements of social life that refuse the choice between word and world’, by means of a constant transgressive practice (Whatmore 2002: 7). hooks presents marginality as a space of consciously embraced difference, not as a place to which one is relegated as a victimized exotic other. Choosing the margin means being able to travel back and forth between worlds and experiences without abandoning one’s own identity. Linguistic expression is an important part of this anchoring in the margin, which is why hooks posits language as ‘a place of struggle’ (hooks 1989: 15) at the very beginning of her essay. What she means is the long history of silencing black (female) voices, and their own vernacular, which, in turn, keeps them in the occluded, wounded ‘place’ that dominator culture has assigned to them. The act of speech, and the opportunity of being heard, is as crucial in the claiming of their own space as the capacity to ‘see’ or critically assess the status quo of dominator culture (hooks is referencing Stuart Hall’s ‘politics of articulation’). It also means to face ‘the personal emotional upheaval regarding place, identity, desire’ (hooks 1989: 16). The struggle to linguistically assert one’s place can be found in elements of repetition (sentences with affective weight, such as ‘ours is a broken voice’, ‘language is also a site of struggle’ and ‘ours is also a struggle against forgetting’, are placed both at the beginning and the ending of a paragraph) and in disruptive punctuation, as well as in elements of vernacular which are not clearly marked and so at times appear as grammatical inconsistencies. Together with the liberation of language, the meaning of home becomes more fluid and explorative as well:


Indeed the very meaning of ‘home’ changes with the experience of decolonization, of radicalization. At times home is nowhere. At times one only knows extreme estrangement and alienation. Then home is no longer just one place. It is locations. Home is that place which enables and promotes varied and everchanging perspectives, a place where one discovers new ways of seeing reality, frontiers of difference. One confronts and accepts dispersal, fragmentation as part of the construction of a new world order that reveals more fully who we are, who we can become, an order that does not demand forgetting. (hooks 1989: 16)



hooks’s decision to embrace spatial fragmentation and the conceptual instability of home, however, does not mean a glorification of the same processes, nor a dismissal of the yearning for home. The same is true for her careful positioning at the margin, which is needed for a continued awareness of difference, not as a ghettoized space of exclusion. It allows for a decentred view of the centre, without adapting to its power structures in the act of ‘seeing’. The forced margin of the exoticized ‘other’, hooks argues, is also the ‘lived-in segregated world of my past and present’ (hooks 1989: 22). Her reclaiming of the past through spatialized memory work is something that has been largely overlooked in her writing and which will therefore receive closer attention in the following section.

WRITING AS SPATIALIZED MEMORY WORK

Commonly, the spatial turn, as it has been celebrated by postmodern theorists and cultural critics across disciplines, is valued for its recuperation of space for public discourse. The shift of historical narratives after 1945, it has been argued, has finally ended the dominant prioritization of time over space. While French postwar philosophers such as Michel Foucault and Henri Lefebvre highlighted space as a social construct subject to power relations, postmodern Marxist theorists such as David Harvey and Fredric Jameson have simultaneously evoked spatial processes such as ‘cognitive mapping’ (Jameson) and the disappearance of space through the phenomenon of ‘time-space compression’ (Harvey) ushered in by globalization’s hyper-mobility (Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity [1989]; Jameson, Postmodernism, or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism [1991]).

Doreen Massey has argued that time-space compression has been overstated, since it applies mostly to the mobility of capital and technology, and has entirely different implications for those groups who are not at the receiving end of its developments – colonized people and minorities, including women (Massey 1994: 147–148). Her debunking of the capitalist illusion of false ‘choices’ – in which unlimited choice is offered in questions of consumption and technology, but not in political and economic systems, or global mobility – falls in line with the parallels hooks establishes between the empty yearning of consumer culture and political apathy (Hall, Massey and Rustin 2013). What role, then, does remembering the past take in feminist spatial imaginaries? Massey is, quite understandably so, wary of the appropriation of space in the name of a glorified past as a time-and-tested reactionary practice. Her insistence of space as mutable and open does not allow for conservative ‘ownership claims’ of a certain region or territory:


There is still […] an assumption that once (once upon a time) those boundaries were impermeable, that there was no transgression. This is an attitude, a cosmology, reflected in all those nostalgic responses to globalization which mourn the loss of the old spatial coherences. It is a nostalgia for something that did not exist. It is an imagination which, having once been used to legitimate the territorialisation of society/space, now is deployed in the legitimation of a response to their undoing; a response to ‘globalisation’ (a term which will be examined later but to be read here in its simple sense of increasing global contacts and flows) which consists in retreating into its supposed opposite: nationalisms and parochialisms and localisms of all sorts. This response is not ‘backward-looking’ (the charge most frequently levelled); it is looking backwards to a past that never was. (Massey 2005: 65)



The nostalgic idealization of past spaces is rebuked by bell hooks as well, even though her impassioned argument for memory is always based on an embodied experience of the past and understood as instrumental for critical awareness in the present. When she writes about her own upbringing among ‘black Kentucky mountain folk’, the question is not which community is truly autochthonous to the environment (as with the example of London Dockland workers so prominent in Massey’s writing), because being the descendants of African slaves creates an a priori element of displacement. Writing in 1989, she detects in black art and theory ‘an effort to remember that is expressive of the need to create spaces where one is able to redeem and reclaim the past, legacies of pain, suffering, and triumph in ways that transform present reality’ (hooks 2009: 17). It is against this experience of extreme collective suffering that creating a home, a place of one’s own, becomes a radical act. She distinguishes between ‘nostalgia, that longing for something to be as it once was, a kind of useless act’ and ‘remembering that serves to illuminate and transform the present’ (hooks 2009: 17). The pitfalls of nostalgia can be avoided through critical self-examination and by recurrence to personal, concrete experience, as hooks writes in the preface to Belonging: A Culture of Place:


Locating a space of genuineness, of integrity as I recall the past and endeavor to connect it to the ideals and yearnings of the present has been crucial to my process. Using the past as raw material compelling me to think critically about my native place, about ecology and issues of sustainability, I return again and again to memories of family. (hooks 2009: 5)



This is why hooks’s anecdotes of home and her rural heritage point out both the restrictive and nourishing elements of her upbringing – while her grandmother’s house is described as a manifestation of female creativity, aesthetic pleasure and self-sufficiency, it is also a place of strict obedience where no physical affection is provided by the matriarch (hooks 2009: 141). Kentucky is the place not only of re-rooting but also of a familial dysfunctionality as well as racist and sexist structures which prompted her to leave home as a budding critical thinker: ‘To me the family has always been that place of familiarity that holds and hurts us’ (hooks 2009: 59). The ambivalent, perpetually dialectical relationship to the past described here is evocative of what Svetlana Boym has called ‘reflective nostalgia’ (Boym 2001: 50). Unlike ‘restorative nostalgia’, reflective nostalgia does not try to recreate the past by the physical restoration of practices, buildings and cultural goods, embedding them in a localist narrative of cohesion. Instead, reflective nostalgia recognizes that the past is irretrievably lost and examines its remains critically, with occasional irony, yet compassion – it is fond of the ruin, the fragment, the ghosts of the lost home. The further estranged or removed they are from home, the more such critical nostalgics are driven to tell their story, knowing very well that reconnecting is only partially possible. Boym considers nostalgia ‘an intermediary between collective and individual memory’ (Boym 2001: 41).

With hooks, ecology is always envisioned in conjunction with racial justice and spirituality. Challenges to patriarchal religious practice (especially Christian fundamentalism) have been part of the feminist movement since the 1960s, with the rise of alternative spiritual traditions such as Buddhism, Hinduism/yoga and feminine creation spirituality (hooks 2000: 106–107). Liberation spirituality, with firm roots in the black Christian church, has exercised an important influence on ‘womanist’ thinkers such as Alice Walker and still resurfaces, though from a more critical vantage point, in hooks’s writings. Recognizing the sexist and restrictive structures of conservative Christianity, hooks advocates for a more de-hierarchized ‘expanded sense spiritual awareness beyond the constraints of Christianity thought and doctrine’, which includes the mystical communion with nature. She views this as essential for creating and maintaining a ‘culture of belonging’ for the black community (hooks 2009: 206). As hooks recalls her ancestors who were black farmers, she states that becoming native to a place involves responsible stewardship of the earth, which in turn nourishes the human spirit:


This spiritual bond with the earth is one of the many counter hegemonic beliefs that sustained exploited and oppressed black folks during the years of slavery and reconstruction. Indeed, experiencing the divine through union with nature was a way to transcend the imposed belief that skin color and race was the most important aspect of one’s identity. (hooks 2009: 62–62)



And further on:


To believe in transcendence gave one a concrete basis of hope, for remembering that change was always possible. These empowering aspects of African-American southern life that were commonplace in segregated black communities began to lose their appeal as folks sought mainstream society and become part of dominator culture. (hooks 2009: 206–207)



As with other disenfranchised and displaced minorities, most prominently Native Americans, ecological thinking thus goes hand in hand with political activism and becomes spatial praxis. One extreme example for the exploitation of natural resources and destruction of rural lifestyles that hooks cites is the practice of mountain top removal in the Appalachians. This method of coal mining (which involves plowing the mountain, blasting off the top and extracting coal from it) effectively leaves behind a levelled wasteland, purged of plant and animal life. Poor white and black inhabitants of the Appalachians are equally devalued in public perception, since ‘the imperial capitalist world of big business has to make it appear […] that there is nothing worth honoring, worth preserving about their habits of being, their culture’ (hooks 2009: 30). The return to sites of alternative living to prevent and reverse their erasure in hegemonic master narratives, both physically and in writing, is part of hooks’s spatial activism. Commemorating the historical presence of African Americans in the rural South is a form of ‘speaking from the margin’ that is designed to destabilize ‘interlocking systems of domination’ and ‘decolonize’ the minds of black and white citizens alike. The upholding of such ‘counter-memories’4 as the Middle Passage (the mass move of African Americans from farm land in the South to urban centres in the North) is an important contribution to the ‘counterspaces’ that Edward Soja has theorized as ‘thirdspace’ (Soja 1996: 68). hooks’s assertion that late capitalism has disrupted collective memory practices at the same time that it has brought about a territorialization of space is reminiscent of Pierre Nora’s thesis that modernity has replaced tribal memory with history, necessitating thus the creation of ‘lieux de mémoire’, spaces of memory that will compensate for that loss (Nora 1989). What is different in hooks, of course, is the awareness of both class and race in the processes of memory loss connected to space.

A SPACE OF HER OWN – DISRUPTING PATRIARCHAL TERRITORIES

In an essay entitled ‘Inspired Eccentricity’, hooks explains how her grandmother’s self-determined lifestyle had served to illustrate the theses proposed in Virginia Woolf’s seminal feminist essay A Room of One’s Own long before she actually read it: ‘Boasting about being able to do anything a man could do and better, this woman who could not read or write was confident about her place in the universe’ (hooks 2009: 140). Since Woolf’s essay has been invoked often when talking about gender and space, albeit mostly without a real analysis of its spatial configurations, I would like to use it as a centrepiece to examine the relationship between literary production and social space, especially incorporating the post-colonial feminist critique by hooks and others.

Woolf ‘s essay on women’s writing (1987 [1929]) dismisses the ‘nature of women’ and the ‘nature of fiction’ as subjects too abstract to be explored satisfactorily; what she turns to instead is an exploration of the spaces that circumscribe, allow or suffocate female creativity. Starting with her well-known statement that in order to be able to write fiction, ‘a woman must have money and a room of her own’, the first section charts the social space of the fictitious college town Oxbridge, which reveals the full extent of female marginalization in British academia at the time. Wanting to cross the main lawn of a venerable old college in a bout of inspiration, the author-protagonist is shooed away by a custodian, since only fellows, then exclusively male, are granted that privilege (women were not awarded full degrees at the University of Cambridge until 1947):


His face expressed horror and indignation. Instinct rather than reason came to my help; he was a Beadle; I was a woman. This was the turf; there was the path. Only the Fellows and Scholars are allowed here; the gravel is the place for me. (Woolf 1987 [1929]: 7–8)



This experience of rejection is repeated when she approaches the college library in search of a rare manuscript, a space which can be entered only with male approval. But the separation between male and female space goes even further in the everyday details that constitute what bell hooks would call ‘well-being’ and which are, incidentally, connected to the flow of capital: the traditional college invests not only in fellowships and scientific equipment but also in a spacious, comfortable living environment, which includes opulent dining services that inspire intellectual productivity or, as Woolf has it, ‘the rich yellow flame of rational intercourse’ (Woolf 1987 [1929]: 12). The subsequent visit at a poor, all-female college exposes the limitations of gender mobility due to lacking economic means even more clearly – the dinner is miserly, the lodgings of the female host modest, contributing to a sense of both spatial and intellectual constriction. Looking out from a window over the patriarchally ruled university town, the protagonist realizes her own out-of-placeness:


The old stone looked very white and venerable. One thought of all the books that were assembled down there; of the pictures of old prelates and worthies hanging in the panelled rooms; of the painted windows that would be throwing strange globes and crescents on the pavement; of the tablets and memorials and inscriptions; of the fountains and the grass; of the quiet rooms looking across the quiet quadrangles. And (pardon me the thought) I thought, too, of the admirable smoke and drink and the deep armchairs and the pleasant carpets: of the urbanity, the geniality, the dignity which are the offspring of luxury and privacy and space. Certainly our mothers had not provided us with anything comparable to all this – our mothers who found it difficult to scrape together thirty thousand pounds [the sum raised for the founding of the women’s college], our mothers who bore thirteen children to ministers of religion at St Andrew. (Woolf 1987 [1929]: 24)



What Woolf is describing here is, of course, the envied habitat of white male bourgeois privilege. Her focus on the domestic and the quotidian as catalysts of intellectual growth and dignity, as much as they are expressions of a certain type of classism, was considered frivolous by (male) standards of fiction but corresponds to feminist attempts of reclaiming these areas as sites of resistance (Felski 1999; Olson 2011). Furthermore, it is the demand for pleasure and delight as part of truly inhabiting a space of female creativity which is aligned with postmodern feminists such as hooks. Finally, the outrage (tamed with sarcasm) at the systemic violence, which prevented the foremothers of Woolf and other modernist women writers to forge or share such a space, strikes a chord across generations. As the African American author Alice Walker has already shown in her comments on Woolf’s A Room of One’s Own in her essay collection In Search of Our Mother’s Gardens (1984), the call for a social space which nurtures female creativity does not need to be rejected but rather expanded to fit in the double burden of women of colour. Claiming space as women, she argues, begins with a woman’s ownership of her own body and mind:


What then are we to make of Phillis Wheatley, a slave, who owned not even herself? […] Virginia Woolf wrote further, speaking of course not of our Phillis, that ‘any woman born with a great gift in the sixteenth century [insert eighteen century, insert Black woman, insert born or made a slave] would certainly have gone crazed, shot herself, or ended her days in some lonely cottage outside the village, half witch, half wizard [insert Saint], feared and mocked at. For it needs little skill and psychology to be sure that a highly gifted girl who had tried to use her gift for poetry would have been so thwarted and hindered by contrary instincts [add chains, guns, the lash, the ownership of one’s body by someone else, submission to an alien religion] that she must have lost her health and sanity to a certainty.’ (Walker 1984: 235)



Walker, like hooks, sees the practice of resistance in the creation of space against ‘contrary instincts’, that is, the interlocking systems of oppression for which the example of ‘our mothers’ gardens’ is living testimony. Walker’s example of her own mother, who, despite racism outside the household and sexism within, and despite harsh daily labour and childcare managed to grow the most magnificent garden as an expression of her defiant creativity, thus becomes a political analogy. For women authors of colour, writing constitutes the space of resistance, which in turn affects the social space in which one can live, move and challenge boundaries. Material and metaphorical space are thus tightly intertwined: marginalization as madness is not the necessary fate of the oppressed (black) woman anymore.

In ‘A Place Where the Soul Can Rest’, hooks offers her own ‘real and imagined’ metaphor for the assertion of female space – the porch or veranda as a common feature of houses in the American South. Being both an indoor and outdoor space, with overlapping functions of repose, socializing, visibility and intimacy, the porch is a definite heterotopia, especially in its challenge to hegemonic male power: ‘The porches of my upbringing were place of fellowship – outside space women occupied while men were away, working or on street corners’ (hooks 2009: 144). It is both this liminality and the changeability of the porch as a female space, eschewing absolute male control, that invites sexist aggression (and later destruction) from the father:


Like any patriarch would, he reminded us from time to time whose house we lived in – a house where women had no rights but could indeed claim the porch – colonize it and turn it into a place where men could look but not touch – a place that did not interest our father, a place where he did not sit. Indeed, our daddy acted as though he hated the porch. (hooks 2009: 145)



In direct opposition to the aggression with which access to the porch is first declared restricted (only entered by male permission and subjected to male supervision) and eventually taken away altogether (the inability to control both porch and daughters results in the move into a porch-less house) stands the porch’s major function as a promoter of ‘civility’. hooks uses this term to suggest not just politeness (whoever passes the porch needs to be greeted and acknowledged as member of the community), but civic responsibility towards neighbours and fellow citizens, the necessity to ‘remain constantly aware of our interconnectedness and interdependency of all the folk around us’ (hooks 2009: 148). This emphasis on relationality, as it is foregrounded in feminist and progressive spatial thought, is the only way to sustain a dialogue that creates community. hooks goes even further in suggesting that the practice of porch civility, in its crossing of both mental and spatial borders, can actively contribute to racial reconciliation. Privileging financial liquidity above all other factors, the capitalist real estate market in her Kentucky town has, ironically, made a house in a predominantly white neighbourhood available to her, thus seemingly trumping racism. Ownership, however, does not equal acceptance or mutual understanding, which can only occur by directly engaging citizens of divergent world views:


I have made my porch a small every-day place of anti-racist resistance, a place where I practice the etiquette of civility. I and my two sisters, who live nearby, sit on the porch. We wave at all the passersby, mostly white, mostly folks who do not acknowledge our presence. Southern white women are the least willing to be civil. Here in the new South there are many white women who long for the old days when they could count on being waited on by a black female at some point in their life, using the strength of their color to weigh her down. A black woman homeowner disrupts this racialized sexist fantasy. No matter how many white women turn their gaze away we look, and by looking we claim our subjectivity. (hooks 2009: 150)



Crossing the distance between white and black men and women in her neighbourhood, hooks’s anti-racist and anti-sexist practice of porch civility is spatial praxis at its best. This involves embracing difference, which is done by acknowledging the past and its conflicting interpretations (comfortable for some, painful for others) not by reverting to it or ignoring it. Once again, hooks also returns to the practice and trope of looking/seeing as a way to defy old perceptions of reality and assert new ones. Claiming space extends beyond the mere ownership of property (buying a house); it involves asserting one’s presence (sitting on the porch in a simultaneously public-domestic zone) and using both speech and gaze to overwrite the past in the present.

hooks’s passionate politics consider pain, anger, joy and desire as equal motivators in the reclaiming of space. However, they do not remain focused on negative emotions caused by historical injustice. Particularly her most recent writings such as Belonging evoke the creation of a ‘beloved community’, in which joyful conviviality has a decidedly utopian quality. hooks’s reference to emotions, though being also responsive, contains a significant amount of agency and thus comes much closer to Sara Ahmed’s concept of emotion as social practice (Ahmed 2004) than Nigel Thrift’s pre-rational and anti-subjective stance on the body’s haphazard exposure to affective impact (Thrift 2007: 10). In its relationality and subjectivity, hooks’s insistence on joy as both the motivator and effect of feminist spatial praxis parallels Ahmed’s proposition of wonder as the catalyst for feminist politics:


Wonder opens up a collective space, by allowing the surfaces of the world to make an impression, as they become see-able or feel-able as surfaces. It is not so much that the feeling of wonder passes (so that I feel wonder, in the face of your wonder). Rather, the very orientation of wonder, with its open faces and open bodies, involves a reorientation of one’s relation to the world. Wonder keeps bodies and spaces open to the surprise of others. (Ahmed 2004: 183)



Both wonder and joy, at least the way they are described by hooks and Ahmed, are affective states that, by initiating expansion and connection, are not as vulnerable to demagogic manipulation as other collective states of affect. While fear and grief contract and separate territory through binaries of self versus oppositional other, wonder and joy promote the sharing of space.

The social construction and perception of space must necessarily be affective if it wants to be ethical, because it is through expansive affect that community is created. Inhabiting one’s own body fully, despite systemic appropriations, has always been at the heart of the feminist agenda, be it in the issue of voting rights and who constitutes the civic body or in questions of female sexuality and reproduction. Ultimately, hooks’s spatial praxis also uses the body as a vehicle to desegregate the notion of belonging and thus reclaim the spaces of memory and the spaces of heritage. In her call for civility and shared space, hooks is drawing a circular line from her politics of the margin and ‘radical openness’ to spatial integration and healing.

NOTES

1.See also Mike Crang and Nigel Thrift (eds.), Thinking Space (Critical Geographies), London: Routledge, 2000; and Barney Warf and Santa Arias (eds.), The Spatial Turn: Interdisciplinary Perspectives, London: Routledge, 2008.

2.hooks has been referring to the creation of a beloved or sacred community as the ultimate goal of radical feminism since ‘Margin’ (1989). As she explains in a New York Times conversation with George Yancy, the term ‘beloved community’ refers to a collective embodying solidarity and racial reconciliation and promoting the liberation of humans of all gender, race and class.

3.The debate was mostly covered in feminist blogs and lifestyle news outlets. For a brief overview, see Lasha, ‘bell hooks vs. Beyoncé: What This Feminist Scholarly Critique Gets Wrong about “Lemonade” and Liberation’, 18 May 2016, www.salon.com; Zeba Blay, ‘Why We Shouldn’t Be Afraid to Critique Beyoncé’, 10 May 2016, http://www.huffingtonpost.com; and Caitlin Gibson, ‘Beyoncé and “Lemonade” Are Giving These Feminist Scholars So Much to Debate’, 11 May 2016, https://www.washingtonpost.com.

4.hooks uses the term ‘counter-memory’ in Black Looks to connote a critical, subjective reimagining of historical black experience that defies the white gaze: ‘Looking and looking back, Black women involve ourselves in a process whereby we see our history as counter-memory, and use it as a way to know the present and invent the future’ (1992: 302).
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Chapter 5

As Tenses Implode

Encountering Post-Traumatic Urbanism in Ghassan Kanafani’s ʿĀʾid ila Hayfā

Ghayde Ghraowi

‘Where an architect works to establish differences, organize relationships, and define limits’, writes the Lebanese author Elias Khoury, ‘a writer works to tear down these limits, to transcend definitions, to open spaces onto one another’ (1995: 139). In many ways this chapter attempts to analyse this distinction Khoury draws within Arabic literature. In what follows I confront the present humanitarian impasse facing Palestinian rights advocacy – between the politics of trauma testimony and the critical practice of forensic architecture in the Occupied Territories – through renewed readings of literature based on or set around the Palestinian–Israeli conflict, but selecting specifically the short story ʿĀʾid ila Hayfa (Returning to Haifa) by celebrated Palestinian author, journalist, literary critic and revolutionary Ghassan Kanafani (1936–1972). When read today, the language used by Kanafani in ʿĀʾid ila Hayfa to depict a traumatic historical event (the Nakba, see later), I argue, raises questions on the relationship between experiences of violence, their spatial context and the traumatic neuroses that originate from them. My approach to the texts constitutes a comparative engagement with trauma studies (based primarily in the Freudian tradition), spatial theory (emerging from post–Second World War French philosophical thought), para-literary and historical texts on the conflict as well as Kanafani’s own narrative.

I hope to communicate two important points. The first is shedding light on the inherent fault lines on both sides of this impasse (as I discuss later): the elimination of the Palestinian completely, either by way of disappearing individual political agency or through removal of the physical body entirely. My second point of emphasis is proposing how renewed readings of Arabic literature that juxtapose different critical traditions, contexts and temporalities (placing Sigmund Freud, Gaston Bachelard, Henri Lefebvre and Ghassan Kanafani in conversation with each other) can mediate the difference between reductive humanitarian practices of Palestinian victimization and emerging spatial practices in forensic architecture. The concerns I address here are important in facilitating new conversations on how we discuss Palestinian rights advocacy, as neither victim exhibitions nor data collection in the aftermath of violence that omits witness/survivor testimony. Reading for trauma in tandem with its spatial contingencies in ʿĀʾid ila Hayfa will help open texts up to new meanings that speak to our present context, framed by the humanitarian impasse.

ON RETURNING TO HAIFA

Published in 1969 and set just weeks after the June War in 1967, Ghassan Kanafani’s ʿĀʾid ila Hayfa (henceforth Returning to Haifa) opens depicting the journey of a Palestinian couple, Said and Safiyya, from Ramallah, in the newly occupied West Bank, to Haifa within Israel ‘proper’, to visit their former home, twenty years after their forced expulsion from it. Throughout the car ride there, Said and Safiyya talk ceaselessly on a number of subjects without any hint of anxiety about what they thought awaited them within the city. Their dialogue halts abruptly when they reach the edge of Haifa. In the car Safiyya cries silently to herself in the passenger seat, while Said continues to drive, unconsciously navigating through Haifa as though he had never left. The couple finds that their homecoming is without a welcoming reception. The city they once called home was now anything but home. Said says to Safiyya not long after arriving in the city: ‘I know this Haifa, but it refuses to acknowledge me’ (Kanafani 1985: 7).1 Expressed within the single Arabic verb nakara (from the root n-k-r) is the nature of the relationship between the built environment and the psychosomatic condition of the Palestinians I examine in this chapter. Nakara means to deny, disown, disavow, renege and also pretend not to know – ‘refuse to acknowledge’. The language here reveals how not only other people but other places that are lost in violent events can be internalized in traumatic neuroses, later causing episodes of panic when the trauma subject is reintroduced to the spatial context housing the traces of the violent memory of the event.

Indeed, within moments the couple is thrust back to their hitherto-repressed memories of their expulsion from the city in 1948. The narrative then shifts between the present and the past depicting vivid flashbacks of the events experienced by Said and Safiyya during the 1948 Arab–Israeli War that resulted in the establishment of the state of Israel and forced exodus of over 700,000 Palestinians to the West Bank, Gaza and other neighbouring countries – an event that is now referred to in the Arabic context as the Nakba, or ‘catastrophe’.

THE PRESENT HUMANITARIAN IMPASSE

Initially, we must situate the reading of Returning to Haifa that follows within the humanitarian impasse that the Palestinians currently face in the ongoing conflict. In terms of advocacy for the rights of the Palestinian people within the Occupied Territories, this impasse entails a necessary critique of the humanitarian imposition and political subjectification of Palestinians as trauma subjects. This critique, contributed to by Israeli architect Eyal Weizman in The Least of All Possible Evils (2011) and activist and scholar Lori Allen in The Rise and Fall of Human Rights (2013) (to name a few), also points to the emerging rejection of present human rights practices (namely the collection of witness/survivor testimony) in favour of what Weizman calls ‘forensic architecture’ – an analytical method for reconstructing scenes of violence as inscribed in ‘spatial artefacts’ and in the built environment (Weizman 2011: 107).

In an article entitled ‘The Humanitarian Politics of Testimony’, former Doctors Without Borders (DWB) administrator Didier Fassin presents an interesting as well as troubling argument on the present state of humanitarian psychiatry and rights advocacy in the Occupied Territories. Fassin accounts for DWB’s initial advancement of psychiatric aid in contrast to bodily somatic support due to the presence of fully trained doctors and the fact that a well-equipped health care infrastructure was already in place in the West Bank and Gaza. The increased presence of psychiatric aid workers, as Fassin argues, ‘enables and makes necessary a particular form of subjectification through this interpellation’ (Fassin 2008: 533). Particularly in the post-Oslo era of rights advocation in Palestine, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and human rights organizations (HROs) faced structural impediments due to their financial dependence on Western donors. The result of these impediments is humanitarian reports cautioning about how they framed their research, reports and criticisms. Fassin claims these kinds of structural and discursive impediments here led to a shift in psychiatric aid work from understanding the causes of violence to accounting for the consequences of violence, in the form of psychiatric victim analysis.

What necessarily follows these humanitarian practices, in the context of Palestinian rights work, is that psychiatry acts as a structural power that forces a discourse on the Palestinian subject and thus prescribes for its subject his or her only political outlet: ‘Its (psychiatric aid work) compassion for trauma produces a particular form of subjectification that is imposed on individuals, but through which they can also exist politically’ (Fassin 2008: 534, my emphasis). Weizman challenges these humanitarian practices with forensic architecture. As Weizman sees it, an over-dependence on traumatic testimony means that humanitarian crises are being denounced and challenged in terms of subjectivities. Thus more often than not, legal recourse for the Palestinians has been all but stunted. Forensic architecture attempts to do away with the potential fallibilities in witness testimony (traumatic or not) in order to establish a critical scientific practice that assumes two interrelated sets of spatial relations:


	The relation between an event and the object in which traces of the event are registered

	The relation between the object and the forum that assembles around it and to which its ‘speech’ is addressed



What we notice then, on both sides of this impasse, is the complete elimination of the Palestinian (as subject, individual and body) from our understanding and analysis of violence in the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Therefore, several questions arise in the wake of this methodological impasse between human testimony and material evidence: what is risked in fully adhering to practices of victim testimony on the one hand or forensic architecture on the other? What is the mediation, if any, between the two? Can highly contextualized literature dealing with spatial relations between an event (like the Nakba), an object (the city-space of Haifa, Said and Safiyya’s former home) and a forum (the Israeli–Palestinian conflict) that is also deeply rooted in the national imaginary serve that mediation?

THE TRAUMA GENRE AND THE NAKBA

The reason I describe the present political context of the Palestinian cause as an impasse is that an absolute adherence to either testimony or forensic architecture is highly problematic. Total reliance on (and subjectification of) the trauma subject victimizes the Palestinians in their entirety, while omitting witness/survivor testimony denies the Palestinian the right to represent himself or herself. Both ends eliminate the Palestinian either by way of individual political agency or through omission of the body entirely. What then is the mediation between the two? Can we account for the real traumas Palestinians have faced responsibly and comprehensively – acknowledging the spatial contingencies of such neuroses, which later result in the politics of place? Is trauma even an appropriate subject in the Palestinian discourse anymore?

Anthropologist Rosemary Sayigh sheds light on the initially surprising claim that the Palestinian Nakba remains ‘glaringly absent’ (Sayigh 2013: 52) from the field of trauma studies in academia. Sayigh accounts for the rise of the trauma genre in the 1990s with the work on the Holocaust by Cathy Caruth and later Arthur Kleiman and Veena Das, but argues that even as the trauma genre began to grow and include post-colonial states and contexts (India, Ireland, Sri Lanka, South Africa), the Nakba continued to be excised by scholars. Sayigh is correct in as much as the Nakba is largely avoided due to its ongoing nature. Sayigh elaborates: ‘The Nakba is not merely a traumatic memory, but continually generates new disasters, voiding the present of any sense of security, and blacking out the future altogether’ (Sayigh 2013: 56). Sayigh reasons that the Nakba is excluded in mainstream trauma discourse because of its assumed potential to cause violence. By this logic the conflict remains ongoing, because meditations on trauma, individual or collective, may incite responses from those subjects (as well as the subsequent generations of trauma subjects) whose lives remain linked to it. However, such a reductive practice bespeaks a negligence of the history of the conflict, which would more honestly posit the Palestinian struggle for justice as the result, not the cause, of violence.

Exclusion of the Nakba in trauma studies, in fact, produces a negative feedback loop that only recycles the violence it assumes to avoid: the Palestinians are denied their place in the discourse, the traumas remain repressed, an international community perpetuates its ignorance of the true nature of the conflict and unmitigated violence is thus exchanged (disproportionally) in both directions, ultimately ‘blacking out the future altogether’, as Sayigh insists.

Finally, despite the issues inherent in the humanitarian imposition of the trauma subject, there remains a need for a responsible and comprehensive discussion of trauma. There must be a space for testimony that does not imply the stasis of a traumatic condition but provides avenues for working through one’s trauma. Providing such a space and constructing this discussion requires contextualization of theorists and texts and their recontextualization, or mediation, in relation to each other and Ghassan Kanafani’s Returning to Haifa.

PSYCHOANALYSIS AND TRAUMA

In order to account for my analytical framework I have elaborated on my logic of association. This logic connects different thinkers and their ideas, situating them in their conditions of production, while opening them up to new contextualizations and interpretations in dialogue with Returning to Haifa. For Sigmund Freud and psychoanalysis there are two general points of departure: object-relations (the outward manifestation of which is mourning and melancholia) and traumatic neuroses.

Freud’s essay ‘Mourning and Melancholia’, published in 1917, and preceding his clinical studies of soldiers returning from the First World War, provides early formulations of the eponymous concepts’ cathexis processes within the self, over the loss of love-objects (a person or an abstraction such as one’s country, liberty, ideal). The essay also emphasizes the process of ambivalence, which involves a loosening of the affective fixation the grief-stricken subject has towards the love-object ‘by disparaging, denigrating it, and even as it were killing it’ (Freud 1957: 256). Although extremely emotive and potentially violent, Freud’s articulations of ambivalence processes have led to a better understanding by later thinkers (most notably, for the purposes of this chapter, Cathy Caruth and Dominick LaCapra) of how affects of grief, whether or not resulting from traumatic experiences, can be worked through.

In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud gives the name ‘traumatic neuroses’ to the condition that results from ‘accidents involving a risk to life’ (Freud 1989: 10). Repeatedly mentioning the First World War and its survivors as a point of reference, Freud makes an important claim about traumatic neuroses that provides an interesting perspective on the questions I have raised on Returning to Haifa’s depiction of trauma. This claim is on the relationship between the somatic and the psychogenic as conditional symptoms of traumatic neuroses. Freud claims that although there is a notable presence of motor symptoms that relate to the body and its mobility, it is surpassed by signs in the subjective ailment (namely melancholia). My point is to complicate this distinction by finding that, in moments of post-traumatic panics (later discussed as Dominick LaCapra’s concept ‘acting out’), somatic and psychogenic affects become confused in their performance.

SPATIAL THEORY

To bridge the disciplines and texts (which collocate in a dynamic relationship to Kanafani’s Returning to Haifa) between trauma, memory and space I point towards mid-twentieth-century French philosopher Gaston Bachelard (1884–1962). Since presented in The Poetics of Space in 1958, Bachelard’s ideas have provided a foundational basis for interpreting the relationship between the imaginary, the individual and/or the collective, and its spatial context – the built environment, homes.2 Bachelard’s insistence on the ‘titanic importance of setting’, as John Stilgoe describes it in his 1994 foreword to the text, reveals that ‘setting is more than scene in works of art, that it is often the armature around which the work revolves’ (Stilgoe 1994: x). Bachelard constructs his lens for reading texts as intimate expressions of experiencing space through a corpus of doctrines, including descriptive and depth psychology, psychoanalysis and phenomenology. He calls this lens ‘topoanalysis’, and through its optics he examines geometrical forms’ impact on the imaginary of inhabitants, as well as the reciprocal impact inhabitants make or project onto the geometrical forms.

We can expand on Bachelard, making his ideas more valuable today and in different contexts, by challenging his exclusive focus on what he calls ‘felicitous space’ – those spaces that attract, ‘the space we love’ (Bachelard 1994: xxxv). By explicitly ignoring ‘hostile space’, or ‘the space of hatred and combat’ (xxxvi), Bachelard attempts to freeze spaces into static memories of poetic beauty. This impulse to fix memory, or indulge in nostalgia, is an issue Kanafani is addressing in his narrative. The couple’s shock at the new, hostile, manner in which Haifa’s spaces received them highlights the same lack of unawareness Bachelard exhibits towards one point: our experience of spaces is informed by the passage of time, by the progression history. Indeed, Jacques Ehrmann credits Bachelard, in ‘Introduction to Gaston Bachelard’ with ridding French literary criticism of ‘the dogmatic rules of the historical school’ (1966: 575). Therefore, one would do well to heed Ehrmann’s warning that uncritically adopting Bachelard’s method, which fragments points of view on poetic imagination, will lead to a ‘fragmentation of the object of criticism’ (Ehrmann 1966: 578).

Instead of adopting Bachelard’s ideas, we should rather adapt them to account for the temporality of space – how spaces change over time, contrary to our fixed memories of them. Writing on similar subjects during the same period in France (and into the early 1990s) was the Marxist urban theorist Henri Lefebvre (1901–1991), whose focus on temporality and mobility helps advance our understanding of Bachelard’s static spaces. Reading texts with these two thinkers is not inimical as much of Lefebvre’s work is already inspired by Bachelard’s ideas (for discussions of Lefebvre’s body of work, see Kofman and Lebas 2006; Fraser 2011). Lefebvre’s critique of static space and modern urban planning justly problematizes conceptions of space as static or cities as flattened and absolute geographies, which neglect the fact that space is lived. Such conceptions of our environment, according to Lefebvre, spatializes time – homogenizes time and space. Thus, Lefebvre’s remedy, as is my own ultimately, is to deal with process, not product. Implicit in dealing with space as a process and not a product is returning to discussions of actual experience, how spaces are lived/felt in the psychogenic and somatic, which destabilizes the concept of static space, folding it back into a temporal perspective. Therefore, to begin to come full circle, what is missing in forensic architecture, and why studying trauma is essential to it, is the lived experience. How space is lived and experienced from a temporal perspective. My concern in the larger context of this chapter is to agitate conceptual issues like static space and static spatial practices (whether in Bachelard or in forensic architecture) to answer to other concerns emerging today along with associated subjects: space and time, memory and the imaginary and the representation of the Israeli–Palestinian conflict.

TADĀKHUL: THE FORCE OF ACTING OUT

As Said drives through Haifa, his temporal sensitivities are muddled, undoing the fixities of the past and the present: ‘The past began to interfere with the present, muddling thoughts, delusions, sensations and imaginations of the past twenty years’ (Kanafani 1985: 15).3 Traumatic neuroses are evident in the lines of Returning to Haifa wherein the repressed memories of the Nakba disrupt Said and Safiyya’s present perceptions, causing unwelcome flashbacks and psychosomatic panics.

Historian and trauma scholar Dominick LaCapra contributes to the questions on the outward manifestations of post-traumatic neuroses in his Writing History, Writing Trauma (2001), where he develops two very important ideas to trauma studies: acting out and working through. According to LaCapra, in post-traumatic acting out,


one is haunted or possessed by the past and performatively caught up in the compulsive repetition of traumatic scenes – scenes in which the past returns and the future is blocked or fatalistically caught up in the melancholic feedback loop. In acting out, tenses implode, and it is as if one were back there in the past reliving the traumatic scene. (2001: 21)



When discussing the representation of trauma in Kanafani’s Returning to Haifa, it is the novella’s opening, the disruptive return to scenes of the Nakba and the flattening of the two temporalities (1948 and 1967) that prove to be the most powerful sections. From the excerpt I quoted earlier, Kanafani depicts acting out as the past yatadākhal with the present. The verb yatadākhal is used here to mean to interfere with, to meddle with, to superimpose onto, to come over and to befall, strike or seize.

We can identify a number of instances where the author alludes to the powerful force through which tadākhul occurs between the past and the present for Said and Safiyya. In this instance, again, Kanafani writes, ‘The past burst out like an erupting volcano’ (Kanafani 1985: 8).4 Eventually, however, when Said drives by the Wadi Nisnas neighbourhood, where a majority of the Palestinian Arabs who remained in Haifa after 1948 were forced to move to by municipal ordinances (Yazbak and Weiss 2011: 12), he notices a group of armed soldiers standing by an iron barricade at an intersection. Kanafani writes: ‘And suddenly the past came sharp as a knife’ (1985: 10),5 as Said hears a distant explosion, then a crack of gunfire, and nearly loses control of the car due to his convulsive trembling. The reader is unsure if the explosion and gunfire truly take place in the reality of the frame narrative, or if they are rather symptomatic of the conflating temporalities between then and the Nakba.

By the time Said thinks he has recovered himself, the sight of a young boy running across the road throws him off centre yet again, and the reader is finally informed of ‘the tragic thing’ (Kanafani 1985: 8)6 that occurred to Said and Safiyya all these years ago. Said’s repression of his memories is finally undone: ‘For the first time in twenty years he remembered what happened in minute detail, as though he were reliving it again’ (Kanafani 2000: 153). Up to this point Kanafani has actually delayed the description of the couple’s acting out. The author, instead, only maintains literally that the past has unexpectedly returned to the couple and that their repetition compulsions are indeed taking place. However, it is only after the car passes Wadi Nisnas that Kanafani’s actual text performatively acts out with the couple, taking the reader along to the scenes from the couple’s memory. These scenes from the Nakba now constitute the primary narrative; they are no longer just referred to from the narrative vantage point of the present. The present is eliminated for the remainder of the chapter and thus blacking out the future along with it. Kanafani’s text’s episode of acting out encapsulates both a representation of the repetition compulsion regarding the couple’s portrayal and a performative engagement through his prose style.

THE CITY AND THE NAKBA

Palestinian scholar Walid Khalidi describes in great detail the geography of Haifa in his article ‘The Fall of Haifa’ (1959), emphasizing early on Haifa’s place on the northern slopes of the Carmel ridge, which faces the Bay of Acre. Positioned farthest northeast along the mountain were two Jewish quarters: Hadar Ha Carmel and the Commercial Centre. ‘The Arab quarters’, Khalidi writes, ‘(starting from the East) [moving progressively West]: Halisa, Wadi Rushmiya, Burj, The Old Town and Wadi Nasnas, all of which lay below Hadar Ha Carmel and between this Jewish quarter and the Harbour’ (1959: 26–27). Because the Nakba represents ‘a fixed and commanding historical and psychological landmark in Kanafani’s fictional landscape’ (Siddiq 1984: xiv), we must understand how the geography of the city during the violent battle helped to intensify the traumatic impact of the event on two of its survivors, Said and Safiyya. How do Kanafani’s characters’ experiences of the fighting that took place in their streets distinguish their traumatic neuroses? In other words, why did this violent disruption of their everyday urban experience later lead to a complicated relationship with those very spaces that cause their acting out?

Marxist urban theorist Henri Lefebvre offers us unique insights into the various ways spaces are lived. Unlike Bachelard, Lefebvre risks understanding how our experiences of spaces can be hostile and disorienting. In his posthumously published Rhythmanalysis: Space, Time and Everyday Life (2004),7 Lefebvre mediates on the concept of rhythm. Through dressage8 individuals ‘break themselves in like animals’ to societies and develop from their rituals personal rhythms of their everyday spaces (Lefebvre 2004: 39). An individual’s personal rhythm, Lefebvre writes, is ‘repetition pushed to the point of automatism and the memorization of gestures’ (2004: 40). Important for our purposes regarding Returning to Haifa is Lefebvre’s distinction between eurhythmia and arrhythmia as varied experiences of moving through space. According to Lefebvre, eurhythmia has a certain harmony or metastable equilibrium; it occurs when ‘rhythms unite with one another in the state of health, in normal … everydayness’. When eurhythmia is disrupted is where we find arrthythmia. Arrhythmia occurs ‘when [rhythms] are discordant, there is suffering, a pathological state… . The discordance of rhythms brings previously eurhythmic organizations towards fatal disorder’ (Lefebvre 2004: 16). Lefebvre later describes how a crisis may provoke arrhythmia:


[Arrhythmia] throws out of order and disrupts; it is symptomatic of a disruption that is generally profound, lesional and no longer functional. It can also produce a lacuna, a hole in time, to be filled in by an invention, a creation. That only happens, individually or socially, by passing through a crisis. Disruptions and crises always have origins in and effects on rhythms. (Lefebvre 2004: 44, emphasis in original)



In the light of Lefebvre’s writings, how, then, does Kanafani represent the events occurring during the fall of Haifa? Can the city’s unanticipated eruption into urban guerrilla warfare be read as an arrhythmia-provoking crisis? Finally, how does arrhythmia relate to the internalization of traumatic neuroses by those disrupted by the events?

When the narrative shifts to recounting the events of 21 April 1948, Kanafani writes that the city was not expecting anything, though there was a ‘mysterious tension’ in the air (Kanafani 1985: 10). Suddenly, bombing and mortar shelling were heard coming from the east, pouring into the Arab neighbourhoods. ‘Haifa’s streets were upset into chaos, and horror swept across the city’ (1985: 10),9 writes Kanafani, signifying the instantaneous nature of the violence: q-l-b (to flip, upset, upturn, turn over); k-s-ḥ (to sweep across). Here we can recall an important point, referenced by Khalidi and paramount to Freud: the unexpected nature of the fighting, that which causes fright, contributes chiefly to its intense psychological weight (Freud 1989: 9).

Said is driving in the heart of city when the fighting begins and attempts to return home immediately. Said and Safiyya live in the eastern neighbourhood of Halisa (the only new quarter built in the 1930s inhabited by Muslim Arabs) encircled further east by the new Jewish quarters elevated strategically higher on Mount Carmel (Seikaly 1995: 65). Recalling Khalidi’s recreation of the battle, Said would have to travel east into the front lines of the Zionist forces. The wartime streets begin, counter-intuitively, to immobilize their drivers. Said attempts to take alternative routes to reach home. However, Said runs across armed men racing from side roads to main streets: ‘the armed men were rushing from the side roads onto the main streets, and vice versa’ (Kanafani 1985: 10). We notice here the word ‘akas (‘-k-s), meaning ‘opposite’, ‘vice versa’, ‘contrary’. The militiamen are travelling between side roads and main artery streets, in oscillating movements, which strategically betrays a logic of movement in order to disrupt bystanders.

Said is then forced to continue his trek home on foot. However, the disturbances from the movements of the militiamen and the jarring effects of the explosions and gunfire disrupt his instinctual ability to navigate the city. For Said, eurhythmia becomes arrhythmia as in the midst of the fighting, ‘All of a sudden things got mixed up and the names became tangled up in his head: Halisa, Wadi Rushmiyya, the Burj, the Old City, Wadi Nisnas. He felt completely lost, that he had even lost his sense of direction’ (Kanafani 2000: 159). Arrhythmia not only is a break in rhythm (an abrupt suspension of movement) but rather itself constitutes a type of movement, an off-rhythm that disarticulates and imposes a different directionality onto its victims under a logic of the crisis from which it emerges. Kanafani shows how the downhill trajectory of the city helped the Zionist forces corral the fleeing Arabs towards the bay:


People were pouring from the side streets into the main street leading down to the port – men, women and children, empty-handed or carrying a few small possessions, crying or being floated along in a paralyzed silence in the midst of the clamor and confusion. [Said] was swallowed up in the rushing wave of humanity and lost the ability to direct his own steps. (Kanafani 2000: 155)



These memories remained unconscious until awoken anew by the very streets that had once harboured them. We understand from Freud that it is from near-death experiences and psychological fright that one comes to develop traumatic neuroses. However, what is lacking in this explanation is a discussion of how traumatic-somatic encounters, disruptions of rhythms, also contribute to the internalization of traumatic neuroses. Lefebvre writes that arrhythmia ‘sooner or later becomes illness (the pathological state)’ (2004: 20). The immediate correlation between the pathology of arrhythmia and the pathology of traumatic neuroses can no longer be ignored. It is in interpreting these pathologies as inextricably linked that we can better understand how, in the symptomatic aftermath of traumatic events, reintroduction into those spatial contexts that witnessed such events necessarily triggers acting out.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS: LITERATURE AND HUMANITARIANISM

In 2012, for the fortieth anniversary of Ghassan Kanafani’s assassination, Elias Khoury wrote in a memorial article that Kanafani’s death ‘liberates his text’, allowing it to become part of the ‘collective history of his people’. Khoury continues:


For authorship does not belong solely to the individual writer who, in a sense, only draws the preliminary sketch. The text is completed by the reader who brings to full fruition the words the author has handed on. The lives of poems and of a novel’s characters are sustained by successive generations of readers who, in a sense, recreate the work with every reading. (Khoury 2013: 89–90)



The works of Ghassan Kanafani ceased to be written over forty years ago. However, at the same time, those writings and Kanafani’s example continue to act on us. If his work is allowed to live and act in the present, without disparaging its origins, it may be possible to open his texts up to new readings that could potentially disrupt the dominant and problematic narratives found within the Palestinian–Israeli conflict today. The aims I set down in this chapter never included answering the present humanitarian impasse, but, rather, I sought only to answer to this impasse. By seeking out these kinds of disruptions to dominant narratives, renewed readings of literature based on or set around the conflict can provide us with rich new interpretations with immediate relevance to our present conditions of use.

Kanafani’s Returning to Haifa calls attention to itself today in the context of the present humanitarian impasse by offering readers a forum to address the important questions raised by this impasse: the role of testimony, spatial politics as well as spatial affects and the symptomatic complexities of the post-traumatic subject. Eyal Weizman provides a well-warranted critique of humanitarian politics in his book The Least of All Possible Evils (2011), as well as in other places (2010). The architects of contemporary wars, Weizman argues, operate under a two-way logic: first, keeping violence at a low-enough level to limit civilian suffering and, second, keeping violence at a high-enough level to bring a decisive end to the conflict. Humanitarianism, Weizman continues, is strategically abused by states in the former capacity of this logic, becoming the means by which the economy of violence is calculated, measured and managed. Thus, as one of the fundamental points posited by Weizman’s book, the moderation of violence (by way of humanitarianism) is part of the very logic of violence (2011: 3–9).

In the context of the Israeli–Palestinian conflict today, this moderation of violence manifests itself in ‘the human rights industry’, as explained by Lori Allen, and humanitarian psychiatry. In her book, The Rise and Fall of Human Rights (2013), Allen writes that increased international NGO-ization in the Palestinian territories, which found HROs prescribing Palestinians their only outlet to exist politically, eventually undermined Palestinian nationalist moral and political economies, ‘resulting in a general alienations of HROs from the local population’ (4). Allen argues that institutionalized politics and the professionalization of human rights activism in Palestine have resulted in ‘battles for funding’ among organizations from international donors (the benefactors of the human rights industry) (2013: 65). Didier Fassin addresses the relation of funding battles and witness/victim testimony in humanitarian politics in the Occupied Territories. The subjectification of the trauma subject by HROs on Palestinian survivors of violent events, as well as first-person humanitarian recounting of such violence, is fundamental in the assurance of the financial sustenance of the humanitarian organization. ‘Testimony’, according to Fassin, ‘which is inscribed in a globalized media space, is now as essential a part of humanitarian activity as rendering aid’ (2008: 537). The ‘general alienation’ of the Palestinian described by Allen is a product of the Palestinian’s social and political elimination challenged in this chapter. The imposition of the trauma subject in pursuit of the reproduction of financial means ultimately achieves only the moderation of violence and does not seriously challenge violations of International Humanitarian Law (IHL). Thus, as Weizman saliently puts it, humanitarianism can in fact, counter-intuitively, ‘aggravate the suffering of the people it is intended to help’ (2011: 28).

Although Weizman convincingly problematizes humanitarianism, his alternative approach to challenging violations of IHL, forensic architecture, projects its own discourse, its own narrative, in the aftermath of violent conflicts that also eliminate the Palestinian. Existing at the intersection of architecture, history and laws of war, forensic architecture, argues Weizman, is superseding the practice of testimony in humanitarian politics by reconstructing scenes of violence as inscribed in spatial artefacts and built environments. The fundamental issue occurring on either pole of this humanitarian impasse is the representation of the Palestinian, of lack thereof. What are those participants, active in either humanitarian psychiatry or forensic architecture, risking in their elimination of the Palestinian from the Palestinian experience of the conflict today? Can renewed readings of Palestinian literature, through interpretive lenses and comparative theoretical approaches that emerge from the context of the present impasse, address this issue of representation? And, finally, can these comparative approaches meet the difference, so to speak, between the opposing sides of the impasse: placing analysis of trauma neuroses alongside questions of the role of spatial contexts, the built environment and the urban experience?

In an issue of Architectural Design (which selects ‘post-traumatic urbanism’ as its central subject), Australian philosopher Andrew Benjamin opens his article entitled ‘Trauma within the Walls’ (2010), as follows: ‘Trauma does not come from the outside. Trauma is not to be understood as the consequence of invasion. And yet incursions from the outside and invasions are traumatic’ (24). Written in 2010, we read in Benjamin’s article early critical discourse on some of the very questions I am trying to raise here. Benjamin muses over the idea of physical spaces being imbued with traumatic memories: ‘The setting contains that which while present, its mode of being present has inscribed within it the presence of a memory that has been repressed’ (2010: 24). Positing more conceptual problems than solving them, Benjamin stops short of investigating how walls inscribed with traumatic memories can act on reintroduced trauma subjects in the aftermath of violence. What then can we learn from Kanafani’s text that may answer to the question of an externality of acting out?

As soon as Said reaches the edge of Haifa in mid-1967, the memories he repressed from the fall of the city in 1948 immediately rush back to him: ‘The incidents and events returned suddenly and began to pile up upon themselves, filling his body’ (Kanafani 1985: 5).10 From these lines we notice two things: first, it is on reintroduction to the spatial context that al-umūr (the incidents) and al-āḥdāth (the events), alluding specifically to the Nakba, return to Said in full detail, as if he were living them again; second, the quotation reveals that this recollection of traumatic events is not just a psychological recall but fills Said’s body. The emphasis on the somatic here is not to be taken lightly; it reveals that traumatic neuroses do not only consist of internal processes but, rather, comprise of a complicated encounter between the mind and body and physical environment – a physicality of experience and memory.

The reintroduction of the trauma subject into the spatial context of the original traumatic event finds the individual confronting ‘a hole in memory’ (Khoury 1995: 137) or ‘a hole in time’ (Lefebvre 2004: 44): that amounts to the unanticipated encounter with hostile spaces instead of felicitous spaces. This encounter gives rise to a psychosomatic collapse, in the form of acting out, which can either be overcome by working through or again be repressed and reproduced into a negative feedback loop of disruptive affectation.

NOTES

1.‘innī ā’rifhā, Ḥayfa hadhihi, walakinahā tankirunī (my translation). Note: Throughout this chapter I will only reference from the original Arabic text when I seek to emphasize a specificity or nuance contained within the language, otherwise I consult the English translation by Barbara Harlow and Karen E. Riley.

2.See Jacques Ehrmann (1966). Ehrmann claims: ‘Literary criticism in France gained a lot from the kind of investigation started by Bachelard… . And there is not one critic today in France who does not own something to Bachelard’ (575). Also see, in the American context, Edward Casey (1993), who engages heavily with Bachelard’s ideas.

3.‘al-Māḍī yatadākhal ma‘ al-hāḍir, wa humā yatadākhalān ma‘āfkār wa awhām wa takhayulāt wa mashā‘ir ‘ishrīn sana lahiqa’.

4.‘Yanbathiq al-māḍī kamā yandafi‘ āl-burkān’.

5.‘wa-faj’a jā’ al-māḍī, hādan mithl sikīn’.

6.‘al-shay’ al-fāji’.

7.See Stuart Elden’s introduction: ‘Lefebvre considered this book on rhythmanalysis to be the de facto fourth volume of his occasional series Critique of Everyday Life’ (2004: viii).

8.Lefebvre, according to Elden, uses dressage in a similar connotation to that of Michel Foucault’s conception in Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. However, a direct genealogy between the two uses is not known to exist. Lefebvre writes: ‘To enter into a society, group or nationality is to accept values (that are taught), to learn a trade by following the right channels, but also to bend oneself (to be bent) to its ways. Which means to say: dressage’ (2004: 39).

9.‘Wa-nqalabat shawāri‘ Ḥayfa ila fawdā, wa-ktasaḥa al-ru‘ib al-madīna’.

10.‘Laqad jā’at al-umūr wa al-āḥdāth fajā’a, wa ākhathat tatasāqaṭ fawq ba’ḍhā wa tamalā jasidhu’.
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Chapter 6

‘Place’ in an Inverted World?

A Japanese Theory of Place

Atsuko Watanabe

This chapter introduces a different conception of space and place in an intellectual tradition other than the West.1 By his conception of place known as ‘Logic of Place’ (Basho no Ronri), Nishida Kitarō (1870–1945),2 the leading philosopher of the Kyōto School in Japan, defined place – but not space – as nothingness, boundless and therefore universal and encompassing all spaces. This understanding fundamentally inverts the conventional modern Western perception of space (not place) as a universal category. Modern Japan historically is known as a successful consumer of European knowledge. Born into this country in the late nineteenth century, a period when it assertively imported almost any kind of knowledge from the West, Nishida attempted to relate the act of knowing to place and the body. Being discontent with the ontological distinction in Kantian philosophy between the knower and the known, and between the object and the subject, he came up with a different conception by eliminating these binaries.

Recent Western scholarship shows a reinvigorated interest in engaging with the space–place dichotomy (see e.g. Cresswell 2014, 2015). It suggests a need to envisage each as relational by departing from the often ideologically defined distinction that sees the former objective and the latter subjective (Agnew 2005, 2011). The present study lends support to this move by situating Nishida’s inverted conception in contemporary debates of identity as becoming and of being. It argues that Nishida’s theorization of place offers an important contribution to contemporary subjectivist theories of place. The chapter argues that Nishida tried to understand the question of the self in a manner similar to contemporary critical approaches of ontologies of becoming. In a manner similar to critical theorists such as the American philosopher Edward Casey and the Italian feminist thinker Adriana Cavarero, who both search for the source of identification in space and place, Nishida tried to pinpoint the uniqueness of the self within its location.

This chapter demonstrates the contribution of Nishida to contemporary debates by drawing on an earlier question of the post-colonial scholar Stuart Hall (1996: 5, original emphasis): ‘[If identity is constructed] in or through différance and is constantly destabilised by what it leaves out, then … how can we theorise its emergence?’ Hall’s question addressed and confronted the limits of identity politics. Nishida, in a similar vein, developed his inquiry as he experienced the radical transformation of Japan’s ‘national identity’, from being part of ‘Asia’ to becoming part of the ‘West’. In order to understand the seemingly stable core of an actually transforming self, Nishida attempted to level the ground between the knower and the known. This meant challenging the subject–object dichotomy by introducing place as a substratum. Nishida’s approach allowed him to theorize the emergence of the self in its relationality, not with others but with an unbounded, incomprehensible place-as-nothingness, seeing agency in the relation per se.

This chapter demonstrates Nishida’s contribution, not by pointing out the similarities between the ‘Western’ and ‘Asian’ traditions, but rather through an emphasis on their spatial difference. Recent scholarship argues that space ‘is fundamental to understanding knowledge production or dissemination’ (Agnew 2005: 238; see also Livingstone 2005). Nishida’s conception supports this claim and facilitates a revisit of the space/place binary that tends to see the two as alternative conceptions.

The aforementioned enormous importation of foreign knowledge caused intense debate in Japan, resulting in a powerful revisionist movement. In this intellectual climate, which marked Japan’s uneven modernization trajectory, Nishida explored the role of space in knowledge (re)production. The resultant move to deconstruct knowledge was, in contrast to Aristotelian substantialism, the conception of place as a substratum of every objectifying act. This was based on Nishida’s belief that place transcends any binaries and is therefore universal. Place is nothingness because it contains every possibility.

Despite resemblance with today’s critical conceptions of place (e.g. Thrift 1996, 1999; Ingold 2008, 2013), Nishida’s theorization was deeply affected by the logic of the Japanese language and the country’s long history as a vigorous importer of foreign knowledge, through which the Japanese tried to establish their own selves. In this context, his theory was a specific product of a unique space-time configuration and, therefore, rather different than contemporary, more progressive versions of the same idea. In fact, despite the apparent progressiveness that characterizes Nishida’s ontology of becoming, his conception of place influenced deterministic thinking. It helped buttress wartime Japan’s imperial expansion, arguing for a type of geographical determinism, ecological fatalism, in which becoming ultimately was envisaged as a teleological destiny. As a latecomer of imperialism, which was however non-Western both geographically and racially, Japan needed an explanation for its rise in the rapidly transforming world order in the first half of the twentieth century.

This chapter does not accept the generalized view to understand Nishida’s contribution as an essentialist ‘Eastern’ alternative to an equally essentialist conception of the West (Abe 1990; Nakano 2011; Krummel 2012). By conceiving of an idea of place that transcends any binary, Nishida’s hope was ‘to find a deeper and larger common ground of the two [the West and the East], considering both of them in a new light’3 (Nishida 1982 [1940]: 146–147) through a profound exploration of the issue of consciousness. Sharing his ambition, while acknowledging its dangers (which history has amply shown), this chapter hopes to highlight the role of space and the question of subjectivity in the global (re)production and dissemination of knowledge by comparing the two conceptions. The aim of the present contribution, therefore, is not to merely present an uncharted conception of place as presented in the West. In this chapter, I wish to think about how different traditions can enrich, and be enriched by, each other. I do so by reflecting on the profound amorphous and productive nature of space and place. In particular, I want to argue that while this richness assures us of creativity and equips us with a plurality of knowledge, it also carries certain dangers, as Japanese imperialism has shown us.

This chapter proceeds in three sections. First, Nishida’s theory of place will be introduced. In the second section, I point to a few similarities between his and contemporary theories on progressive place, which reconceptualizes place as a site of becoming (e.g. Casey 2001; Ingold 2008, 2013; Nieuwenhuis 2016). The third section provides some implications of Nishida’s theory for today’s debates on ontologies of becoming and being. In particular, I will argue for the usefulness of his conception of agency as relation, which gives rise to subjectivity. Finally, the chapter ends by accounting for the obvious difficulty of place as a concept. This is done through a brief analysis of the idea of ecological fatalism – a variety of geographical determinisms that emphasized sociological processual ontology but also helped facilitate Japan’s implication in the Second World War.

A THEORY OF PLACE (BASHO)

Japan has often been said to be the best student of Western modernity/civilization (e.g. Rostow 1990), transforming its association from the ‘East’ to the West by way of learning. Given the fact that Japan was the first non-Western modern state, it seems plausible to think that Japan learned how to govern its political space from the West (Agnew 2003; cf. Dodds and Atkinson 2000). Such a view might be easily justified by arguing from the fact that the country imported and translated over 14,000 books from Europe and the United States from the period of the Meiji Restoration (around 1868) up until 1945 (Nichigai Associates 2007). For intellectuals in Japan, however, the experience of drastic social transformation was a series of unprecedented challenges. According to Fukuzawa Yukichi, arguably the most well-known Japanese enlightenment thinker, it was comparable to ‘living two lives with one body’ (Fukuzawa 1995: 12).

Frequently referred to as Japan’s one and only ‘original’ philosopher (Nakamura 1983; Kosaka 2002), Nishida’s intellectual life was deeply imprinted by Japan’s national experience. His lifelong inquiry centred on how knowledge, or strictly speaking, consciousness, is perceived as consciousness. In his words, it was the issue of ‘being conscious of consciousness’. He tried to understand and analyse this issue in relation to place. Nishida on the whole supported the Asia Pacific War (1941–1945), or the Greater East Asia War (Daitōa Sensō), as it was domestically known. His contextual geographical embeddedness meant that he and many others saw the war as one of justice to establish Japan’s own world order in the form of the regional Greater East Asia Co-prosperity Sphere against Western domination. The proposition of this form of regionalism was encouraged by German geopoliticians, in particular Karl Haushofer, who praised Asia’s unique world order, which, according to him, was signalled by Imperial Japan’s success (Rōyama 1941 [1939]; Haushofer 1942).

Nishida was, however, not a mere ‘Zen thinker’ that relied on Eastern philosophy to challenge Western thought. On the contrary, as John Krummel (2012: 50) argues, Nishida’s philosophy is ‘well-grounded in both Western philosophy and the Eastern traditions’. In fact, Nishida consulted various Western thinkers, such as Aristotle, Heidegger, Dilthey, Husserl, Wundt, Rickert, Leibniz, Bergson and Marx. Nishida’s thought may be seen as a form of universal particularism – an apparent oxymoron, which, according to him, can be disentangled since a creative particularity has to contain a universality in itself and not vice versa. A particularity that only asserts its particularity by referring to another particularity is merely an ‘other particularity… . Something that is creative should contain “a substantial universality in itself” ’ (Nishida 1982 [1940]: 145). Therefore, ‘archetype of historical cultures must be diverse’ (ibid.). In this way, Nishida aspired to find ‘true’ universality in diversity by placing modern Japan’s experience as an apparent consumer of Western knowledge.

Nishida’s philosophy is best known for two concepts: pure experience ( junsuikeiken) and place (basho). What drove him to develop these concepts was both his fundamental question of what ‘real’ entails and ‘the issue of knowing qua consciousness’ (Nishida 2012 [1926]: 52). As Nakamura Yūjirō (1983) states, Nishida’s inquiry stemmed from an acute and recurrent question that has remained relevant to Japan’s intellectual community even today: whether there exists a so-called Eastern philosophy. The philosopher Miyake Setsurei (1860–1945) lamented that Eastern philosophy is largely understood as a Confucian tradition and remains at the level of annotating the verbatim arguments and discussions of Confucius, existed for nothing. Western philosophy, in contrast, is seen to possess the capability to explain any complex debate (cf. Mahbubani 2002; Qin 2016). In order to be qualified as ‘philosophy’, Miyake asserted, Eastern philosophy had to ‘be objectified’ (in Nakamura 1983: 8–14).

Nakamura construes this national self-criticism by introducing two general aspects of philosophy: knowledge and worldview. As a matter of convenience, let us roughly paraphrase the former as ‘facts’ and the latter as ‘the less-than conscious cognitive orientation of a community’. While Western philosophy historically has a strength to analyse the first aspect, thereby allowing it to search for truth and, by extension, make universal claims, the Confucian tradition has a stronger commitment to the second, making its existence context-dependent. In an effort to address the question of Eastern philosophy, Nakamura points out that Japanese intellectuals trained in the Confucian tradition already had started to doubt the logocentrism of Western philosophy during the late nineteenth century at a time when Japan vigorously imported Western thought. However, the context dependency of ‘Eastern thought’ made it difficult to offer an alternative. The sense of imperfection among the intellectuals pushed some of them to philosophically investigate human capability and self-consciousness from a materialist perspective that considered the living body as the only reality (Nakamura 1983: 8–20).

Nishida’s philosophy was a culmination of this tradition, which might be called ‘Japanese voluntarism’ (Nakamura 1983). Nishida (1990 [1950]: xxxiii) wrote in his foreword to the new edition of his seminal An Inquiry into the Good: ‘I do not know what influenced me, but since long ago I have had an idea that true reality must be actuality just as it is and that the so-called material world is something conceptualized and abstracted out of it’.4 With this fundamental starting point, Nishida (1917) questioned the objectivity of knowing and reached the ultimate conclusion that true subjectivity, in contrast to objectivized subjectivity, is not reflexive. In his essay ‘The Unresolved Issue of Consciousness’ (2012 [1926]: 53),5 he argued:


Because Kantian philosophy begins with the premise that there is knowledge and takes as its issue the problem of how its objectivity is possible, it automatically does not take consciousness qua knowledge to be the issue.



This philosophical inquiry was inevitably and intrinsically connected to Japan’s place in world politics at the time. At the beginning of the last century, Rudolph Kjellén (1918: 324–325), a Swedish politician and scholar famous for coining the term ‘geopolitics’, argued that Japan’s novelty was that the country ‘changed the yellow jacket that she has worn for more than 1250 years to a white jacket’. However, as the Japanese philosopher Watsuji Tetsurō later claimed, the Japanese people would in the end never become Europeans no matter how many things they would import from Europe. Europe’s first half of the last century was dominated by the discourse of the ‘Yellow Peril’. However, Watsuji (1961) saw the issue more in geographical rather than in racial terms. For him, this was clearly evidenced by the fact that imported culture from the West had been slightly Japanized to match the national climate. These changes might have gone unrecognized by Europeans such as Kjellén but also by most of Japanese themselves (Watsuji 1961). This complex sense of spacelessness, on the one hand, and of obstinate placeness, on the other, overlapped with the country’s experience in the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). By the end of the war, Japan was perceived as one of the ‘Great Powers’ but was never fully included in the European international society (Suzuki 2011). Differently put, while the geographical and perhaps racial difference was seemingly possible to surmount, a more fundamental but elusive threshold still remained. Therefore, it was a natural corollary for Japanese intellectuals to envisage the act of knowing (and its contradictory nature) as fundamentally spatial and cognitive. By this act, they speculated, people would become one’s self while still retaining an irreducible sense of existentiality. For them, this ontic, rather than ontological, factuality (Thrift 1996: 12) had to emerge in spatial difference in the act.

In order to understand knowing qua consciousness, Nishida first developed the concept of ‘pure experience’, which became the basis of his philosophy. He borrowed the term ‘pure’ from William James’s radical empiricism and tried to capture with this term the very inception of the cognitive process. He claimed that ‘to experience means to know facts just as they are, to know in accordance with facts by completely relinquishing one’s own fabrications’ (Nishida 1990 [1950]: 3). Pure experience contains no knowledge, no thought, no judgement, only the physicality of body. At the moment of pure, or direct, experience, ‘there is not yet a subject or an object, and knowing and its object are completely unified’. This union is, as Nishida stated, like the consciousness of a new-born baby. The pure experience is the beginning of consciousness, the fact ‘just as they are’ (Nishida 1990 [1950]: 3–4). This subject–object union in the pure experience is disrupted when past consciousness enters to make sense of the present experience for generating judgements and meanings. This process is initiated in relation to the subject’s own past consciousness, however, as the ‘eternal present’ (Ōhashi 1998: 440). When consciousness is invoked in this way, it generates meanings and judgements, creating a moment of disunity (Nishida 1990 [1950]).

As evidenced in the quote mentioned earlier, Nishida’s concept of pure experience stemmed from his discomfort with the dualism in Kantian philosophy. Nishida argued that Kantian philosophy ‘comes to relate to consciousness for its reconstitution as an object of knowledge’ (Krummel 2012: 45), transcending consciousness by presupposing the objectivity of knowledge. This process of determining results in a ‘dichotomisation of reality into the realm of a priori conditions serving as forms of determination on the one hand, and the realm of the matter of determination, in itself unformed, objectively undetermined’ (ibid., original emphasis). ‘Epistemology’, Nishida (2012 [1926]: 52)6 pointed out, is ‘a discourse on the constitution of the cognitive object and a clarification of the objectivity of knowledge… . . But needless to say, an act is not immediately consciousness’. He also wrote: ‘It is not that the fact that we are living is known to us through thinking. It is that because we live, we think’ (Nakamura 1983: 45). Nishida reversed Cartesian objectivism in a similar manner as Western phenomenologists, such as Merleau-Ponty, after Husserl have done. Or more precisely, he looked at the issue from the other way around, as he started from his own intellectual tradition. His philosophy was meant to line up all ‘things’, the subject and the object, the knower and the known, in the same playing field without prioritizing one over the other. He did this in an effort to consider how perception begins (Nishida 1987 [1926], 2012 [1926]). In so doing, he tried to ‘shed light upon the very consciousness that escapes objectification’ (Krummel 2012: 48).

Nishida believed that the process of knowing, which belongs to the ‘space of consciousness’, has to be thoroughly reconsidered in order not to presuppose any objectivity (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 74). At the same time, the question of how these things are mutually related to each other in the creation of a whole system of consciousness ought to be carefully conceptualized without privileging the subject or assuming the transcendental entry of the object into consciousness. In order to avoid the ‘hidden premise behind modern epistemology’, that is, the ‘conception of cognition as a relationship between objectified beings’ (Krummel 2012: 46), Nishida scrutinized the issue of being ‘conscious of consciousness’. This was something that even Husserl’s phenomenology had failed to take up as an issue (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 127, 2012 [1926]; Krummel 2012: 53). It was to this end that Nishida developed the concept of pure experience – the moment when the object and the subject simultaneously emerge and neither is prioritized over the other. However, this inevitably leads to the absence of a logical foundation on which consciousness emerges in relation to the object. Nishida believed that in modern epistemology this logical foundation was ‘mere logos’ (Nishida 2012 [1926]). Eventually, he would come to employ the concept of a ‘place that is itself transcendent’ to envelop all objects (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 69), conceiving of place, as basho, as the substratum behind every objectifying act.

By turning his attention to place, a contrastive position concealing both the subject and the object (Nakamura 1983), Nishida abandoned the grammatical subject altogether, which had been a common premise in Western philosophy. Krummel (2012: 46) points out that in doing so Nishida departed from ‘Aristotelian substantialism, which views reality reductively under the lens of Indo-European grammar in terms of the grammatical subject’. In the essay ‘Place’, Nishida (1987 [1926]: 74) wrote: ‘I would like to think of knowing as an act that belongs to a conscious space’. To this end, his exploration began from a ‘consciousness of self-reflection within the self’ to a further distinction between a ‘consciousness that one is conscious of’ and eventually arrive at a ‘consciousness that is conscious’ (Nishida 2012 [1926]: 54).

The ‘fundamental meaning of knowing’ is to know the self by knowing others, and not simply to know others with the self. Such a process begins as pure experience, Nishida asserted, and basho, because it envelopes the entire system. Place has to be established in such a way that it is transcendent, never objectified, and therefore ‘absolute nothingness’ so that it defines every existence and contains every possibility. Place is not in contrast to being but is rather the whole background of being (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 70–77). The field in which we project what we think, which Nishida, relying on Husserl’s terminology, called the ‘field of consciousness’, is also contained in this basho (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 69–70).

A PROGRESSIVE CONCEPTION?

For us living in the twenty-first century, Nishida’s theory of place may ring a bell, perhaps because it reminds us of the 1960s’ and 1970s’ postmodern discussions on the death of the subject and the more recent debates on ontologies of becoming, many of which originate from Husserl’s phenomenology. Recent developments in these debates, however, have reached somewhat of a theoretical impasse. Hall (1996: 2–5), for example, asserts that the post-structuralist debate around identity politics, which follows that identities are discursively produced social constructions, does not explain how subjectivities are produced even though the process of construction is stressed. For him, this shortcoming is a question of how the irreducibility of the concept ‘identity’ emerges, especially in relation to a ‘politics of location’.

As I will further demonstrate in what follows, the overlap between Nishida’s concern and the question of identity asked by contemporary Western scholarship is striking. What can we learn from the fact that such seemingly different intellectual traditions have asked similar questions? While it may be tempting to think that this proves the validity or the limitation of critical investigation, I want to return to the difference between these two schools of thought and draw on the implications of this difference. The question of how spatial difference affects our thinking is a crucial issue. Starting from different geographic contexts can translate into differences of outcomes on the same issue. At the same time, starting from different geographies can incidentally invite us to notice similarities (if not totally the same) and draw similar conclusions. Spatial difference manifests itself more in how we think rather than in what we think (Rösch and Watanabe 2016). Such a difference is subject to change because it is in many cases constituted by mundane elements. To clarify this point further, I will show how Nishida’s conception of basho parallels contemporary debate on place.

As Lynn Staeheli (2003) remarks, place is a highly contested, even messy, concept, precisely because of its ubiquity. Its meaning can significantly change depending on contexts. Marijn Nieuwenhuis (2016) has demonstrated that in the first half of the twentieth century, place tended to be reductively understood in Europe as singular and bounded, and perceived as a priori particularity for political reasons. The recent revival of place in Western thought counters this conception. It emphasizes ‘flows, connections, and networks’ (Cresswell 2014: 3) and conceptualizes place as process, in order to understand how it is constructed and mobilized in politics. Postmodern-feminist perspectives such as those offered by Caravero (2002) emphasize the plurality and openness of place by paying attention to individual experiences (Agnew 2005), and see place as a source of identity.

The overlap with Nishida’s thought is not surprising given that his concern was to understand Japan’s position as a non-Western state in a rapidly transforming world. In today’s terminology, Nishida’s thought stems from what can be defined as ‘national identity’, which, with the revival of nationalism, is of increasing importance in many countries around the globe. In identity construction, as Casey (2001: 688) claims, place is an essential component of the self. He argues that ‘neither body nor place is a wholly determinate entry; each continually evolves, precisely in relation to the other’. Likewise, for Nishida, the ‘real world’ is where things are mutually constitutive, where ‘the environment forms the subject and the subject forms the environment’ (Nishida 1989 [1939]: 15). It is the location in which ‘present’ itself defines the ‘present’. In those concepts of place, geography and history come together and merge (Casey 2001; Kōyama 2001 [1941]). These conceptions see place as open, because they stress the importance of a body that experiences (Nishida 1987 [1926]; Casey 2001).

Another example is the work done on so-called non-representational theory. Nigel Thrift (1999: 300–301) emphasizes the importance as well as the difficulty of place by claiming that he does not agree with views that see space and time as ‘containers’ in which ‘meaning’ is ‘placed’. For Thrift, ‘places’ take no concrete shape; they ‘haunt’ us just as ‘we haunt them’ (1999: 311). The reason has largely to do with their very elusiveness. Tim Ingold’s vitalist conception of place arguably is even more strikingly similar to Basho’s meaning as nothingness and universal, especially when he claims ‘there is something wrong with the notion that place exist in space’ (Ingold 2013: 30, original emphasis). For him, places in space is the product of what he calls the modern logic of inversion. Asserting that our lives do not live in place but are led ‘through, around, to from’ places, Ingold (ibid.: 33) adumbrates places as knots.

IMPLICATIONS TO CONTEMPORARY DEBATE

My intention here certainly is not to suggest that Japanese thought was half a century ahead of Western thought but that the apparent affinity between Nishida’s thought and contemporary debate on place arises because the Japanese intellectual tradition followed a different trajectory than that of the West. In addition to the already-discussed context-dependent inclination, the Japanese intellectual tradition established itself around the Japanese language. Indeed, Nakamura (1983) argues that Nishida’s conception of place – ‘novel’ in comparison to Western epistemology – stems from the specifics of the Japanese language system. Due to the limitation of space, I will outline only several prominent features of this linguistic system. First, Japanese has a number of first-person singular pronouns from which a speaker can choose in accordance with his or her social status and situation. The language also follows a particular syntactic structure where the verb comes at the very end of a sentence, making the language more emotional and experiential, and essentially blurring the subject–object relation (Nakamura 1983: 93–102; see also Katō 2007). In addition, the grammatical subject is often ignored even in formal writing, while the tense frequently wanders between the past and the present in one sentence, both of which make the language even more situational (Katō 2007: 48–53). It feels for this reason natural for Japanese speakers to frequently depreciate the subject given its lucidity and (unconfirmed) common premise, and, accordingly, to consider the context perhaps more seriously than do speakers of European languages. Put differently, the subject in a Japanese text can be read differently depending on the context. Given each and all of these traits, the Japanese language, nurtured in a highly homogeneous society, arguably is more subjective, social and even political in nature.

Religious factors have also played a crucial role. In Japan’s history, there was neither a dominant monotheistic religion nor an absolute monarch (as there were in the European experience) (Maruyama 1974). An often-misunderstood fact in Western scholarship is that the Emperor system in Japan is a cultural symbol rather than a political or religious one (Watsuji 1948). It was for this very reason that the Emperor is seemingly powerful. In Japanese tradition, the Emperor rarely rules directly (Ishii 2011) but rather is considered as a representative of natural deities. Because of this, neither the Renaissance nor the Enlightenment can be translated to the Japanese context. As opposed to post-humanistic ideas, such as the Anthropocene, which only now incorporate humans into nature, humans in the Japanese tradition have always been seen as part of nature. In this sense, Nishida’s account can be said to be non-, if not anti-, humanist, and even might be considered as ‘non-modern’ rather than postmodern when compared to the Western tradition (cf. Zakaria 2008). In this way, Nishida’s ‘place’ has a different history and philosophical starting point than the traditional Western conception of place, and is not caught by the modern logic of inversion (Ingold 2008, 2013). Relying on his own tradition, Nishida seemed to have rather deconstructed Western thought.

Still, I would like to suggest that Nishida’s theory is useful and relevant to contemporary Western debate of place. The main contribution lies in the premise that for Nishida, place is a relation itself that holds agency (Nishida 1987 [1926]: 73). He concludes that true subjectivity is not reflexive and does so by considering a consciousness that is conscious. In this sense, being is, strictly speaking, not subject but actuality itself. It needs basho, other than the self, to be (Nishida 1917). It is the ‘predicate’ in an Aristotelian sense but ‘of a transcendence’ (Nakamura 1983: 89) that can never be a subject but, nevertheless, envelopes everything. It is in this relation that he saw agency. It is world, to put it crudely, that represents body and not vice versa. Stressing the importance of the body in a similar manner to Western thinkers, this point remains still crucially different. It gives rise to a fresh way of conceiving the subject. Hall (1996) argues that the key to understanding the emergence of identity lies in the question of agency and politics. The reference to agency allows him to propose a necessity to reconceptualize subjectivity while emphasizing the importance of the question of identification. It is at this point that basho presents valuable potential.

Nishida’s conception of agency allows us to see identity as an emergent condition in the production process of subjectivity. This constitutes an inversed way from conventional accounts. Nishida states that ‘normally, the so-called self is considered unified as a subject with plural characteristics, but in fact it is unified as a predicate and not as a subject, not as a centre but as a circle, not as a thing but as a place. The self cannot know itself because the predicate cannot be the subject’ (Nishida 1987 [1926], in Nakamura 1983: 90). Here, the question can be expressed in the form of ‘who I am at this particular place and moment’, because self-identification rests not only on a ‘consciousness that one is conscious of’ but, fundamentally, on a ‘consciousness that is conscious’. This consciousness is not self-reflexive and therefore defined by place. This conception, carrying an interesting similarity to Casey’s (2001) ‘geographical self’, is at first glance communal – given that the subject is embedded in place (identification) – and simultaneously individualistic (self-identity) – because judgement is a matter of each subject’s consciousness. The tandem approach to consciousness enabled the self to embed himself or herself in a place without erasing individuality (cf. Maraldo 2002). It is through place that subject is identified in the consciousness that is conscious. It then conversely perceives place with the consciousness that one is conscious of. In a similar manner to Ingold’s (2008, 2013) concept of ‘meshwork’, individuals are not connected but bound through basho, however coming from/going through different directions. Thus, the individual self is still autonomous but simultaneously embedded in basho. Accordingly, it is no longer viable to consider the self and the other, as well as the agent and the structure, in oppositional terms. Rather, the structure and the agent, the self and the other, are dissolved into relationality. Thus, the question of identification is in a way addressed in Nishida’s thought.

By designating basho as where the ontic resides, as the background that encompasses full capacity, Nishida both pointed to a fundamental limitation of our epistemology and simultaneously suggested a breakthrough to this limitation. In this respect, Nishida was like Gilles Deleuze, a philosopher of becoming, since he envisaged place as a field ‘in which difference lives and plays itself out’ (Grosz 2005: 4). His concern was not the self (nor the other) but rather selves (subjects and objects), which represent ‘the present as a self-development of the past but contain future in itself’ (Nishida 1911: 245).

ECOLOGICAL FATALISM: IN LIEU OF A CONCLUSION

This chapter discussed a historical and geographical conception of place little known to Western scholarship. Contra Kantian distinction between subject and object, Nishida conceived of place (basho) as the substratum behind every objectifying act. This chapter revisited this complex conception by discussing his thought in relation to recent debates on space/place and the identity politics of location. By elaborating on his theory of place, Nishida tried carefully to think through the irreducible actuality of being rather than identity. As he stated, it ought to be being’s consciousness but not a self-understanding (Nishida 1989 [1944]). His speculations allowed him to reach the conclusion that true subjectivity requires basho where it reflects being. It is nothingness exactly because it contains every possibility and, therefore, it is basho where being emerges to become ‘becoming’. By keeping a distance from recent debates of space and place in Western scholarship, I intended to rethink this debate. Nishida developed his theory of basho by deconstructing Western epistemology and by relying on his own epistemology. Incidentally, his conception turned out to be similar to recent debates in critical scholarship, reaching an analogous awareness, albeit in a very different spatio-temporal context.

Instead of drawing a conclusion, here, I will briefly discuss a serious pitfall of Nishida’s thought. One of the paradoxes was, as mentioned earlier, that his thought buttressed Japan’s entry into the Second World War. It helped legitimize the country’s invasion of other nation states in the name of a ‘holy war’ (seisen) for Asians. Japan was the only one non-Western country that imported theories of classical geopolitics (cf. Takeuchi 2000) which, in turn, were instilled and characterized by racial and geographical determinisms (Ó Tuathail 1996; Dodds, Kuus and Sharp 2013). They emphasized a particular ontology of being. In conventional understanding, Japanese militarists, who supported the thesis of Japan as a pure race nation, supposedly embraced this form of geopolitics. The fact, however, was that geopolitics not only flourished in the academy but also enjoyed popular support as a theoretical means of resistance against hegemonic racial discourses from the West. Moreover, Japanese geopoliticians interpreted geographical determinism, which legitimized Nazi racial policies (cf. Bassin 1987), into their own local context. They elaborated on these foreign theories and developed what I have described as an ecological fatalism (Watanabe 2016).

Japanese geopoliticians, such as Rōyama Masamichi and Komaki Saneshige, argued in concert that Japan had come to be the leader of all Asians due to its superior geographical condition. It was believed that this role was Japan’s fate, as if natural – or endorsed by nature – in the always-changing relationship between humans and geography. This variant of geographical determinism emphasized an identity of becoming rather than being. Those geopoliticians went on to assert that for this reason, Japan had a mission to ‘save Asians’ who had been oppressed by a European world order. They relied to various extents on Nishida’s thought and argued that Asians shared a common identity because they lived in the same place and shared the same Lebensform (form of living)7 (e.g. Ezawa 1940; Yonekura 1941). For them, geopolitics was an ‘idiographic’ approach, because it was a theory for the state, whose territory cannot be replaced, and therefore a theory of subjective place, rather than a ‘nomothetic’ approach, which is of objective space, as European geopoliticians had earlier argued (Ezawa 1940: 84).

Like many Western critical theorists who seek for a world order that embraces plurality, Japanese geopoliticians but also Nishida saw place as a site of becoming rather than one of being. The question, however, is, why Nishida’s thought was used to justify a Japanese determinism that oppressed others? The complexity of this question exceeds the purview of this chapter, but I would like to finish by hinting to the productivity of place. It is in the ambivalent nature of its stability, on the one hand, and its fluidity, on the other, where we should search for clues. The richness in the concept of place tells us that while our epistemology might always remain limited, mutual understanding is a possibility, but only if we acknowledge each other’s limitations and differences.

NOTES

1.This chapter uses the term ‘the West’ not to denote primordial geographical and intellectual communities, but as a conventional term in order to consider other geographical traditions, whose membership is however ephemeral.

2.For Japanese names, this chapter follows the Japanese custom of mentioning the family name first.

3.Unless otherwise stated, all quotes from Japanese sources are my translation.

4.Quoted from M. Abe and C. Ives’s English translation (Nishida 1990 [1950]).

5.John Krummel translated this essay into English in 2012. The ensuing quote is from Krummel’s translation.

6.Quoted from Krummel’s English translation.

7.This term was first introduced by Kjellén in his book title Der Staat als Lebensform published in 1917 and became a popular term in Japanese geopolitics.
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Chapter 7

The Invisible Lines of Territory

An Investigation into the Make-Up of Territory

Marijn Nieuwenhuis

‘Spatial turn’ was first coined in the mid-1990s by a generation of ‘post- structuralist’ and ‘neo-Marxist’ thinkers. Relying on the preparatory work done by an earlier generation of continental thinkers such as Henri Lefebvre and Michel Foucault, Edward Soja (1989: 46), among others, found in ‘French Marxism … a convincing basis toward an explicit spatial perspective’. Soja’s objective, in his own words, was to reassert ‘a critical spatial perspective in social theory and analysis’ (1989: 1) so as to ‘think differently about the meanings and significance of space and those related concepts that compose and comprise the inherent spatiality of human life: place, location, locality, landscape, environment, home, city, region, territory, and geography’ (1996: 1). The turn has since Soja’s celebrated Postmodern Geographies and Third Space inspired creative research in a diverse range of fields offering novel perspectives in both inside and outside of the social sciences. Warf and Arias (2008: 1) explain in their edited volume on the spatial turn that it ‘involves a reworking of the very notion and significance of spatiality to offer a perspective in which space is every bit as important as time in the unfolding of human affairs, a view in which geography is not relegated to an afterthought of social relations, but is intimately involved in their construction’. The theme of perspective is part of the subtitle of Warf and Arias’s volume and is so frequently mentioned throughout the work that it seems to be almost synonymous with the turn itself. This chapter looks at the particular construction of the spatial perspective we know as ‘territory’ and how it is perceived in the discipline of International Relations (IR).

Calls for alternative perspectives on territory are at the roots of the emergence of contemporary critical geopolitical thought (see e.g. Agnew 1994; Brenner 1999). The work of geographers has led to a problematization and politicization of the concept of territory, a concept in this chapter exclusively reserved for the territory of the state, which by mainstream IR scholars has long been accepted as the self-evident backdrop on which politics simply takes space. Critical geopolitics treats territory not as the static outcome of these relations but as a performative and formative concept which changes, consolidates, challenges and gives shape and meaning to these relations. ‘Under these circumstances, space no longer appears as a static platform of social relations, but rather as one of their constitutive dimensions, itself historically produced, reconfigured, and transformed’ (Brenner 1999: 40). The spatial turn, in other words, has equipped critical theories of territory with a specific spatial sensitivity that allows a questioning of the nature of territory.

This chapter asks the simple, albeit difficult, question of what territory is. More specifically, I am interested in how this space works and looks like, where it comes from and how it has come to be understood, lived and enacted in practice. Far from being a given or an obvious entity, the concept of territory involves a complicated understanding of and relationship to materiality. I argue in this chapter that it is questionable if territory can even be said to enjoy an underlying material substance. Can we touch it? Smell it? Sense it? Indeed, where is territory? For anybody who knows or looks at a world map these might seem like trivial questions.


Author’s friend: ‘It is there, right in front of you!’

Author: ‘Where do you mean? I only see lines drawn on a paper’.



If territory refers to a particular abstract form of knowing, seeing and relating to materiality, then an investigation into territory should perhaps start with its specificity and historicity. The Latin roots of the word ‘territory’, terra, reveal a long-standing fascination with the soil. The origins of this fascination are ambiguous but have sown the seeds for theological stories of geneses. Heidegger (2010: 191), for example, famously noted that the human ‘does not get its name (homo) with regards to its being, but in relation to that of which it consists (humus)’. Territory, however, refers to a very different and rather peculiar and immaterial relationship to earth. Despite its name and popular connotations, the concept of territory refers perhaps not so much to the materiality of the soil itself as to an imagined earthly surface. Territory is a particular way of perceiving, living in and interacting with the earthliness of the world. I mean to refer to something akin to what Pickles (2004: 80) calls a ‘cartographic gaze’, ‘an observer epistemology, and a Cartesian commitment to vision as the privileged source of “direct” information about the world’. Indeed, as Corner (1999: 250) writes, observing, perceiving and reasoning ‘are not without effect; they have great force in shaping the world… . Mapping is always already a process in the making’.

The Lacanian ‘territorial gaze’ works somewhat similar to a landscaper’s painter’s focus on the horizon (from the Greek verb horizo, ‘to bound’, ‘to delimit’ and the noun hóros, ‘boundary’). The gaze of IR and the perspective of the painter both taxonomically and epistemologically carve up space to create a subjective and subjectifying reality by drawing lines. The painter’s thin line forever separates the air from the earth, which has an immediate effect on the organic and inorganic things that reside and move in between these two abstractions. This first and most important of all lines is responsible for the emergence of ‘earth things’ and ‘air things’, with no room for anything in between. Expecting that things are ‘on the horizon’ compels us to forget that human bodies for most of the day dwell in the air. Of course, we stand on our feet but only with our toes and heels, and even those are for a good part of the day longer in the air than on the ground on which we walk. The line of the horizon carves up space, creating ‘reality’, but it does so at the cost of the possibility of movement, fluidity and ambiguity (espacement) in between these two divided realms. Perceptual imaginations of the world seem firmly committed to the earth’s surface as the gravitational and all-absorbing centre of importance.

I remember sketching and painting at a Montessori school, where art classes are a compulsory component of the annual curriculum. I was taught to see the earth as a surface and that it was separate from the realm of the air. The line in between, the teacher told me, was the basis for all reality underneath and above it. ‘Follow the rules of perspective if you want to draw realistically’, she told us. I was a very obedient child and accepted the line and the surface as real, although I was never told what the line was, what it consisted of or even where I could find it, as if there existed an invisible skin in between, above and below that forbade the two to ever meet. Truth be told, the division made me sad. I could never quite understand what the teacher meant when she referred to the ‘line on the horizon’. Neither did I ever recover from the fear of the insatiable hunger of the ‘vanishing point’ (which has that name for good reason!). I passed the course, pretending, as students often do, to have understood the rules of the subject, although I did not and still do not know why reality can only be drawn by starting with something that is not physically part of it, while ending with a vague ‘point’ on the horizon (figure 7.1A and B). I still feel as puzzled as with the lines of territory on the map.

The creation of worlds from a single imaginary line provided inspiration to both early Renaissance painters and mapmakers, who rendered it to build a ‘new way of seeing the world’ (Buisseret 2003: 29; see also Harvey 1980). For Panofsky (1991 [1927]), perspectivalism heralded both Kant’s epistemological Copernican Revolution and Descartes’s space as infinitive extension. Could it be, then, that territory is epistemologically embedded in a similar geometric perspectivalism in which imaginary lines are accepted as unproblematic, perfectly straight and infinitely outwards stretching boundaries? Lines that divide all things and animate beings, which lie right and left, above and below it but that cannot be touched, felt or experienced, producing ‘what has in retrospect been called “the rationalization of sight” ’ (Ivins in Jay 1993: 49), and the ‘geometricization of knowledge’ (Gregory 1994: 389). If we would accept the myth and authority of the line, as IR unquestionably does, what happens when the lines of territory are confronted by an Earth that is dynamic, organic and in a constant process of unfolding? I argue in this chapter that the static, geometric foundations of territory completely seem to bypass the volatile spacing that characterizes the material world. The myth of terra firma is one of modern history’s greatest deceptions.


[image: Figure 7.1.]



[image: Figure 7.1.]
Figure 7.1. A and B: Perspectivalism. ‘Perspective … is the art of drawing the several objects as they appear when traced upon a glass, or transparent medium; the art of drawing in perspective, therefore, is nothing more than representing the various objects subject to those laws which regulate their appearance in nature’ (A Treatise on Painting by John Burnet 1846: 5).



My attempt in this short chapter is to explore territory’s relationship to materiality. My study of this question is presented in the form of a twofold analysis. The first part explores the functioning of territory, while the second offers an investigation into the ways territory interacts with the materiality that exists and moves above, below and is constitutive of the surface of the earth. I could say that the first part is horizontal in its analysis of territory, while the second is more focused on the verticality of territory. I argue in the first section that territory’s relationship is one of the surface and that it is not so much embedded in a material reality, but, rather, that it is more abstract, conceptual and ideal. By arguing that territory constitutes a particular, and thus contingent, form of experiencing space, defined by lines on a flat surface, the question of its historicity arises. My effort to historicize the authority of territory’s imagined surface and lines uncovers a legal history that is grounded in and enacted by a cognitive regime of visual perception. The second section shows how territory’s lines are not only horizontal but also vertically drawn. The analysis offered here provides us with an insight into the ways territory relates to or, indeed, circumvents materiality. This historization of territory’s geometry is, of course, part of a longer, broader and ongoing discussion on the relationship between territory and terra that constitutes the historical architecture of contemporary world politics.

LINES OF TERRITORY

The history of territory has recently been explored in Elden’s dense and detailed The Birth of Territory in which the concept is unpacked as a specific legal and mathematical technology for and of governance. By transforming territory into a ‘political question’ (2013a: 328) and analysing it as a ‘practice’, Elden is able to focus on its specificity and analyse its distinctive historicity. What I am interested in doing in this section, however, is somewhat different. I wish to explore the ways in which territory interacts with and relates to materiality. How does territory react to the moving materiality of soil, wood, water, sand and other entities that together comprise the Earth? How does it interact with the geophysical realities on which it draws its lines? To answer these questions, we first need to start with the whereabouts of territory.

Perhaps clues for the answer to this question reside in the roots of the word itself. As I have noted earlier, territory entails first and foremost a relationship to earth. Where and what, however, is earth for territory? Earth for territory, historically, seems to be located on the surface, or the ‘face’ of the Earth, over which the state enjoys the right to govern. Territory makes the state visible because without it there can be no state. The drawing of borders, demarcating territory, spatially makes explicit where the state’s right to govern starts and where it ends. Territory thus helps to establish and make visible (and felt) the state’s jurisdictional authority but also provides it with the historical right to govern over that territory. The question where this right to govern resides can be answered by simply looking at where the lines of jurisdiction are drawn. Ironically enough, therefore, the lines seem more pertinent than the actual spaces (i.e. territories) in between them. Without lines there is no territory, and without territory there can be no state. Lines connect the points necessary for territory to arise and work as dividers between other territories. They constitute the thin barrier in which Us and Them are inscribed, where ‘civilization’ and ‘barbarity’ receive a place and an imagined geography, where time is spatialized in political containers of ‘developed’ and ‘undeveloped’ countries, where exotic imaginations flourish and where, ‘beyond the line’, horrors loom or wonders await.

IR, in part, is a theory of analysing, drawing and critiquing lines. Sketches on the surface locate, determine and think for us ‘where’ and who ‘we’ are and who and where we think ‘they’ are. Lines can only be understood by the knowledge and meaning they instil, and through which they inform and direct action, policies and political imaginations. Lines, however, are even more than that, because they make the surface, on which they are drawn, visible. Cezanne (in Olsson 2010: 229) reminds us that ‘nature is not an affair of the surface; it is in depth. Colours express the depth of the surface. They arise from the roots of the world. They are its life, the life of ideas’. The canvas of territory, the map, has in contrast no colours, no depth, no space for the movement of clouds, no time for the thickness of forestry or even the opaqueness of the oceans. Descartes (among many of his contemporaries) famously demoted colours to the status of ‘secondary quality’. Maps are not drawn with the painter’s brush, but with a fine black and white pencil for geometric accuracy, a compass for direction and a ruler for measurement. European domestication of ‘nature’ occurred in the aftermath of the Earth’s violent eruption in Lisbon in 1755. The earthquake provoked the European Enlightenment to radically rethink humanity’s relationship to materiality. For Kant, a gifted seismologist as much as the champion of reason, ‘what was needed was not only a new kind of subject, capable of taking charge of its own inclinations, but also a very different [E]arth: a natural order made over so thoroughly by the collectivity of selfwilled agents that it would cease to pose a palpable threat to human existence’ (Clark 2011: 95).

How would a painter draw the lines of a multidimensional and moving reality onto a flat surface? ‘Duchamp’s theatrical approach was to project whatever he thought was happening on the horizontal stage onto the backside of the pulled curtain’, leaving the audience with moving ‘Platonist shadows’ of the actors ‘casted on, or rather through, an intervening screen… . The self-evident truth is that without the resistance of a projection screen there would be no shadows to catch, hence nothing to see, hence nothing to share. Understanding the structure of this social surface is a challenge of the utmost order, for it is the screen, not the screened, that constitutes the taken-for-granted’ (Olsson 2010: 197). Even more than the lines drawn on the surface, it is the very flatness of territory that characterizes the workings of world politics. The concept of territory is more ‘real’ than the terra that it materially says it is comprised of. Territory is ‘a political technology not because it is merely technical… . The essence of technology … is a way of grasping and conceiving the world’ (Elden 2013a: 16).

In his history of lines, Ingold (2007) deploys a pun to raise awareness for the historical importance of the mathematical ruler to draw the extent of the sovereign Ruler’s rule. ‘In establishing the territory as his to control, the ruler lays down guidelines for its inhabitants to follow. And in his political judgements and strategic decisions – his rulings – he plots the course of action they should take. As in the territory so also on the page, the ruler has been employed in drawing lines of both kinds’ (ibid.: 160). The ruler and the compass are historically the foundational instruments that allowed for the modern technology of geometric (literally ‘earth measuring’) mapping of state territory. The Ruler and the ruler share a function akin to the magician and his wand in that they both enchant audiences by creating worlds from scratch. Under the art and spell of territory, enacted by everyday practices, situations and identities, it is easy to forget that territory has little basis in materiality.

God of Lines

The ‘isotropic, rectilinear, abstract and uniform’ (Jay 2014: 125) nature of geometry was (and still is) imagined to transcend perfect ideas of harmonious, proportional and, indeed, rational symmetry, making it a source of inspiration for painters, architects, astronomers and, of course, mathematicians among the many other descendants of Europe’s ‘scopic regime’ (see e.g. Jay 1993, 2014). What is now commonly described as ‘Cartesian perspectivism’ enabled a particular detached way of seeing and thus knowing the world in which a collaboration between the eye, the ruler and the pencil were responsible for drawing lines where none had existed before. The autopoiesic quality of geometry was recognized by Kepler, who argued that geometry is transcendental and thus prior and anterior to vision. In the preface of his early Mysterium Cosmographicum (Mystery of the Heavens), he wrote that nature was written by God in mathematical language and that its alphabet consisted of triangles, circles and geometrical figures. Natural geometry (perspectiva naturalis), for Kepler (in Caspar 2012: 271, emphasis added), was determined by a divine geometrical mind (indeed, a Geometer God) which man had to study:


Geometry, being part of the divine mind from time immemorial, from before the origin of things, being God Himself (for what is in God that was not God himself), has supplied God with the models for the creation of the world and has been transferred to man together with the image of God. Geometry was not received inside through the eyes.



The celestial lines of geometry are perhaps nowhere as strikingly visible and dangerously felt as in cartography where they are drawn from the idea that the world is a surface as flat, static and, therefore, workable as a piece of paper. Pickles (2004: 5) writes that lines ‘have literally and figuratively over-coded and overdetermined the worlds in which we live’. While the actual width of the line of territory on the ground varies from border to border, creating an ambiguous legal borderland pending political dispute (see e.g. Weizman 2012), the size of which depends on the thickness of the pencil used, the height of a line is imagined to be flatter than the ink on a piece of paper. Modern cartography helped to create a ‘geo-coded world’ (Pickles 2004), a cosmos mysteriously devoid of the materiality of ‘geo’, in which lateral spaces are integrated alongside other spaces divided only by untraceable pencil lines drawn from above, creating a world of territory below it.

Conventional IR is a practice, a discipline and a regime of truth, which, when it does not draw lines itself, conserves them or disputes their location. By studying lines, it consolidates, re-enacts and congeals them into truth and reality. Realism’s historic scopic regime informs ‘both what is seen and how it is seen’ (Rose 2016: 3). Its vision and visualization penetrate materiality as if the ‘eye is a pen and also a penis substitute … It begins with the erection of epistemological systems that represent those spaces beyond the familiar and domesticated as blank and virginal’ (Toal 1996: 84). The psychologist James Gibson (2014: 19) famously critiqued such ‘plane geometry’ but inadvertently reaffirmed the authority of the eye when famously stating that the surface is ‘where most of the action is’. Granting such authority to the ground, understood as Earth’s surface, led Gibson to subordinate everything to the ‘mind’s eye’ which sees the ‘literal basis of the terrestrial environment [as] the ground, the underlying surface of support that tends to be on the average flat – that is to say, a plane – and also level, or perpendicular to gravity’ (ibid.: 6, original emphasis). Ingold (2000: 260, original emphasis) critiques Gibson’s latent perspectivism that ‘visual perception can never be disinterested or purely contemplative… . What we see is inseparable from how we see, and how we see is always a function of the practical activity in which we are currently engaged’. Cognition in IR remains largely a realm of the visual perception of surfaces. Even a younger tradition of more critically inclined IR, characterized by attempts to problematize the naturalness of lines, commences from the premise of the authority of the surface. In contract to discussions on the concept of the surface elsewhere (see e.g. Forsyth et al. 2013), the ‘geo’ in ‘geopolitics’ is primarily an unquestioned flat ground.

What happens when this regime is confronted with the organic and material realities of movement, contact, fusion, change and shifts? Merleau-Ponty, whose name ranks among the celebrated for questioning the authority of perception, has in mind a similar disconnect between the detached vision of cognition and the always being-in-something. The body, he reminds us, should be considered as just as capable of perception as the impudent trust in vision of the perceptual realists. ‘My belonging to the world’, he (2012: 311) writes, ‘allows me to compensate for the fluctuations of the cogito, to displace one cogito in favor of another, and to meet up with the truth of my thought beyond its appearance’. Ingold (2011: 6) further closes the gap between mind, body and world by noting that we should see both human and non-human as organic and active producers rather than detached geometric designers creating imagined surfaces. ‘Producers’, he writes, ‘do not so much transform the world, impressing their preconceived designs upon the material substrate of nature, as play their part from within in the world’s transformation of itself. Growing into the world, the world grows in them’.

Grosz (2008: 13) writes that the architecture does ‘little other than design and construct frames; these are its basic forms of expression… . This cutting of the space of the earth through the fabrication of the frame is the very gesture that composes both house and territory, inside and outside, interior and landscape at once and as the points of maximal variation, the two sides, of the space of the earth’. Committed to an artificially detached and framed perception of the Earth, conventional IR accounts reinforce and consolidate a particular construction of reality, which, similar to the Renaissance painters, not merely takes the surface as the locus of knowledge but transforms it into a science.1 It is arguably the only social science discipline that does not deal with society but with an international world geometrically designed by lines.

The fact that territory is entirely levelled causes, however, problems for questions over its supposed height and depth. While it would be reasonable to ask about the horizontal plane of a territory, it is after all imagined to be a flat surface, a question about the height of territory would seem to many absurd. Few have dared to pose the question how ‘high’ or how ‘deep’ territory is (exceptions, Weizman 2012; Bridge 2013; Elden 2013b). The relative lack of discussions on territory’s depth raises questions over the location of the surface from where its horizontal authority stems. Indeed, one could go as far as asking, ‘how thick is territory?’ A metre, a millimetre, is it finite or is its thickness indefinitely extending? And what about the stones and minerals underneath, the birds and planes above and the miners and diggers that challenge the very notion of what is ‘above’ and what is ‘below’? Where is this vision of surface in material reality? And how does the concept of territory relate to it? These questions can be answered only by exploring how territory has historically come to be detached from material reality.

LINES OF LAW

As said, territory constitutes a particular perspective and is therefore the historical product of a specific form of knowing and relating to space. It is historically the abstract space that comprises the face of the earth. However, we do not know what materially constitutes this face. Is it the mud in which, but not on which, I stand? Or is territory the pebbles which our feet kick away but under which lies another series of pebbles and another, and yet many others, or is it the grains of sand which the wind carries and the rain washes away? The terra of territory seems to be in constant movement, changing with the weather, moved and displaced by animate and inanimate forces of life. Where is this surface of world politics? How deep is it?

Thus far, I have argued that territory starts with the perception of a static and perennial way of looking at the materiality of space. This experience is not natural but historically constructed and informed by a particular perspective which emphasizes the eye over the ears and nose and privileges surface over immersion. The history of the framing of territory as a surface relation starts and unfolds with the development of law through which space was ‘geometricized’ and severed from the fluidity and immediacy of its earthly and material composition. The ‘flattening’ of the earth along imaginary lines drawn on an elusive, albeit politically potent and legally authoritative, surface was a political enterprise. Law performed ‘not just as an abstract norm, but as a capability that structured interests’ (Sassen 2006: 62). The dynamism of terra was in this process arrested, subordinated and replaced by the possessive gaze of the modern perspective. Visual space, subsequently, ‘is rendered the property of the individual detached observer, from whose divine location it is a dependent, appropriated object’ (Cosgrove in Gregory 1994: 389, original emphasis).

The fascination with surface in international law is one which historically commences with the problem of land ownership that posited popes against emperors, kings against bishops but also peasants against lords. Indeed, this is a long and dense story, narrated in great detail by Elden (2013a), one that starts with the work of the medieval Glossators whose rediscovery and reformation of Justinian jurisprudence would come to play an important role in making the abstraction of the surface a political reality. Their meticulous labouring was initially concerned with analysing, collecting, organizing, arranging and interpreting of the Justinian Corpus juris civilis. The fruits of their efforts allowed a later generation of post-Glossators to apply the rediscovered Roman laws to contemporaneous politics. It is important to historically contextualize this development as jurisprudence was deployed as a specific political technology to legitimize the rule of local authorities against the rights of emperors and popes. Medieval jurists were for that reason often hired to help local kings and princes in an effort to challenge the absolute right to land ownership of the Holy Roman emperor. At the heart of their labours was the law of occupancy (occupatio) over land.2 The law of occupation had the effect of challenging the idea of a universal, undivided and undividable imperial dominium (dominium mundi), while giving rise to multiple, overlapping forms of dominium. Property rights could no longer be considered to be sacrosanct.

The law of occupation ignited a situation in which jurisprudence became tightly linked to the concept of land. It brought not only a ‘right to property that arose from occupation’ (Fitzmaurice 2014: 34) but an increasing emphasis on the abstract category of land rather than the ‘fruits’ that arose from it. The gradual unfolding of an understanding of land as an altogether separate entity from its material composition is echoed in Locke’s famous The Second Treatise of Government (2002: 14). In the chapter ‘on property’ he notes that ‘the chief matter of property being now not the fruits of the earth, and the beasts that subsist on it, but the earth itself; as that which takes in, and carries with it all the rest’.

These changes, more multifaceted than described here, meant that the historical emphasis on ownership of things shifted from materiality to the abstraction of land. As a result, surveying techniques, inspired by retrieved knowledge of the classical Roman land surveyors (agrimensura), started to become more common place. Imagined lines between borders stones, trees, fences and rivers were drawn to surround and give form and face to ownership. The newly pencilled legal spheres of influence followed a contingent trajectory which took centuries to evolve into what we now distinctively define as (geometrically) ‘modern’. While the dynamic life of materiality was substituted by the ‘accuracy’ of triangulation, the lines of the border gradually became thinner over time. To be sure, it would take centuries before the simple medieval survey techniques had advanced sufficiently enough to allow for the large and famous imperial cartographic projects of the eighteenth century, but when the deed was done, national, unbroken borders delineated sovereign states without a need for any further mediation from the material world. The new-found authority of the surface meant that sovereigns no longer governed subjects but that the rulers now ruled over dematerialized frames. The meeting of the line and the surface forced the material earth into oblivion, albeit only temporarily, because the question of ownership over the air above and the (sub-) soil below remained unresolved. How could lines, drawn horizontally alongside one another, account for things underneath and above the imagined surface?

Lines of Heaven and Hell

While surveyors and cartographers worked in tandem, drawing lines (and yet more lines), forgetting that it was mere paper on which they sketched, acting as painters on a vast canvas slowly running out of white space, the myth of Earth’s flat surface solidified in modern imaginations. What happened, however, to things detached from this surface? The laws of ownership over things above and below ground remained initially firmly rooted in a concrete world of materiality. This is most famously made visible in the original context of the Roman dictum of Cuius est solum, eius est usque ad coelum et ad inferos (‘whoever owns the soil, it is theirs all the way to Heaven and all the way to Hell’), which, as I will shortly show, subtly found its place in international law. The phrase is commonly attributed to Accursius (1182–1260), but its exact origins are largely unknown.3 It is only with the arrival of the Glossators and the influence their work had on the evolution of the occupation laws (and the ensuing possibilities for property rights) that the dictum gained popularity as a more formally recognized part of Roman civil law (Corpus iuris). The great English jurists Edward Coke (1552–1634) and William Blackstone (1723–1780) adopted the maxim, making it an unofficial axiom in English (and later American, Australian, etc.) common law.4

The original law did not specify how far upwards or downwards property rights extended. The German jurist Von Jhering (in Abramovitch 1962: 252) argued that ‘the extent of the law’ was determined by the surface owner’s ‘practical needs, and that Roman jurists would not have accepted … an “abuse of logic” as ownership in space without limit’. This claim is not accepted by others (see e.g. Goudy 2004 [1913]) who instead have argued that ownership rights were not restricted to a specific height in the air. The obvious problem with the maxim is that neither heaven (coelum) nor hell (inferos) can be recognized as topographical locations in modern jurisprudence. They seem instead to have formed the legal-theological crossing points of the boundaries between the divine realm and the social domain of humans. The complex eschatological geography in medieval law did not pose a problem at the time because the legal status of things in the air remained determined by their physical relation to the earth. This means that the Latin axiom was invoked to resolve disputes over issues such as overhanging roofs and mining rights. There was, in other words, no need to apply the axiom to the air itself, which was legally considered to be a public place (res omnium commune). This did not substantially change with the increasing legal emphasis and focus on the surface during the Renaissance. The German jurist Pufendorf (in Cooper 1952: 46) wrote in the classical Grotian tradition that ‘since man has been denied the ability to be in the air to the extent that he rests in it alone, and be separated from the earth he has been unable to exercise sovereignty over the air except in so far as men standing upon the earth can reach it’.

The Cuius est solum dictum was for the most part exclusively used in common law, but this changed with the arrival of aeroplanes which moved above and in between the bordered surfaces of territories. The early twentieth- century advent of aerial bombardments provoked intense debates on the dictum, eventually leading the vertical Cuius est solum maxim to move from being an informal part of civil law (Corpus iuris) to becoming an informal component of international law (ius gentium). The surface limits of the rule of the sovereign state were extended upwards into the air, allowing territory to transform itself into a volumetric geobody. ‘Aerial sovereignty’ was first legally recognized in the 1919 Paris Convention, which stated that ‘that every Power has complete and exclusive sovereignty over the airspace above its territory’ (Oduntan 2011: 62). New (geometric) lines were required to ‘embody’ territory, and legislators looked at Roman law for inspiration. Territory transformed from being a physical relation to the imagined surface into a three-dimensional concept, which included dimensions of both height and depth. It no longer needed any understanding of materiality to function. Lines were sufficient for it to regulate movement on both the lateral surface and the vertical plane. Hans Kelsen (2009 [1945]), whose name will always be associated with the advent of legal positivism, famously wrote that territory in international law ‘is not a plane’ but consistent with three geographic dimensions, width, length and height, which are applied to a geometrically conceived earth (figure 7.2). ‘Since the earth is a globe, the geometrical forms of this space – the space of the State – is approximately an inverted cone. The vertex of this cone is in the centre of the earth, where the conic space, the so-called territories of all the States meet. What traditional theory defines as “territory of the State”, that portion of the earth’s surface delimited by the boundaries of the State, is only a visible plane formed by a transverse section of the State’s conic space’ (Kelsen 2009 [1945]: 217).

The vertical transformation entailed a furthering of the abstraction of the space of territory, which now no longer refers only to the imagined flatness of the surface but also to the geometry of the air above and the subterranean below. The American jurist and air policy advisor to President Truman John Cobb Cooper (1951: 411) wrote that ‘territory of a State, geographically considered, is a three-dimensional region. It includes an area on the surface of the earth, a sector of the earth below, and a sector of space above’. The invisible pencil line, through which and out of which territory appears, is no longer only a lateral relationship of width but instead a geometric three-dimensional model of height and depth. The result is a wholly conceptual space, ideally geometric, with little bearing on the geophysics of materiality. The commitment to immaterial geometric lines brings forth the issue of a lack of centredness. It is true the earth’s centre serves as a starting point, but it is imagined solidity of the surface that continues to function as the real midpoint of territory.

Kelsen (2005 [1960]) deployed the powerful German compound Grundnorm to emphasize the importance of the ground, as surface, for the trans-historical quality of law. Legal norms stem from the authority of ground as foundational and not, as his enemies (e.g. Schmitt in Neumann 2000) suggested, from a sovereign legal person. Hall (2001: 300) describes Kelsen’s norm, a cornerstone of Pure Theory of Law, as a ‘transcendental-logical presupposition, upon which is based the obligation to obey the constitution (in domestic law) and custom (in international law)’.5

Territorial rights are extended downwards to the hypothetical centre of the earth (ad inferos) from where the lines move uninterruptedly, as light beams, through the Earth’s cores and crust extending limitlessly into the atmosphere (ad coulum). The lines of territory, as illustrated in figure 7.2, are both literally and metaphorically ‘in the air’. Originally drawn by the eye and the ruler, they now operate invisibly but with ever-greater accuracy and force. The geometry of territory seems in some ways to be a history of cannibalism in which lines have become thinner and thinner to the point of their successful absorption in international politics.

Returning briefly to my earliest encounter with geometry in school, after having followed obediently the rules of disinterested perspectivism with pencil and ruler, the last thing my teachers asked us to do, before colouring my freshly painted three-dimensional reality, was to erase those very same lines that granted authority to my picture’s representation of the world. The pencil lines did not have a place in reality and needed to be rubbed out. Territory seems to work in exactly the same way. Its lines have been removed, made invisible and naturalized as if they never were drawn, but its geometric reality has remained firmly and ever so violently intact. Putting it differently, territory’s mathematical construction is nowhere to be seen, neither can it be touched, felt or smelt, but the reality it has created ex nihilo forms the pillar stone of contemporary international politics.


[image: Figure 7.2.]
Figure 7.2. A computational rendition of a spherical and Cartesian grid. The model helps to visually imagine the workings of the ad inferos, ad coulum maxim. Territory starts from the centre of the earth and stretches outwards into the atmosphere (designed by Marco Miani, available at http://www.texample.net/tikz/examples/spherical-and-cartesian-grids/).



CONCLUSION

Drawing corner shops, phone booths, apartment blocks and forked roads, a younger version of myself felt threatened and daunted by the systematic, infinitive and mathematical-looking lines that stretched and disappeared into the horizon. Drawing the world ‘as nature prescribed it’ meant for me something different than following the magnetic and authoritative vanishing point on the all-absorbing line. Neither did I feel being in a position of aperture nor mastery when I imposed the rules of scopic objectivity onto swaying tree branches, flying birds and on-looking peasants. Perhaps the opposite was true. Arresting the movement of wind seemed wrong to me. And what about the ambiguity of forms and the passing of shadows? I missed all elemental forces that characterize the dynamic materiality of earth. Riding a bike in the wet Dutch weather seemed to me a closer encounter with reality than technical perspectivist drawing.

When asked to use my little transparent ruler and soft 3B pencil to translate my thought images (my ‘point of view’) onto paper, I felt a general sense of withdrawal and dread about the ‘abstract coldness of the perspectival gaze’ (Jay 2014: 117). The art historian Panofsky (1991 [1927]) wrote that linear perspectivalism is denaturalized and particularized and that it must be analysed as a specific spatial form of human interpretations of the Earth. Rather than ‘seeing through’, the modern perspective is a symbol and therefore a particular and historical form of knowing with the eye. It makes demands on the way the perceiver views, or rather gazes, which has an immediate effect on those that are viewed. Perhaps it functions, as Hubert Damisch (1995: 25, 38) writes, as ‘the equivalent of an expressive apparatus or sentence structure… [informing], if not our perception, at least our discourse, our thought’ and, dare I add, our politics. It does not simply ‘show’ reality but gives meaning to reality, over-coding it with invisible lines of power, while creating a world of territory, or, as Heidegger willed it, the ‘world as picture’.

I started this chapter by asking how territory looks like. The answer is not as straightforward as we might think as it cannot be found by searching for it in the materiality of roads, flags, border stations or even maps. Territory camouflages and deceives by alluding to the false, albeit authoritative, concreteness of the surface. Just as much as it masks the political by replacing it with a perennial-sounding language of immaterial lines, as echoes from a forgotten past, it conceals the presence of a material world by over-coding it with a naturalized geometry of surfaces. ‘How do you mean “where is territory?” It is there right in front of you!’ Although it is true that territory is a story about lines that invent the surface necessary to construct territory (and give it its face), those same lines are erased and forgotten the moment they are instilled in the imagination of world politics. This is the moment when the surface is taken as real and the lines are no longer necessary.

Territory is a lateral vision of imaginary lines that not merely separate worlds but constructs them and infinitively reproduces them. Its resultant geometric reality is transposed onto the material world, which precisely because of the nature of its dynamism and movement defies any attempt to be folded into a container. The wind effortlessly carries sand over vast and distant continents; raindrops penetrate the skin of territory in a matter of seconds, while wildfire transforms its very face. But while fish do not have passports and migrating birds are not shot down from the air at border crossings, the imagined line toughens up when confronted with the human body. Walls arise on invisible lines. In an effort to securitize its conic spatial shape, territory produces and reproduces Self and Other, installs flags and serves armies, instilling the logic of the line in every body and thing, turning all into a representation of territory’s supposedly timeless and unchanging essence. The surface is ‘where all of the action is’ not simply because that is what the eye dictates but precisely because this is where the imagined line says it is. In IR’s regime of perception, ‘governed by a conception of space expressed by strict linear perspective’ (Panofsky 1991 [1927]: 34), the ruler rules.

NOTES

1.One such example, albeit an important one, is Leon Alberti, who stresses the importance of the relationship between geometry, surface and vision in his widely celebrated Della Pittura (1435/1436) which by some (Spencer 1966: 11) has been said to be the ‘first modern treatise on the theory of painting’ and the founding book of the Quattrocento perspective school. In book III of the text, Alberti (2011: 75) writes that he wants ‘the painter be expert, as far as possible, in all liberal arts, but above all I desire in him the knowledge of geometry’. Geometry formed for Alberti (ibid.: 22) the link between mind and eye, but while mathematicians only ‘measure figures and shapes of things with the mind’, the painter wants ‘an object to be visible’. Visibility is, for Alberti, clearly a physiological question of vision of lines (or circumscription) which help constitute the painter’s surface. ‘The surface, in fact, is the extreme part of a body, which is not recognisable through a certain depth but only by length and width, as well as by its qualities. Some qualities are so linked to the surface that they cannot be removed or separated from it in any way, unless the surface has been altered completely’ (ibid.: 23). He notes that in the eye everything in nature is plane (as in ‘even’) and that the painter’s eye should mirror nature.

2.The law of occupation would come to allow for a situation in which multiple parties could enjoy dominium over the same land, eliciting recognition for different legal forms of property rights. The difference between dominium directum and dominium utile meant, for instance, that vassals would enjoy user rights (dominium utile), while lords would receive ownership rights (dominium directum).

3.It is unknown if Accursius invented the maxim himself or if it was in some form or another already present in classical Roman law. Others have even argued that it might be of Jewish origins. Henry Goudy (2004 [1913]) noted that the third-century jurist Venuleius Saturninus uses a similar locution for property laws of things in the air (coelum) above burial grounds and roads. Abramovitch writes that the Roman jurist Ulpian refers to a discussion of airspace over private lands in the ancient Law of the Twelve Tables.

4.Franciscus Accursius (1225–1293), the son of the late Glossator, is thought to have introduced the term in England during his eight-year-long stay at the English court as an invitee and later esteemed legum doctor of Edward I (Bowyer 1838). The first recorded case is that of Bury versus Pope in 1586 over an issue of blocking sunlight.

5.Legal scholars have noted that regardless of ‘whether norms are ordered through logical or legal validity, Kelsen believes, the order must have some “basis (Grund)”. If the separation of “is” and “ought” is to be maintained, that basis or ground can only be a norm, a “basic norm (Grundnorm)” ’ (Stewart 1990: 295, original emphasis; see also Rigaux 1998).
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Chapter 8

Two Internet Cartographies

Google Maps and the Unmappable Darknet

Andrei Belibou

A recent article by critical scholars at the forefront of geography’s engagement with new technology has set out to outline the ‘digital turn’ of the field. They argue that there has been ‘a demonstrably marked turn to the digital as both object and subject of geographical inquiry’ and that ‘the digital has pervasively inflected geographic thought, scholarship, and practice’ (Ash, Kitchin and Leszczynski 2016: 1, emphasis in original). It is undeniable that acknowledging this digital turn is a key step in grasping the effects that aspects such as Internet networks, computing technologies or web communities have on geography. However, this needs to be twinned with an increased engagement with the spatial itself in order to understand not only the digital in geography but the way space itself is intermeshed with the new media. A complementary endeavour is required: twinned with the digital turn in geography, there is also room for expanding the spatial turn in the realm of technology itself. In the context in which the Internet seems to guide more and more our relation to space and place, it is through a critical employment of these fundamental geographic concepts as categories of analysis of our Internet experience that the way we now relate to geography can be understood. Our understanding of these concepts is itself at stake in this investigation: while this chapter follows critical geographers in using them distinctly, holding that ‘place is distinguished from space as having its own special qualities’ (Agnew 2011: 316), Internet cartography, in its most popular shapes, leads to a conflation of the two, or, rather, to a dissolution of place into space, as it will be argued later by extending Edward Casey’s work (1997a, 1997b).

This chapter will therefore discuss the most prominent encounters between the new media and geography: Internet cartography. The discussion will focus on two cases: in the first instance on what and how the Internet maps, and, in the second, on whether the Internet itself can be mapped. More precisely, the first section will explore the most prominent cartographic service freely available on the Internet, Google Maps. I will argue that Google Maps represents the climax of place’s dissolution into geometric space and of its stripping of materiality and personal significance, drawing on the insights of Edward Casey and Jeff Malpas. From this essentially knowable, static conception of maps and mapping, the second section will move my attention to the ‘unmappable’, the part of the Internet which lies outside cartography. It will introduce the darknet, the network where Internet protocol (IP) addresses are not visible, using the example of its most popular browser, The Onion Router (Tor). This network will be presented as a process, a continuous becoming which escapes tracing or mapping. Overall, the purpose in presenting these two sides of the Internet coin is to show that, first of all, ‘neogeography’1 does not break with the biases and assumptions of older forms of cartography but, on the contrary, brings them to new heights, legitimizing them as ‘neutral, inevitable, and necessary’ (Leszczynski 2014: 67). More than that, however, this chapter will argue that the Internet itself, beyond its influence on geography, needs to be taken into account from a spatial point of view, as something that can offer new ways of thinking about space and new ways of experiencing place.

Spatial thinking needs to be joined with an engagement with ideas of virtuality in order to make sense of the myriad possibilities of the digital world. The chapter will draw on two almost opposite understandings of the virtual that underpin the difference between the two sides of Internet cartography: the clear Google Maps and the unmappable darknet. The virtuality of Google Maps is that of Baudrillard’s ‘hyperreal’ (Baudrillard 1994), a fulfilment of reality, a better version of it, which, through a perceived clean perfection, drives towards the replacement of reality itself. On the other hand, the darknet’s virtual existence is one of potentiality – the virtual understood not as independent of or contrary to reality but as its ever-present twinned possibilities (Massumi 2014). Both understandings are at play in the ways the Internet informs understanding of space and place. Thus, if geography is going through a digital turn, this is not a unilateral exchange. The discipline brings its own matters to bear on the digital, while taking into account questions of the ontic aspects of the Internet itself, two aspects which are both needed to elucidate the interactions between space, place, and the Internet.

THE MAPS

One of the best-known materializations of neogeography is Google Maps, a cartographic suite offered by one of the Internet’s dominating companies. What this section will argue is that Google Maps is underpinned by a specific understanding of space as extension and of place as pure location. A useful entry point into this argument is the example of the game GeoGuessr, an online application which places the user into a random Google Street View (GSV) location; the user is then supposed to identify the location on Google Maps. GeoGuessr is an inversion of an old trope: instead of throwing a dart at a map and then travelling wherever the dart lands, its user first ‘travels’ to an unknown place and then pins it down on the map. Its website, geoguessr.com, cements this inversion through its enthusiastic greeting message which states the game’s immediate end: ‘Let’s explore the world!’ This application of the Google infrastructure stems directly from the purposes invested in it by the company itself, which describes the introduction of satellite imagery in its mapping services as offering the possibility to ‘take a virtual journey to any location in the world’ (Google n.d.). The reverberations of the ‘virtual journey’ discourse are visible in academic work as much as in the everyday use of the Internet, as some contributions to The Oxford Handbook of Virtuality (Grimshaw 2014) stand to prove. The chapter on ‘Virtual Ecologies and the Environment’, for instance, calls on its readers to ‘imagine a future in which you could visit any corner of the world in virtual reality, even places you could never visit in person’, noting that much of it ‘already exists’ (Green and Chandler 2014: 549), while the one on virtual military simulations highlights the potential of ‘connecting to live operations or exercises occurring in any location around the world’ (Smith 2014: 666).

GeoGuessr’s infrastructure, Google Maps, reached 1 billion unique users in 2014 (Privat 2014), many of whom use it either to access a place before physically going there or simply to ‘travel’ to new places. What this massive use represents is a strong development of the modern dissolution of place into space, a thesis put forward by Edward Casey (1997a, 1997b). Casey argues that the understanding of space as geometric extension, viewed today mainly as a Cartesian heritage, reduces place to ‘pure position […] simply located on one of the XYZ axes’ (Casey 1997a: 199). As space is ‘nonlocal and nonparticular’ (Casey 1997b: 275), place loses its concreteness, its independent existence as part of our experience. In Jeff Malpas’s words, what is lost is a ‘sense of place’ (Malpas 2008b), a being in place which cannot be contained by analytical location. Places, therefore, are uniformed; they become essentially similar. What differentiates one place from another is only their respective position on a coordinate system. That difference, as places themselves, is ‘calculable’ (Casey 1997a: 201), knowable through its relational position with mathematical exactitude. GeoGuessr plays into this loss of place into space through the sole purpose the game has: users need to situate the places they ‘visit’ on the map, to pinpoint their location, being then awarded points based on their precision. Places themselves are rendered ‘meaningless’ (Malpas 2008b: 203), the only stake the users have in exploring them (through the interactive controls of GSV) being to discover clues which could point them to where exactly on the grid they fall. GeoGuessr is a prime example of how space as extension fails ‘to locate things or events in any sense other than that of pinpointing positions on a planiform geometric or cartographic grid’ (Casey 1997a: 201).

This, of course, is not limited to GeoGuessr, but is the fundamental premise of Google’s mapping suite itself. Google services are based on two technological advancements: satellite imagery, which permits accurate, all-encompassing views of the earth ‘as it is’, and hyperlocality, which offers the opportunity to swiftly switch between different scales (Dalton 2013: 263). Using these, Google offers not only schematic maps, but also interactive satellite images, and the possibility to explore places at street level (Google Street View [GSV]) through an assemblage of images captured by vehicles equipped with 360° cameras. The transition between these different cartographic tools is especially telling for the development of Casey’s narrative presented earlier. The default view at maps.google.co.uk is the one of ‘classic’ cartographic schematic representations, with conventional symbols for different aspects of space. However, by clicking the ‘satellite’ view button, the map is replaced by its precise correspondent in aerial imagery. The ‘real’, accurate photographic images from above are placed on their appropriate schematic, precise location within spatial extension. The reduction of individual aspects of landscape to pure relational situatedness happens under the eyes of the users and is made for them. The users are led into exploring real space through a pure geometrical system of coordinates. The quick, easy transition between the abstract map and aerial imagery makes landscape accessible and visible (only) as positions on the grid.

The third tool of the Google suite, GSV, covers areas alongside roads and paths and even inside public buildings, reaching into all seven continents and covering 99 percent of US roads (Gilge 2016: 470) – although, of course, the available data is highly imbalanced in favour of ‘developed’ areas (Graham and Zook 2013; Graham 2014). Accessible from both the map and the satellite views, GSV ‘bridges’ them through an interactive experience (Gilge 2016). The transition from the views from above to the views from within is as seamless as the one between map and satellite. However, it is much more symbolically loaded: the users click on a small, yellow person (the ‘Pegman’) and drag it onto any site of the map/photograph that they want to view. The users thus engage in a virtual rendition of travelling, complete with a symbolic human which goes into the place. The place, however, is again accessible as location. The Pegman is dropped on a point on an abstract map or on a flattened, accurate image of the earth and brings out its visual aspects. Through Google Maps, place is accessible only as a location on a spatial extension, establishing a direct, explicit and unavoidable correspondence between a set of coordinates on the map and any place that users wish to visit. The users can, indeed, travel (i.e. scroll through the photographs) at street level through GSV, yet they are always accompanied by the Pegman moving along a small abstract map in the corner of the screen. Even being ‘in place’ on Google Maps is haunted by exact, relational location.

Behind the user experience of Google’s map services lie the ontological and epistemological assumptions of modernity, or, as Heidegger argued, the modern metaphysics of which technology is the ‘outgrowth’ (Heidegger 1977: 116). The Google suite goes beyond exact correspondence between ‘reality’ and representation, beyond Rorty’s ‘mirror of nature’ (1979), to replace reality itself with its ‘representedness’ (Heidegger 1977: 129–130). Beyond one’s immediate locality, interactions with places happen through images, through their ‘re-presentations’, a ‘narrowed-down’ sensitivity which permits access only to the visual (Malpas 2000b: 227). Thus, reality, and especially the reality of place, is reduced to what can be seen. As places are accessible to travel to through interactive photographs, experience does not depend on being in place. Rather, it is assumed that the visual is sufficient to recreate a place in the virtual realm and then to permit its being experienced by the user. Place and the objects within are dislocated from their context, from the historical meaning they are imbued with,2 and from the affects they produce through their material existence and interactions, all aspects that cannot be transmitted merely through pictures (Malpas 2008a, 2008b; Ash 2013). While, of course, all these aspects are retained by the places’ real counterparts, they are in no way offered through the simulated interaction allowed by Google Maps and GSV. The experience of the images of GSV is not equivalent to the experience of being in place in one’s immediate surroundings, and certainly a Google Maps traveller cannot be said to experience the places he or she visits the same way a local inhabits them. GeoGuessr can again be used as a prime example – while its users do engage with local, maybe very specific aspects of the places they are transported ‘in’, they do so only to situate that location on a map. Their engagement is limited not only sensorially, but also in terms of purpose. The experience of inhabitants of those places is simply lost to the GeoGuessr player; buildings that are inhabited, roads that are walked and names that are used every day and have meaning for the people who use them (most likely beyond the official purpose for using them) are only pointers towards a geographical location, to be used one time and then forgotten.

While the purpose of GeoGuessr is absent from the general use of Google Maps, the same observations stand largely true. The images consumed by the user can only make sense beyond their visual aspect if correlated with information available from other sources, taken in through different ways of experiencing the world. Unless users know, or get to know, something about the places they view on Google Maps, quite literally what they see is what they get. Google Maps, therefore, is narrow by its very nature; the issue is, however, that the narrowness of the technological visual is hidden by technology itself, which ‘self-projects’ as an absolute mode of knowing and ordering the world. Its boundaries and its limitations disappear as the only way to experience real places and objects through the Internet is to forget the existence of the physical technology itself, to bypass the mediation of the physical infrastructure of the Internet and of computers and to establish a perceived direct connection with other parts of the world (Malpas 2000a, 2012; Ash 2013: 20). The inaccessible reality of the faraway is replaced solely by a visual re-presentation. The quasi-universal coverage of Google Maps and its possibility for virtually endless scrolling through space serve to hide its own limits, to present it not just as image but as existence itself, as reality (Malpas 2000b: 226).

The main loss provoked by the reduction of place to the visual is materiality. Google Maps substantiates the supremacy of vision in modern epistemology (Jay 1994: 21–82). Through ‘panoptic’ satellite imagery and its Godlike ‘view from nowhere’, Google provides its ‘deified consumer’ with ‘seemingly omnipotent scopic capacities’ (Gurevitch 2014: 88–90). The whole world is brought under the user’s gaze, who can gather objective, absolute knowledge, both the ‘big picture’ and the details, using the maps’ hyperlocality tools. As knowledge is reduced only to the visual, the material reality of places is unknowable by the nature of the cartographic re-presentations. The photographs presented are fixed, unchangeable, without the possibility of genuine interaction. It is true that Google’s mapping process does create interaction, yet it is not on the end of the consumers but rather on the end of the cars Google uses to capture the images for GSV. The cars have to go through traffic and respect local laws and customs, as well as physically interact with their surroundings. On the other hand, people who appear in the photographs have their faces blurred in order to protect their identities, while also sometimes engaging in conscious activities regarding the way they want to be captured by the cameras and appear in GSV photographs. This can produce amusing, unintended effects, such as Google ‘protecting the anonymity’ of a cow by blurring its face or as two bystanders staging a fake murder scene for Google to photograph (Horton 2016). The users ‘travelling’ through GSV, however, have access to only the visual traces of such interactions. They are confronted with moving cars stopped in their way and people with blurred faces frozen halfway through their natural movements of the body. Local interactions between people and Google’s mapping tools lose much of their content, their materiality, their intentional character or their spontaneity and their development. Like place, they are static in both space and time, frozen and available only to be seen. The loss of the materiality of place is accompanied by that of the users’ own bodies. Being in place is having one’s own physicality interacting with objects; the gaze, however, is disembodied. In spite of the discourse of travelling, gazing onto places is essentially a process of separation, separation from the material, from experience, and from knowing places and objects closely and individually, rather than as abstract, systematic, distant wholes (Malpas 2011: 6).

This loss, however, is a gain for the promoters of modern epistemology. Ocularcentric knowledge relegates non-visual sensorial input to an inferior level, a relegation that is reflected by how the body itself is evaluated. In Casey’s words, ‘the body is regarded as something confusing and degrading, a matter of downward drift undermining the visionary state to which the gaze aspires’ (Casey 2007: 154). The optimal exploration of the world, therefore, would be purely visual, disburdened of the body’s weight. Similarly welcome is the doing away with the materiality of objects itself, which is either an obstacle in reaching places or even a distraction from visual knowledge. The virtual, therefore, is seen as a fulfilment of the real. It is its ‘hyperrealization’, a clean, aseptic version of the world, which allows it to be the object of experience and knowledge without the flaws of material obstacles or tiredness (Doel and Clarke 1999: 261, 268). The closing-down of reality is put forward as an opening-up. Limited experience is presented as bringing limitless travel and knowledge; disembodied placelessness is presented as being in any possible place. The virtual replaces the real as the real itself, because its self-projection is that of offering everything that the real denies. Thus, although Internet users experience their own surroundings daily, engaging with their material and social existence in meaningful ways, this knowledge is limited quantitatively compared to the vast one offered by the Internet. Google Maps offers the ‘world picture’ (Heidegger 1977), while daily experience offers only localized, limited knowledge. Google Maps allows its users to know space, while in their daily lives they know only places (the pervasive tendency to ‘check in’ on Facebook and other social networks may be read as a desire to situate one’s experience of place in space). Thus, for more than 1 billion people, the world is not their immediate experience but the images they see through Google Maps.

THE UNMAPPABLE

The Google-Maps-reality of fulfilled virtuality is one that is given to the users, rather than one within which they can act. The technical infrastructure of the Internet has been developing towards a way of functioning designed for machines, not for humans (Ford and Graham 2016). The connections between bits of code, and between code and reality, cannot be followed by the users, who are, with the exception of a knowledgeable ‘hacking’ elite, forced into the position of passive consumers (Haklay 2013). Any cartography of the Internet would thus be asymmetrical – accessible only to the producers but not to the users. While a map of physical space purports to represent a reality that can be and is experienced by both the cartographer and the reader, a map of the Internet would have to account for elements of the network that users do not have access to. A mapping made by consumers is impossible (Kellerman 2016: 30), limited by the narrow engagement with only the reality on screen and not with the technological constellations which make it possible and which are the exclusive domain of those with the appropriate knowledge and access. A different approach to virtuality, guided by an acknowledgement of the ‘non-autonomy’ of the virtual in relation with physical reality (Malpas 2009), will be much more productive in thinking about the Internet and the possibilities it brings.

The virtual, rather than replacing the real, can better be conceived as its twinned aspect. ‘The real is always already virtual’ (Doel and Clarke 1999: 279), as virtuality accompanies our experience of place as a dimension of what is possible, of the formative, the potential (Massumi 2014). Thus, the virtual escapes knowledge by its very nature. The potential fulfilled is not potential anymore; the materialization of the virtual marks its disappearance (Massumi 2014: 56; Heim 2014). At the same time, the virtuality of the Internet is dependent on a physical infrastructure of computers, wires, servers and many more materializations of technology with which the user actually engages in order to access it. These physical media need to be forgotten in order for the virtual to replace reality, as discussed in the section above. Thus, the vision of the virtual as fulfilment of reality, as free of the latter’s flaws, is one that obliterates both reality, by re-presenting it and denying the materiality of our engagement with it, and virtuality, by fixating it. A more nuanced understanding, accounting for the interaction between users, the virtual and physical reality, can spring out of paying attention to the darknet. An engagement with it will highlight the potential of the Internet to be rid of the asymmetry of knowledge presented earlier: the darknet is unmappable, either by users or by network providers. Instead of consuming a reality whose workings they do not know, darknet users rather take part in a continuous play between the virtual and the real, one that cannot be traced and which allows both reality and virtuality to escape an imposed shape.

The darknet is an overlay network, a network added over the regular Internet, which permits users to hide their IPs. According to some estimates, it represents 0.1 percent of the whole Internet (Greenberg 2014c), although its true size is impossible to trace by its very nature. The most popular software used to access it (as it cannot be reached by regular Internet browsers) is The Onion Router (Tor), used daily by an estimated 2.5 million people (Huang and Bashir 2016: 1). Tor employs complex cryptographic processes to provide two main functions: anonymous browsing and anonymous hosting (Moore and Rid 2016: 15). That means that users can visit regular Websites, visit hidden *.onion sites, or create them, without their IPs or any markers of their identity being visible unless they choose to disclose them, as long as they respect minimal security precautions.

Tor is based on a worldwide network of volunteers, who use their resources to host and maintain ‘relays’ (Huang and Bashir 2016: 1). When a connection is established, the browser uses at least three of these different relays, chosen randomly, to exchange the information between the user and the destination. Tor constructs a ‘circuit’, gradually extending connections to each of the relays, having a new layer of encryption added at each point; hence the name of the browser, the data packet needing to be stripped of successive layers of encryption, as if peeling an onion. When the user tries to establish a connection to a *.onion website, accessible only by knowing the randomly generated 16-character address, data is exchanged at a ‘rendezvous’ relay, through Tor circuits, without any actual connection being established between the two ends (Carnielli and Aiash 2015; Moore and Rid 2016: 16–17).

Through its functioning, Tor is a continuous interplay between the virtual and the real; it is continuous becoming. The path a user takes when accessing the darknet did not exist before and will not exist ten minutes after the connection is ended (The Tor Project n.d.). The darknet is the virtual by definition: it is a dimension of potential, of events that could happen and of paths that can be taken. However, the darknet does not have an existence independent of physical reality. Tor exists, first of all, only through the conscious action of volunteers worldwide, who choose to participate in this collective undertaking of creating the darknet itself. Without either their technological tools or their own actions, the darknet would simply not be possible, i.e. the virtual would not exist without its physical basis. Second, Tor circuits come into existence only with the action of the users. They are, by their very nature, ‘homeomorphic, which means that they require engagement from a user to exist at all’ (Ash 2015: 10). The ‘paradox’ of the virtual is here resolved into a continuous interplay between human agency, technological reality, and virtuality. The virtual exists as potential within the darknet; it is destroyed by being materialised through the action of the users, only for the circuits created to return to being solely potential once the interaction has ended.

Particularly vivid clashes between Tor’s virtual character and reality are effected by the constant struggles of police authorities to pin down the physical location of servers hosting Tor hidden websites and shut them down. A well-known case is that of the Silk Road: a darknet marketplace (famous for its drug component) which was shut down by the FBI in 2013.3 Officially, this was made possible by a faulty CAPTCHA4 on Silk Road’s login page which leaked the IP address of the server’s location, instead of going through Tor secure circuits. However, the FBI’s account of this successful endeavour has been accused of being vague and ridden with holes, leading to suspicions that the agency actually ‘hacked’ its way into the marketplace without a warrant (Greenberg 2014a, 2014b). FBI’s licit or illicit methods aside, there are certain tried and tested ways in which reality can overcome the anonymity of the virtual. One of them is simply taking advantage of the users’ inadvertences. Tor users can either unwittingly and carelessly provide their personal information on the sites they visit, or allow non-Tor applications or services to create connections outside the hidden circuits, offering access to unencrypted information (The Tor Project n.d.) – as the fault the FBI claimed to have found on Silk Road’s login page. Another way of finding a user’s IP address is an ‘end-to-end timing attack’. In this kind of endeavour, an attacker with access to both the entry and exit relays of the hidden circuit can establish a connection between them by observing the timing of the input and the output, respectively, being able to find out who sends the data, without, however, having access to its content (Carnielli and Aiash 2015: 137). These ‘attacks’, however, do not engage with the darknet’s virtual existence. They take place at the level of material reality; therefore, they need to force the virtual to leak into it or to force the real to leak into the virtual. While they do succeed in stopping Tor from achieving its purpose of providing anonymous browsing and hosting, they do so not by tracing the encrypted circuits themselves but by exploiting real weaknesses of material technology, or human indiscretions, which then reverberate into the darknet. By finding the starting and the ending point of a circuit, the attacker does not trace the circuit itself, whose existence is still in the domain of the virtual. Certain relays can be and have certainly been taken down, yet this has taken place outside the Tor virtual network. Through these attacks of the darknet, what is destroyed is not the virtual but the material conditions which make it possible.

Therefore, as long as there are enough relays, the darknet as virtuality, as potential, will still exist. It is exactly the richness of possibilities and the number of users, hosting services, and relays that make every combination, every new ad hoc circuit, unique. Every path a user takes is one not taken before, thus one that is not mapped and cannot be mapped. Cartography entails a freezing of reality and a definitive materialisation of the virtual. When the virtual’s very purpose is not to allow such materialisation, mapping itself becomes impossible. Even if the relays offered by volunteers were to be mapped, that would still not be a cartography of the darknet. The ways the information itself travels, the ‘tunnels’ (The Tor Project n.d.) that it creates as it goes, are known to nobody. Due to the layered encryption, not even relays themselves can know where the information is coming from or where it is going to. The path exists only by its use and for its use; it is outside knowledge and outside gaze; it is a matter of becoming, brought into existence through practice only to disappear when it is consummated.

The darknet, then, is not a space. It refuses to be mapped as space is, it has no coordinates to locate sites on and it has no extension. The darknet is, rather, an assemblage of places. While, of course, they are still not physical places in which users can go, the *.onion websites have their own reality, created by the communities they host. They are highly political, imbued with largely libertarian forms of resistance to constraints of the ‘outside’ world. They are viewed by their users as ‘demimondes’, as places in which to experiment with freedom and with power, with new ways of life, and in which to engage in activities which are forbidden outside of the ‘cyberspace’, as with the (in)famous Silk Road, but also with platforms of resistance against state authority and surveillance, such as WikiLeaks (Gehl 2016; Maddox et al. 2016; Munksgaard and Demant 2016). They embody the ‘Declaration of the Independence of Cyberspace’, proclaimed by John Perry Barlow in 1996: ‘Ours is a world that is both everywhere and nowhere’ (Barlow 1996). As Google Maps dissolves place into space, the darknet presents places which are only experience, without space, without location. As Google Maps re-presents reality, the places of the darknet do not claim any correspondence with it. And, as Google Maps renounces the materiality of places, bodies, and technology, Tor’s volunteers use it to create the virtual through their own resources. Tor is the unmappable Internet, unknowable and only discoverable through practices, a new experience of place that we need to take into account.

CONCLUSION

Tor, of course, is not a utopia, and neither is Google Maps a dystopian complete destruction of reality. The darknet’s heavy predisposition towards illicit activities, especially drug trafficking and child pornography, highlights the grave possibilities of the unmappable to be used to hurt people as much as to free them (Moore and Rid 2016); participation in the darknet is conditioned by access to a computer and technical literacy, perpetuating exclusion as well as masculinist views of entitlement to knowledge (Barratt and Maddox 2016: 711–713). Google Maps, on the other hand, allows users who engage with it in a critical way, not only to gather information about the world but to critique its organization itself, to use the maps in playful ways which go over the bounds of the intended, and to challenge the premises of objectivity and absolute knowledge (Kingsbury and Jones III 2009). Challenging the ‘dark’ sides of the darknet and toying with the ‘Dyonisian’ aspects of Google Maps, however, are dependent on a critical engagement with them, which takes into account the way they function. The darknet especially is in dire need of geographical attention. With the exception of two projects of the Oxford Internet Institute, one completed in the form of a map illustrating worldwide usage of Tor (Graham and De Sabbata 2014) and the other announced as a future endeavour to collect and analyse geographic data on the darknet (Graham 2017), geographical studies of the darknet are limited to identifying broad geographical origins for its participants (e.g. Van Buskirk et al. 2016). This chapter has made a step towards a critical analysis and argued for such a spatial engagement, with the darknet and with the Internet overall, employing spatial thinking and theories of virtuality to understand the relation between the Internet and cartography within, it is true, two fairly specific cases. They are, however, cases with significant potential. Google Maps and the other services Google offers provide a clear example of the ways simplistic understandings of the virtual paired with an ocularcentrist, absolute epistemology work towards limiting reality to its perception. The darknet, on the other hand, stands to show that reality can be enriched rather than limited through an engagement with the virtual, and that there are experiences which escape the totalising gaze of the cartographer. Both are accessible through the Internet; however, one is ‘clean’ and promoted, while the other is shamed and criminalised. It is up to critical thinkers but also to conscious users of the Internet to elucidate these Internet cartographies and to get to the root of this imbalance.

NOTES

1.The most widespread understanding of this term refers to the advent of a new form of producing geographic knowledge, characterised by a perceived ‘blurring of traditional distinctions between experts and non-experts due to the lowering of barriers such as cost and access’ by virtue of new technologies (Byrne and Pickard 2016: 1506, although see Haklay 2013). This ‘new’ geography is dependent on the Web 2.0, itself a new version of Internet websites which gained traction in the 2000s and which emphasises user input and ease of use (Lin 2015: 42).

2.While historical information about places or objects seen through Google Maps can itself be ‘googled’, this can happen only when that information is available. Therefore, the vast majority of ‘regular’ objects and places viewed through GSV are rendered unknowable beyond their visual aspects. Even when this information is available, it is not an integral part of the visual experience. Rather, what is offered is the static visual dimension of the final product of temporal development, not as the flowing, interactive becoming of history. Re-presentations are fixed and unchangeable, or can be modified only as images. An object re-presented is ahistorical and can only be consumed as such (cf. Doel 1996: 432–433).

3.After intense media coverage of this case, Silk Road has turned into a symbol of the darknet, both for the ‘good’ and for the ‘bad’. Within Internet communities it has become a resilient beacon of resistance against encroachment on the anonymous refuge offered by the darknet. After the original Silk Road’s closure, a Silk Road 2.0 appeared, taken down again only to be replaced by Silk Road 3.0 (Bradley 2016). The Silk Road name is carried on as well on an alternative darknet network, I2P, as ‘Silk Road Reloaded’ (Cox 2015).

4.A CAPTCHA is a common device used to differentiate between genuine human users and automatised bots on login pages, services for submitting messages and so on, in order to prevent hacking or spamming. It consists of an image of (often random) distorted letters, which the user needs to transcribe. The letters are recognizable by humans but, due to their irregularity, not by bots.
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Chapter 9

Space Is No One Thing

Luring Thought through Film and Philosophy

Philip Conway

The basic idea that space is relational – that is to say, a product of the interaction of things rather than exterior and indifferent to things – is nothing new.1 Indeed, within human geography, cultural studies, continental philosophy and so on, this principle has become rather de rigueur. Therefore, to write that ‘space is no one thing’ – that it is the product of a multiplicity and that it has no meaningful essence – is unlikely to surprise. Of course, the gridwork-absolute of the engineer persists and perhaps overbears, but there are islands of exception within oceanic hegemonies. There may be no consensus on what ‘relational space’ means exactly, but the convocation around a kind of complex non-universality is established. We need no ur-space or über-space (primordial or overarching). We have spaces – ever-evolving products of diverse understandings, objects, practices and processes. Nothing ineffable, nothing obscure but not a nice, neat unity that can be named, numbered and then ignored. A web of cosmic achievements but never a cosmos achieved. A pluriverse.

If this basic idea is not especially astonishing, then we might ask: what next? This essay designs no pathways but rather undertakes a textual exploration, finding sense and surface in assembled ideas and images that fray rather than knit. It ventures its validity through intimation and refraction. It collects artefacts from the past that weigh somehow on the future. It features an introduction but no conclusion. It suggests connections without always making them. Its parts are not necessarily in the correct order (and are entirely shuffleable). In other words, it explores a deliberately fragmented and incomplete space, a space for which the reader is invited to find connections, coherences and cosmoi. It is, then, a textual space only on the brink of existence, and this is precisely its purpose: to embody and enact the risk of cooperation in the act of creation, not, then, to analyse so much as to catalyse, not to present thought so much as to lure it.

CUBE

‘Every work of art’, wrote Étienne Souriau, ‘creates its own universe’.


And whoever speaks of a universe speaks of a whole built upon a space-time net-work. This is as true of painting or architecture, of ceramics or of landscaping, as of music, poetry, or the cinema. (1949: 294)



Works of art ‘present a whole universe – the universe of the work’ in a state of patency, en patuité (i.e. the condition of openness). These arts conjure up worlds that, ‘for an hour or two’, impose on us, if we will receive them, their universe. But artforms do not all work (or net-work) in the same way. Theatre, for Souriau, is the spatio-poetic art par excellence. He distinguishes the cube and the sphere:


Let us imagine that we have before us the entire universe of the work in its supposed reality, with all its dimensions of space, time, and humanity (the whole ‘rotten state’ of Hamlet, or the whole rain-lashed Paris of la Porte […]). In this universe we cut out a little cube, as though with a saw. (1952: 12)



This boxy fragment, the ‘stage cube’, is dressed with objects and accoutrements – a cushion, a throne, a sword – that render for their audience a ‘realistic’ impression of the buzzing, trundling, spiralling goings-on and on beyond its clearly defined borders. When one becomes another, this is unmissably manifest; by whatever machination of stage mechanics or mise en scène, the cube is unmistakably transformed. All the while, the audience’s gaze is searingly mono-directional, peering in as if through a keyhole, making every turned back the most perfectly profound gesture. Compare this to the sphere:


Instead of cutting out a predetermined fragment in the world that is going to be set up, one seeks out its dynamic center, its beating heart, the spot where the action is emotionally at its keenest and most exalted. This center is permitted to irradiate its force freely and without limits.



The performers in this mode become ‘officiating priests, magicians whose power extends outward indefinitely into open space’ (13). By environing and moving amid their audience, they do not construct a vivid and distinct portion of another world within this one but rather bring two complete worlds into sympathetic resonance, into a blearily phasing double-vision, into a contradictory coexistence that, as if subject to Zeno’s paradox, cannot possibly be fully or ‘realistically’ realized but which is palpable and enveloping in its boundlessness and intimacy, like two faces morphing into one, like irreconcilable modes of existence dissonating with half-heard melody.

PUNCTURE

From Le Voyage dans la Lune (A Trip to the Moon) (1902) to When Worlds Collide (1952) and beyond, atmosphere was never a problem for science fiction film. Human beings could fantastically journey to the moon (as in the former) or to other planets (as in the latter) in little more than tin cans, safe in the expectation of finding cosmically sympathetic, pH-appropriate breathability at the end of their odyssey. In recent (outer) space-based blockbusters such as Gravity (2013), Interstellar (2014) or The Martian (2015), atmosphere – or, rather, the lack thereof – has been very much in the foreground. In Interstellar, the hero-protagonist Joseph Cooper finds the ship’s physicist Dr Nikolai ‘Rom’ Romilly in a state of anxiety:


Cooper: ‘Are you okay Rom?’

Rom: ‘This gets to me Cooper. This, this. Millimetres of aluminium protecting us and then nothing out there for millions of miles, won’t kill us in seconds’.

Cooper: ‘Did you know that some of the finest solo yachtsmen in the world don’t know how to swim? They don’t know, and if they go overboard, it’s done. We are explorers Rom. This is our boat’.



If the Endurance of Cooper and Romilly is a boat, then the Valley Forge of Freeman Lowell – the protagonist and ambiguous hero of Silent Running (1972) – is an ark.

The year is ca. 2008 and the Earth has been devastated by the vaulting ambition of human technological achievement. The planet’s last remaining forests and non-human animals have been ensconced in geodesic domes, strapped to industrial-looking spaceships and blasted off into space, far away from the ‘foul’ Earth. As events spiral out of control, Lowell is provoked to murder his crewmates so as to save the forests from an order to abandon and destroy them. The remainder of the film revolves around Lowell making a life for himself – and living with the things that he has done – aboard the ship with only his plants, animals and reprogrammed maintenance droids for company.

We might compare this spatial scenario to what Peter Sloterdijk describes in terms of the space station, the absolutely artificial environment:


With the space station, there is no question of such permissiveness: mismanagement of climate, atmosphere, metabolism, etc., will no longer be tolerated. In the absolutely artificial environment, not even tiny mistakes are pardonable anymore. (2005: 236–237)



Even with his routines and companions, Lowell’s psyche gradually unravels. One of the droids is lost in space as the Valley Forge passes through the rings of Saturn, enacting Lowell’s plan to escape from the rest of his fleet. Another is damaged (the film challenges us to say injured) in an accident. Thereafter, we no longer move around the ship; we no longer get the repetitive passage through its corridors that creates a sense of diegetic space. The film, this life, that universe somehow come undone. For Sloterdijk, this is to be expected. Depression is characterized by, in Heideggerian terms, ‘world-poverty’. In the language of Sloterdijk’s (2014: 585) spherology, ‘depression expresses the annihilation of the space of relationships’. The self, too, has a spatial existence – and thus a vulnerable one.

However, despite its ‘ecological’ themes – and like its close cultural- historical companions Soylent Green (1973) and Z.P.G. (1972), which imagine dystopian futures of overpopulation – Silent Running is undoubtedly closer to those films of the first half of the twentieth century than those of the early twenty-first. Even in that perilous passage through the rings of Saturn, the sense in which the technosphere might shatter is weak. The humanistic, affective atmosphere is an existential precondition shown to be fragile, trembling and in-the-making. However, the oxygenated atmosphere is never in question – is never an interesting question. And so, Lowell inhabits and defends a space quite unlike the ark concept of today (Sloterdijk 2014: 240). Absolute explicitation of the preconditions of life can make no exceptions and feign no hypotheses as to the comprehensiveness of its obligations. But this sort of existential laying-bare was not on the mind of the film’s director, Douglas Trumbull. In the words of composer Peter Schickele:


Before that, all of the music for space had either been weird or … in 2001, the Blue Danube is almost satirical… . So Doug really wanted the idea of not making space sound like the enemy. (Quoted in Kermode 2014: 38)



Against the coldhearted bleakness of Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), a film that already understood the existential and narratological power of the spatial vacuum, Douglas Trumbull took the spaceship to be a setting within which to enact an essentially human drama.

Trumbull’s film links well with contemporary sci-fi Robinsonades such as Moon (2009) and Wall-E (2008), but it finds a stark contrast with The Martian (2015). This film, based on the novel by Andy Weir (2011), focuses on another isolated protagonist, this time stranded alone on Mars and presumed dead after an accident. Unlike Trumbull’s picture, The Martian derives its dramatic tension directly from the intense fragility of the life-sustaining techno-atmospheric envelope. However, the protagonist of this film, Mark Watney, is seemingly psychologically self-sustaining, bouncily scrambling from one practical problem-solving task – ‘science’ – to the next, with little but a clichéd mix tape for company. The film that perhaps transcends this opposition of ‘human’ and ‘material’ dependency is Gravity. As a similarly disaster-stranded astronaut, Dr Ryan Stone, claws her way back to earth, it is her will to live as much as the means to do so that has been achieved.

At the conclusion of Silent Running, Freeman Lowell’s fate is not so fortunate. His sole legacy is to have saved one of the biome gardens, which drifts off into the abyss of space to be tended in perpetuity by the last-surviving robot companion, Dewey. A bittersweet denouement in which the technological is granted no awe-struck menace whatsoever. Thus, it escapes the fallacy that would partition the human and the mechanical, making the latter some kind of glassy, inscrutable overlord-in-waiting. However, in taking the triumph of technological mastery for granted, it no more than dimly glimpses the nascent truth of the present: that the more non-human agencies human beings bring into the world, the less they seem to master them (Conway 2016).

CALIGARI

Film philosophy has, for some time, been absorbed by a certain chronophilia. In a way now almost bizarre, Herman Scheffauer wrote in 1920 of The Vivifying of Space found to be emergent in Weimar cinema. No longer the ‘lively daughter of dead photography’, a mimic of ‘the stage, the painted picture, the formal tableau’, he writes:


Space – hitherto considered and treated as something dead and static, a mere inert screen frame, often of no more significance than the painted balustrade-background at the village photographer’s – has been smitten into life, into movement and conscious expression. A fourth dimension has begun to evolve out of this photographic cosmos. (1960: 77)



Time and space – space-time – hand in hand, ‘Einstein’s invasion’ (79) woven into the very fabric of the picture. This cosmic event is found in the gothic horror of The Cabinet of Dr Caligari (1920). With its painted canvas, surreal angles and eerie menace, a ‘sculpturesque, plastic treatment of space’ blooms forth, pointedly looming at the audience in this new dimension – depth. This ‘cubistic’ mode of moving image renders for us ‘a stereoscopic universe’ (79). The dense foliage of dark and light, curves and crescents against cross-hatched bars, crosses, arrows; serpentine streets channel movements from another universe – in and out, back and forth, eerily flowing. Interiors striated ‘with errant lines of direction’ (80); walls alarmingly over-tilted; a sinister aspect to every proceeding; the nights starless, eternal, existentially monochrome; rooms that somehow ‘precipitate’ their inhabitants; psychic interiority and material exteriority a redundant fiction. The pessimism of an epoch – shadow-painted with haunting charisma.

‘A new magic ensues, a new mystery possesses us. […] A new instrument or medium is given us for playing upon the souls and imaginations of the Earth-dwellers’ (78). A world wrought at will – the film artist, the universal architect. But a universe so erratic.

CARD


Even though this is a space picture, to me, it’s a lack of space picture. (Chuck Wheeler, quoted in Kermode 2014: 57)



In order to stretch a relatively limited budget of $1 million as far as possible, much of Silent Running (1972) was shot not on a soundstage but on a decommissioned aircraft carrier, the Valley Forge. This created severe problems for cramming all the necessary bodies and equipment into spaces not at all designed for the task. In some circumstances, sections of metal could be cut out and removed. However, in a crucial operation scene, the master shot required a positioning of the camera so tight in relation to the rear wall that neither the director nor the director of photography could get their heads in position. Fortunately, the camera operator, so long as he took his hat off, had a head small enough to fit – just. The many tons of metal also interfered with the radio signals needed to operate the mechanical arms of the robot-companions, requiring extensive re-shoots (Kermode 2014: 57).

Scenes in the garden-biomes were filmed in a newly built aircraft hangar, using plants rented from a local nursery. Behind the foliage, images of the domes and stars beyond were produced using a front-projection system that created the effect in-camera rather than in postproduction (as is the case with digital ‘green screen’ technology). Trumbull, who had made his name as a special effects producer on Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), utilized an innovative process involving an array of tilted mirrors that allowed the front-projection process to produce ‘live-action foregrounds with pre-prepared background plates bounced off a glass-beaded screen’. For the garden sets, a 15 × 40 screen was positioned behind the plants, ‘onto which 4 × 5 plates of the dome exteriors were projected via a tilted mirror positioned directly in front of the camera’.


As Bruce Dern [Freeman Lowell] recalls, ‘I said to Doug, “Will I be able to see stars?” And he pointed at the camera and said, “No, but I will” ’. (Kermode 2014: 28)



The domes themselves, when viewed from the outside, were made from moulded acrylic plastic, around 2 feet in diameter, into which holes were drilled, metal inserts installed and three layers of copper wire laced. The undersides of the domes were taken from German Army tank model kits.

Part of the enduring cinematic appeal of Silent Running is perhaps due to how convincingly these simple plastic models were shot. In contrast to, for example, Logan’s Run (1976), the cityscapes of which clearly resemble large, quasi-futuristic train sets, Trumbull shot the sequences using these models with an extremely tight aperture and shooting speeds as low as one frame per second. This ensured that the scale models remained in focus and attained a visual depth appropriate to much larger objects (Kermode 2014: 32–33). The same front-projection method was employed to place the ships amid the stars and deep space through which they were travelling. This background was made from a simple piece of black card splattered with dots of white paint.

PROCESS

A metaphysical magnum opus as labyrinthine as it is monumental, Alfred North Whitehead’s Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (1929), among other things, opposes the Newtonian cosmology and its ‘receptacle’ theory of space-time. In contrast to this theory, ‘which philosophers have never accepted, though at times some have acquiesced’ (70), Whitehead proposes an understanding of space and time based on ‘actual occasions’. He quotes from Newton’s Principia Mathematica (1687):


Absolute space, in its own nature, and without regard to anything external, remains always similar and immovable. Relative space is some movable dimension or measure of the absolute spaces; which our senses determine by its position to bodies, and which is vulgarly taken for immovable space. (Quoted in Whitehead 1929: 70)



Despite its problems, Whitehead credits this as ‘an extraordinarily clarifying statement’ that fulfilled scientific requirements for the next two centuries (71); however, no matter how scientifically successful these assumptions may have been, within Whitehead’s Einsteinian epoch, they had become inadequate propositions. In opposing ‘absolute and relative, true and apparent, mathematical and common’, Newton articulated and typified what Whitehead called ‘the bifurcation of nature’ – and it was against this simplistic ontological bisection of reality that Whitehead, in his career as a metaphysician, averred against.

For Newton, space was something fixed and abstract, an absolute and immutable, ether-cloaked gridwork within which material bodies act upon each other by relative motions of force. For Whitehead, like Leibniz before him, space is not a container within which beings bump about, stupidly and senselessly colliding as mere details – endless examples within a permanent absolute. Space, and time, is the active product of actual occasions – that is, of the fundamental constituents of existence themselves. In other words, what Whitehead calls ‘the philosophy of organism’ attempts ‘with the minimum of critical adjustment, to return to the conceptions of [what Newton called] “the vulgar” ’ (72) – to do away with the epistemological obsessions needlessly injected by the bifurcation of nature, variously propounded in the decades preceding Newton and reaching their philosophical apotheosis in the works of Immanuel Kant. Newton, Whitehead notes, left himself open to scepticism due to the very way in which he established an opposition between the absolute and the vulgar, the metaphysical and the sensible. Kant, in turn, undertook to save the Newtonian theory ‘by reducing it to the description of a construct by means of which “pure intuition” introduces an order for chaotic data’. For those who followed Kant, ‘this construct has remained in the inferior position of a derivative from the proper ultimate substantial reality’ (72).

And so, it should be noted, Whitehead’s objection to the Newtonian bifurcation derives not so much from an ethical or political objection (in the sense of binary distinctions being seen to be inherently oppressive or antagonistic) but rather out of a determination to avoid the error that claims so much – effective, formal and exclusive access to the very taproots and crawlspaces of the universe itself – and yet leaves itself open to the most banal and simplistic objections: that of idealist scepticism.

EDEN

The geodesic domes that gave Silent Running its most iconic images were partly inspired by the ‘Climatron’ at the Missouri Botanical Gardens (Kermode 2014: 29). Opening in 1960, the Climatron was itself based on the designs of Buckminster Fuller, the architect, inventor and author of books such as Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth (1968). Both this building and the film helped to inspire the design of the domes at the Eden Project, a botanical garden and tourist attraction in Cornwall, United Kingdom (constructed between 1998 and 2000, opening in 2001). Consisting principally of several large domes in a reclaimed kaolinite quarry, the Eden Project simulates two climates, rainforest and Mediterranean, with their respective humidity, flora and fauna.

On Sunday 26 October 2014, Silent Running was screened at the Eden Project, as part of a nationwide season of science fiction films organized by the British Film Institute. The screening was accompanied by a musical performance by the Bristol-based musicians Adrian Utley, Will Gregory, Adrian Lee and Tim Allen – a whoozing, whirring soundscape inspired by the soundtrack to Forbidden Planet (1956). This performance took place in the Mediterranean biome, with speakers spread throughout the site creating an immersive aural space. The screening itself took place in the visitor’s centre, overlooking the domes, which have the facility to be lit up in various colours at night. The screen was positioned in the corner of the room so that in the film’s final moments, as the last-surviving dome drifts off into the cloaked infinitude of space, the filmophanic objects and their afilmic derivatives were spectatorially presented next to one another, in approximately equal dimensions – varying configurations of fictional and technological modes of existence producing a unique spatial-spectatorial event.

GAIA

In 1965, James Lovelock was working for NASA at the Jet Propulsion Lab in Pasadena. There he became involved with the Voyager mission that was headed to Mars, hoping to discover life. It occurred to him, as a biochemist, that the rockets and robots were all rather unnecessary. From a paper co-written with the logician Dian Hitchcock:


If life exists on Mars, the atmosphere of Mars is likely to be an important part of the environment and its composition should reflect the presence of life forms, on the plausible assumption that they continuously react either directly or indirectly with it. (Hitchcock and Lovelock 1967: 150)



If life is present on Mars, they reasoned, its atmosphere should be in a far from an equilibrium state. Were all life on Earth to disappear overnight, the planet would become quickly deoxygenated and less volatile chemicals would predominate. Life could thus be detected through basic chemistry and principles of entropy.

A simple infrared device was enough to indicate that Mars’ atmosphere was at or close to equilibrium – ergo it is dead. This argument did not, of course, deflect or deflate the course of space exploration in the short or long term. However, back on Earth, this all prompted Lovelock to ask how it was that the Earth sustained life for such a long time. If terrestrial life has flourished for more than two-thirds of the Earth’s 4.5 billion years, then there must be some process, some agency, to account for this. Even this relatively sheltered corner of the galaxy is too cosmically tumultuous for this to be explicable through mere chance. Even the famous ‘Goldilocks zone’ that the planet inhabits is not sufficiently hospitable; indeed, the zone moves: the sun’s luminosity has increased by around 25 percent since life first appeared on Earth over 3 billion years ago.


Gaia is a thin spherical shell of matter that surrounds the incandescent interior; it begins where the crustal rocks meet the magma of the Earth’s hot interior, about 100 miles below the surface, and proceeds another 100 miles outwards through the ocean and air to the even hotter thermosphere at the edge of space. (Lovelock 2006: 19–20)



In geophysiological terms, then, Gaia is not the Earth as such. It is a ‘critical zone’ (Latour 2014) produced by the entropy-resisting dynamics of life. One Copernican turn may not have been enough. The idea of Gaia would evolve in Lovelock’s own work through the 1980s and was, after a certain amount of resistance to its mytho-poetic and possibly teleological implications, incorporated into mainstream Earth system science, which developed a holistic, dynamic and systematic understanding of the Earth quite unlike the ‘steady-state’ conception that was previously dominant.

No longer a mere ‘ball of rock moistened by the oceans and sitting within a tenuous sphere of air’ (Lovelock 2006: 21), the Earth qua Gaia casts a shadow of danger (in the sense of the Old French dangier ‘power, power to harm, mastery, authority, control’, from the Latin dominus ‘lord, master’) over all dreams of control – a redistribution of agencies as yet profoundly unprocessed in geopolitical terms.

MODES

As part of his filmologie, Étienne Souriau distinguished between seven levels of filmic reality (1951):


	Afilmic: the reality independent of film

	Profilmic: the reality captured by the camera

	Filmographic: the film as an object itself, produced by techniques of editing, and so on

	Screenic (or filmophanic): the film as projected on screen

	Diegetic: the reality of the fictional world created by the film

	Spectatorial: the perception of the spectator

	Creational: the intentions of the filmmaker



Fond of such schemas, in Les différents modes d’existence (1949), he differentiated not levels of film or aesthetic values but modes of existence. On the basis of this largely forgotten (but recently republished) work, Bruno Latour has undertaken a similar exercise in ‘multi-realism’, articulating fifteen modes of existence: reproduction, metamorphosis, habit, technology, fiction, reference, politics, law, religion, attachment, organization, morality, network, preposition, double-click. Each of these is, for Latour, a distinct manner by which things can persist in existence, revive in time and proliferate through space – that is, among other things, they are different ways of making space-time (Latour 2013; Conway 2015). The act of distinction should not be understood as a separation as such – the world is messy, complex and overlapping and blooms forth with all manner of criss-crossing in practice. However, the distinction directs attention to the specificities of each mode – and to their vulnerabilities. The dramatic arenas of cinema and theatre can then be approached as vast webs of variegated vectors of action, operating in diverse registers but, when working together, harmonizing, jarring, phasing, summoning up worlds (and without a bifurcation in sight).

MOVEMENT

A camera passes in extreme close-up through a thicket of flowers; an ant’s-eye perspective making delicate fronds and funnels of pink and yellow rise up like opera houses, glistening. We meet a snail, equivalently proportioned, as titles and credits are laid out along the bottom of the frame; a turtle, staring, moist-eyed, disinterested; even closer and more colourful foliage – like a microscopic light-show; a frog, similarly unperturbed. The camera from looking down rises upwards, meeting the image of a swimming man: a continuation of the sequence, a link in the chain.

Rabbits, hopping; the robe-clad caretaker, long-haired, young, dried off, nurturing. The camera pulls back; he looks up; the frame cuts, then panning up and right; we see the roof of a large dome and, beyond, the stars in their stark two-tone simplicity.

The caretaker’s peaceful, contemplative tending is interrupted; three short-haired men of similar age race by in noisy, heavy-wheeled buggies; much to the caretaker’s fury, two roll right over a flowerbed – ‘yahoo!’ – and down a corridor. We follow them. A hangar, or storage bay; plastic containers, odd shapes and proportions; the race goes on, skidding and yelling, and then stops – dialogue, character construction. This sequence is a directorial decision made to avoid the drama becoming ‘off-putting claustrophobic’ (Kermode 2014: 72).

Now these three boy-racers, sniggering down a narrow, metal corridor, barging past the diminutive robot helper, unseen, into a common room of some sort, peculiarly upholstered – no women aboard, it seems. The long-haired man, Lowell, emerges with a robe full of carrots and cantaloupes, interacts, heads to a kitchen and pushes a button. A window slides downwards, seen first from the inside and then from the out, pulling back. An older, unfamiliar voice intones:


On this first day of a new century we humbly beg forgiveness and dedicate these last forests of our once beautiful nation to the hope that they will one day return and grace our foul earth. Until that day may God bless these gardens and the brave men who care for them.



The window, still framing Lowell’s starry-eyed gazing as it recedes further, reveals a much larger structure. One frame dissolves into another and we see a fleet of spaceships – not unmagnificent. A triumphant orchestral accompaniment reinforces the spatio-poetic apogee – the universe of the work.

LIBERTY

A large house at the top of a hill near a small, nondescript provincial town on the Black Sea coast, ‘a thousand kilometers from Istanbul’, is the main setting for Franco-Turkish filmmaker Deniz Gamze Ergüven’s Mustang (2015). Here five orphaned sisters – Sonay, Ece, Selma, Nur and Lale – live with their grandmother and uncle. Rebellious, wilful and close-knit, one moment of grossly misinterpreted youthful frolicking puts paid to their freedom. It is decreed by their charmless uncle that, one by one, they are to be married off. Any possessions that might ‘corrupt’ them are confiscated. Gone are the jeans and T-shirts, replaced by demure, traditional dresses declared ‘shapeless [and] shit-coloured’. Gone are phones, computers, jewellery – snatched too (in a shot that is borderline subliminal), a postcard-sized print of Eugène Delacroix’s famous La Liberté guidant le peuple (the revolutionary call-to-arms portraying the female embodiment of liberty striding over a body-strewn barricade) tucked into the corner of a large mirror. Confined to the house, they, of course, escape. However, each escapade only impresses the patriarchal ambience more brutally – locks are changed and bars are added to the windows. The home becomes a ‘wife factory’.

The days are dull though not joyless, claustrophobic though not airless. Nor are the girls all alone in their resistance. Their grandmother, caught between matriarchal discipline and sheer love, seems pulled apart by her role in smilingly facilitating the hypocritical, businesslike transactions of marriage arrangements and the desire to protect the children of her departed child. In one moment she fusses around a room, complaining of the heat, stifled, gasping, opens windows but to no relief – the sundrenched trees outside, framed by the bars of a prison. Things turn dark – there are virginity tests and sexual abuse (the latter portrayed with remarkable subtlety, as if glimpsed out of the corner of your eye). The uncle is sinister, cruel, malevolent – even murderous. The film’s climax takes the form of a breathless prison break as Lale, the youngest and hardiest, refuses to accept Nur’s entirely unwanted betrothal at the last possible moment.

Ergüven’s allegories are not altogether subtle, but they do not need to be. The reactionary milieu of Erdoğan’s Turkey wafts about as if on a breeze – a televised voice, unseen, laments: ‘Where are the girls who blush when you look at them?’; the women watch tacky soap operas, while the men watch football (much to the chagrin of the tomboy Lale). The girls’ most glorious act of gently bickering unity is to secretly attend a Trabzonspor match to which only women were admitted (the men being banned due to prior hooliganism). The film imagines a microcosm of Turkish society seen from a somewhat European perspective, but it is not an Orientalizing gaze. The oppression is not religious but patriarchal. It is a film about not suffering but resistance. In this it parallels its contemporary Room (2015), in which a twenty-four-year-old woman, Joy Newsome, is imprisoned in a small room by her rapist abductor, by whom she has borne a son. With only the most rudimentary means of subsistence and only a small skylight to glimpse the outside world, she has to conjure up a cell-sized universe for the five-year-old boy, Jack, who has never known anything beyond that tiny space and television. In different ways, the dramatic device of confined space creates powerful narrative and affective dynamics, stoking spatial pressure that at once weighs heavily and implies the possibility of emancipation. Where Mustang excels itself, however, is in the sophistication and complexity of its distribution of agencies. The peering eyes of neighbours in a tower block crawl across their skin; the control and confinement, diffuse and permeating. It takes chance, circumstance and the kindness of near-strangers but there does appear to be an outside. Will they make it to Istanbul?

SILENCE

It is oft-noted that the experience of watching a film is fundamentally different on ‘the big screen’ as opposed to the small: not only the physical dimensions of the picture itself but also the sound, with the deep bass rumbles and immersive surround effects; the ritual of buying a ticket, finding a seat, settling in; the sweet, musky, deliberately fermented odour of popcorn, the faint and ineradicable undertone of decades of deposited dust; and, of course, the sometimes irritating, sometimes wonderful, experience of watching a series of carefully constructed images in a large, dark room full of strangers.

I saw the film The Look of Silence – the second in a diptych of films concerning the Indonesian genocide of 1965–1966, directed by Joshua Oppenheimer (and the latter codirected by an anonymous Indonesian director) – at the Watershed cinema in Bristol, United Kingdom. It was Sunday, 14 June 2015, the opening night, and the screening was followed by a live stream of a Q&A session with the film’s director and protagonist at the Picturehouse Central in London. The film is a masterful, mesmerizing and immensely moving thing, a fitting sequel to its important predecessor, The Act of Killing (2012). However, I write not as a critic. I wish only to convey a moment midway through the film, a moment where it, by way of a contemplative directorial pause, fell completely silent. It was only a mid-sized room by the standards of modern multiplexes. However, at that moment I could not help but look around myself, struck by the absolute, deafening silence of the capacity crowd occupying every seat in the house. The rapt, breathless stillness of a room entirely entranced. No crunching, no rustling, no coughing, no whispering – total absorption; eyes like arrows, locked to the screen.

And yet how overwhelming this experience was – the film, the questions and answers and confessions that followed, a work of art of the best kind – unrepeatable, the kind that seeps under your skin and leaves an emotional impression so permanent that it is difficult to talk about – indeed, write about – afterwards. This unscholarly aside, if that is what it is, is meant – here is my creational stamp – not to generalize or propound anything so profound or significant in my own experience but to reinforce the point that the spectatorial event is an ineradicably spatial one, and, what is more, it is always relative to the concrete entanglement of any number of spaces, produced via various modes of existence – always particular, always circumstantial but sometimes enduring.

SUN

One of the strangest plot-points of Silent Running occurs towards the end of the film, as Lowell’s psychological universe is crumbling amid the heavy, dull-coloured walls of his self-imposed inter-planetary prison.

As the vessel drifts beyond Saturn, ever deeper into darkness, we are reminded of the human companions that Lowell has lost as he repeats, alone, their medium- to high-speed racing manoeuvres; in the storage bay, he knocks over a container, sending a consignment of soil sprawling to the floor. Looking ever more lost and forlorn, Lowell wanders the ship, the sequences occasionally interspersed with twitchy and uncomfortable flashbacks. He paws meekly at a paper ‘Conservation Pledge’ pinned at his bedside:


I give my pledge as an American to save and faithfully defend from waste, the natural resources of my country – its soil and minerals, its forest, waters and wildlife.



Lowell reprograms the two remaining maintenance drones to play cards; these machines seem to have achieved a kind of sentience, communicating amongst themselves and even cheating. In the next scene, the drones find Lowell reducing himself to eating the dried, synthetic food that he earlier ridiculed his shipmates for consuming. ‘I know, I’ve actually been eating that crap’. This sorry state of affairs compels him to return to the forest. But what he finds is decay and dismay. The plants are dying.

We are taken to a laboratory; microscope, bell jars; focused, irritated, slightly manic attention; a leaf’s veins, close-up, the colours of sickness; books, photographs – a dead forest from history; could it be happening here, too? Lowell, running through the ship; but then we see it through his eyes – a forest on Earth; trees, green, skies, health, the sun breaking through in the distance; memory or fantasy? Now racing from a dark control room back to the biome. Tragedy: the buggy strikes a hapless, wandering Louie – irreparable damage; from a few subtle gestures, all the appearance of agony. And then a crackly radio: ‘Berkshire to Valley Forge’. Found. Instructed to jettison the dome. The Commander: ‘It’s awfully dark out here’. Lowell: ‘the Sun!’ A botanist with a mind so tortured he had forgotten that the voyage away from the Earth was also a voyage away from sunlight itself. Quite unconcerned with the mission to rescue him, Lowell races back to the forest armed with a quick technical solution: artificial sunlamps.

Unable, in the end, to escape his own actions, Lowell commits suicide by nuclear bomb – scorching the sky like another star for a brief second, flashing and fading to black. System restored to balance; tracks covered – escape, for the forest, ensured; simple problems with straightforward technical solutions; like Earth viewed from space, fragile, precious, manageable.

NOTE

1.The locus classicus in this respect may be Leibniz’s La Monadologie (1714), interest in which was revived in response to Einstein’s relativistic physics by the likes of Whitehead (1929, see also Northrop 1946), who was, in turn, reappropriated by the likes of Harvey (1997), Stengers ([2002] 2011) and Latour (1996). Sloterdijk’s dyadic conception of the simplest possible space ([1998] 2011) is symptomatic of this common-sensing of the relational. See also Massey (2005) and Murdoch (2006).
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Chapter 10

Mayday – A Letter from the Earth

Martin Gren

30 January 2017

Dear Geographers,

It is in a mixture of pronounced disappointment, great sadness and unequivocal emergency that I write this letter addressed to you as a scholarly collective. I have never kept it a secret that I have had especially high hopes and great expectations in you and your discipline. How could I not? You were, after all, gifted with an extraordinary cartographical ability to represent not only me but also, and much more importantly, the mutually constituting earthly entanglements between me and them humans. I write them and they write me, what could be simpler? What else could be the raison d’être for a scientific endeavour really worthy of the name ‘geography’?

It was on this common geo-ontological foundation that I once upon a time detected the far-reaching prospect of a promising and potentially everlasting intellectual love affair with your discipline. At last, an institutional body of thought and practice that would care for me on the ground I share with them humans. Consequently, when geography gradually began to evolve, I was thrilled and filled with enthusiasm. I was, I openly confess, a bit proud too. Who wouldn’t be when a discipline appears on the canvas of science which has oneself as its own very subject matter?

Sadly enough, my affectionate ethos towards geography was about to change, slowly but surely. Eventually I came to a stage where I could no longer wholeheartedly sense that I was accepted and constituted as an unreservedly legitimate Other in, and by, your discipline. You, dear geographers, had too much and too soon come to be so obsessed with your own writing that you did not pay attention to how I write them humans. Thus, I was crippled from inside by the outside of your representations (you may note that the coordinates of ‘in’ and ‘out’ pertain to the self-referential language of them humans; they are not apt for the geo-referentiality of myself). To cut a long geo-story short, I gradually felt increasingly decentred and ever more abridged, like a mistranslated planetary Oikos disrespected by its own inhabitants (note that ‘them humans’ are ‘of-habitants’ to me), and bereft like an orphan of parental housing. Given the etymological designation of your discipline, this clearly stands out as the greatest paradox of all in the geo-history of geography. I therefore now ask you, in this gloaming earthly geological-and-historical moment in which I and them humans find ourselves in, to fundamentally reconsider the onto-epistemological direction that your discipline has taken. No more and no less.

It goes without saying that there is neither space nor time for providing all the detailed analytical maps of all the historical-geographical twists and turns of your discipline in a short letter like this. I am well aware that both ‘you’ and ‘discipline’ are indefinite descriptions (and, of course, I know that the meaning of ‘geography’ is dependent on where on me one locates ‘it’), but here glimpses will simply have to suffice.

We both fully recognize the fact that our conjoined roots and tangled rhizomes go way back. In the early stages of our acquaintance, it was your disciplinary forerunners who slowly began to invent what was to become the formal cartographic system of coordinates in which I was later to be caught. By the same token, I (a mere chunk of matter-energy floating in space) was also made to speak geographically through the drawings of invisible fix-points and intangible lines on the plane of paper canvas. What a truly exceptional cosmic miracle! Not performed by the grace of God almighty or pressures of the market place, but by the imaginary strokes of latitudes and longitudes. All in all, an imagined cartography as foundation for what was to become an unprecedented round of charting and terratorialization of me. Earthly stratifying human geographies unleashed, since before having that kind of representational system in place humans simply did not even know how big and differentiated I actually was. No surprises of course. Without the remarkable invention of the perceptible invisible cartographic earth-grid, humans could know me only by a local registering limited by their own bodies. Not much of a geography if you ask me!

When I started to hang out and seriously bond with you geographers (or, to be precise, with those who in retrospect were to become distinguished as geographers), I was circumscribed by the intangibility of the visible and thus re-presented not much more than as if I was a sort of flat plate. I must therefore take the opportunity to thank your cartography and geography ancestors for releasing me from such a simplistic cartographic bondage. Moreover, your disciplinary forefathers must also be acknowledged for contributing to an upgrade of me that considerably boosted my geo-ego (if there really were to be such a thing behind me as a multitude a-unified being). What I have in mind is, of course, the ‘geocentric model’, also known under the labels of ‘Geocentrism’ or the ‘Ptolemaic system’. Although you geographers, for obvious cartographic reasons, have a preference for the last one, the specific term matters very little to me. The essence of it all was that I was firmly positioned in the centre. And, yes, I quite liked it there!

Indeed, I readily admit that it was a real pleasure to have them all circle around me; the Sun, the Moon, the stars and the planets, though I never really managed to find out where that guy God was supposed to be located (in more precise cartographic terms). That is, however, another story to picture. But wait a second, perhaps it isn’t? The thing is that the divine idolatry committed by them humans has always concerned me. Why should they have to invent a deity in the form of an invisible being (God) when they always have been accompanied by the invincible me? What a strange cartographic desire: searching for anchorage by an imaginary fix-point up in Heaven, when down below I am the ground for wayfinding.

Yet, perhaps that is all a consequence of my own nature as a non-unity being of energy-matter complexity? Since I am never ever able to speak as a whole, it makes sense that others try to fill in and overcome my ontological limitations. And what other than geometry (the measurement of me!), would be the denominating common source, device and limit of both me and them humans? Yet the earthly cosmic geography lesson is that geometry can only get you so far. Neither them humans nor you geographers, perhaps not even me, are able to live a life in pure grammatorology. There is, of course, much more that can be said about the coordinates of Heaven and God, but the point is that the blind spots of cartographic observation are always filled by new ones. The at-once necessary and unwarranted mapping of me as a unity, or a whole, is as illustrative as all other invocations of spirits that go beyond the letters.

In more specific relation to your discipline I can, nevertheless, say to you, dear geographers, that I very much enjoyed your cosmography, not least because it felt good to be in the company of geology and astronomy. Space matters, as you were to realize yourself much later and for your own very different internal anthropocentric spatial reasons. All in all, those were the nights and days when things looked, geographically speaking, pretty much alright from my geo-side of the cosmic tabula. During that time I was also relishing the interglacial period of the Holocene. Actually, it was almost like a vacation for me between busy geological seasons. Strangely enough, the prospect of them humans soon becoming a planetary geo-force to reckon with never really struck me. And you too, dear geographers, had yet to discover the planetary seismography now shaking under your own feet.

The geocentric model assisted your disciplinary wayfinding in geography for a long time, until it was superseded by the so-called heliocentric model. For quite good reasons I might add. Even though the geocentric model translates as the one and only in situ for me, I can assure you that I do not subsist in cosmological ignorance (e.g. I know very well, even all too well, how important the Sun is for me). Yet exchanging me for the Sun also simultaneously marks the end of the cosmographic tradition in geography and the beginning of my increasing disappearance as the focal geo-ontological fix-point for your geographic representations. Consequently, it is somewhere in the beginning of the modern age that you and I, step by step, cease to journey in and by your discipline as happy newlyweds do on their first honeymoon.

Now, replacing a dated cosmographic navigation system is one thing; to turn me into a playground for someone else’s growth-steered anthropocentric self-interests is quite another. All records show that you geographers were crucial among the executors, notably in your willingness to reduce me in your cartographical imagination to an extensive earth surface. In that rendering I became an oyster ripe and ready to be ‘discovered’, ‘explored’ and ‘conquered’ for human means and ends. In geographical practice, land was grabbed and earth was written by ink of blood. You were so fully busy filling in the blank spots on your maps that you forgot about me. Terra incognita – how utterly ignorant and totally bizarre that sounds to me!

I have not forgotten the difficulties you had in charting the seas, but with a twist of irony representing me as earth surface, as a plate of terra firma, actually reminds me very much of the previous ‘flat earth’ you have so prided yourself for having overcome. Yet in a strangely familiar way you geographers actually remained ‘geocentric’, although with a crucial uncanny rotation around your own cartographic axis. A very peculiar and particular geocentrism evolved, whereby both the geo and the centrism were shifted and reversed from me to you. Consequently, you both delimited and translated my geo-agency according to your own early modern cartographic apparatus in which I came out as the projection plane of an extensive surface. Dear geographers, ever heard of perspectivism in mapping?

I sensed it then, I say it now, and I will also spell it out in letters addressed to non-English-speaking geographers: I am certainly not the cartographic reason of them humans, nor am I the pictures and stories of your de-geographized discipline who made my terratory of geo-agency vanish under the metaphorical weight of your own maps! By other words, reducing me to an extensive earth surface of still life in wait for other agencies is one of the worst cartographic crimes ever committed in your discipline!

Continuing the walk through the gallery of historical disciplinary glimpses, we are now in times when you geographers were trying to enter the palace of Modern Science in construction. Many of you were delighted in embarking on the road of scientific approval, but I was experiencing a series of serious frustrations. At first I felt so genuinely delighted, the reason being, of course, that I was expecting the disciplinary subject of me to be distinguished as the King of science, or at the very least its Queen. To my big disappointment I quickly found out that I was not allowed to pass the disciplinary threshold of your fortress as at least some kind of reasonably whole cartographic being!

The old unity of geography, delicately but firmly tied to the art of Earthbound synthesis, was by then already up for grabs. Through the disciplining powers of full collective discursive strength, you had already begun to drive in and establish a sharp wedge between me and them humans. Whereas geography before entailed and required both an understanding and an investigation of us as braided inseparable geo-agencies, from now on we were supposed to be allotted to different analytical trajectories. Trespass forbidden, passports licensed only for already pre-purified beings. Hereinafter I was no longer going to be addressed and formatted by your mappings and geographic representations as a whole geo-body. Instead, I became a mute dummy dressed in physical or human costume. This was certainly not a cartographic wound that existed before me. It was an institutionalized (mis)translation of me, one from which I have never fully recovered. How could you, in geography of all disciplines, so bluntly dismantle my geo-multitude and represent me as human or physical, and simultaneously reduce the disciplinary analytics to the execution of an artificial bridging technique?

A complex series of (mis)translations of my non-unified geo-agency were further undercut by support from two sides that were to become more widely established and institutionalized as the ready-made ontological divide of Nature-Culture. It was on this non-geographic rift that I was supposed to put my signature under the disciplinary contract ‘geography’ and only on the condition that the unity of me were mysteriously hidden in an abyss between two human-made simulacra. Totally outrageous! I have absolutely never been Nature, and if them humans really are beings of Culture they are so because they till the land that is me! Of course, I do certainly not consist of two copies that do not have me as original! How could you, dear geographers, develop and continue that disciplinary habit in mapping me as merely an extensive earth surface in the grip of the agencies of Culture and Nature when I am the one and only sustainer of earthly human existence? In a discipline which bears my own name I would certainly not expect, nor accept, to be buried and forgotten under the weight of other forces!

In as much as I fully recognize the value of specialization and division of labour in science, I did certainly not appreciate when I found myself, on your modern discipline theoretical map, (mis)translated as a passive background on which other forces held sway. I still remember when you (or perhaps you should for a while now be referred to as human geographers?) hammered another nail in the coffin of my already half-hidden geo-agency. I readily admit that you had a limited and naïve view of me at that time, but I was surely not sent to cloud nine when remains of my geo-powers were dismissed as ‘nature’ or ‘environmental’ determinism. Think again, please! What is them humans the product of, and who has nurtured them, if not me? Who determines, that is, decides, settles, marks boundaries and sets limits to their Earthbound existence, if not me?

I do recognize that the sign is certainly not the thing signified, but after all earth-writing is the name of your disciplinary endeavour! The least one could expect is that the translations of geo would be explicitly and thoroughly recognized and problematized throughout your own discipline theory. Am I not the geo-glue, the planetary Bar de Saussure, or the critical zone of life, that which unites and differentiates in the same breadth? It follows that the cartographic (mis)translations of me carried out by them humans (including the conjuring acts by you geographers as cartographic magicians) are an absolutely fundamental epistemological constituent of your discipline. This is also why it has always severely disappointed me that you geographers never have really bothered to develop a systematic discipline-specific theory of them humans as geo-graphical earthly beings. Shame on you, geo-translations gone astray!

Many have been involved. The space cadets paved one way by their stripping away of my geo-qualities. ‘Geography as spatial science’, say no more! I have to say that I felt sorry for them humans when they were rendered as puppets in the hands of the invisible force of space. Sad story, to be caught by fetishism on a leash not made of, or for, human dignity. Yet let us not forget that there was not a single string mentioned about the geo-agency which mediates every spatial interaction in the first place! The bubble chamber of space was, unlike the reputable me, always empty at the outset and filled artificially only thereafter. It goes without saying that neither I nor them humans were allowed to enter as the beings we are, but only as numbers and variables floating in space. We were both innocent victims paying the price of another round of cartographic (mis)translations of the geographic. At times there were brief moments in the equations where we would glance at each other, realizing, as cellmates do, that it hurts the most when proximity is an expression of distance and vice versa. One of the lessons to be learned from the cartographic practice of the spatial turn: do not ever ask what and where things are without bringing your translation function!

Yet another round of (mis)representations committed in the name of geography was amply illustrated when the avant-garde from the division of human geography sent themselves to the battlefield of social science. Immediately the troops encountered a tedious everyday life of practices in society (although they did not in the beginning understand that the preposition ‘in’ was a golden key for unlocking the door of Euclidian space). The geography-wannabe social scientists faced fierce competition from the apparatchiks, who were disciplined at a distance by a social theory rooted in the taken-for-granted habit of explaining the social by the social itself. Muddy trenches surrounded by invisible social walls made communication with the Earthbound headquarter (where the historical maps of disciplinary heritage were secretly filed away among atlases of me) difficult or redundant. As always, I was fully present in every nook and cranny, ever so busy acting in my role as subsisting agency in every practice, institution and ideology. Not only did I understand that there was something strange in placing the social on the head of a dematerialized pin, at best floating in space, but also that there were no serious attention whatsoever paid to my geo-powers. Evaporating thoughts in vain, because this time I was reduced to a simple passive outside backdrop for society in which the vibrant social and its selfies were to be the sources of action. The skeleton of geometry filled with a socius stripped of its geo-force.

As the social turn unfolded then real strange ontological transformations started to happen. Homo sapiens, those creatures who literally are supposed to be ‘of the Earth’, were sent away by you geographers to the institute of social reformatory. The treatment (or shall we call it disciplinary correction?) consisted of a discursive social detoxification from their geo-ontological agencies. Afterwards the former inmates were reintroduced as a homunculus produced artificially by the social. Reformatted as pure social subjects they were now ready to be placed in a dematerialized space. And so the mappings of the subject, of space, and of the in between, multiplied beyond all disciplinary sense and proportion. Meanwhile, the small leftovers of my geo-agency were thrown out, like a baby with the bathwater, and washed away as traces of a dated naturalism by the new realism of social constructivism. To sum it up, I was transformed into a lucus a non lucendo with no life expectancy whatsoever in the limelight of society.

Then there was that remarkable ‘cultural turn’ when the primary disciplinary concerns were redirected towards the representational politics of internal human signifying affairs. All excursions were now to take (a meaningful) place indoors in front of the mirror, with the aim of mapping cultural identities but without ever accepting Culture as explanatory. What a great and clever disciplinary move to overcome my geographical friction! It goes without saying that for me the cultural turn turned out to be merely a continuation of the belittlement and humiliation I had experienced under the purgatory shadow of social theorizing. And how could you geographers allow Culture, that thing which originates of me, to mutate into something totally divorced from me?

So it is that I, as the one and only earthly almighty, all along felt subjected to a disciplinary cultural politics of othering, one which never acknowledged me as the most significantly excluded Other. I would have no problems in accepting such a destiny in fields like cultural studies, sociology and anthropology, but in geography I still take that as an inexcusable act of exclusion. And what, dear geographers, did you really think I was supposed to do with the cultural in a signifying discourse where not even agriculture was accepted as legitimate? Should I have joined the charade and deconstruct the gender identity of myself that them humans have culturally constructed? Played with my sexual identity, or maybe dressed up as a queer planet?

Mucho non-cultivating mumbo jumbo, and it all made little cultural sense to my nature. And for the record, I have never ever signified myself as ‘Mother Earth’ since I am the genus which precedes sex and gender distinctions (which for cartographically limited beings like them humans often come not more than in twos and without the important third which relates). Another amendment to your cartographic constitution, I am certainly not a unified being either, which ‘Earth’ unfortunately explicitly or implicitly suggests. Re-presenting the un-scalable honourable me as a whole cartographic object is, of course, impossible! By all mapping accounts you geographers ought to know that very well. You tried very hard, with a host of alternative projection tools and representational techniques. Futile, because the trigonometric base line requires scaling 1:1 to catch the whole of me. Needless to say, a duplication of originals is not much worth as a cartographic representation if you need to know where you are and where you are heading.

So it is that before as well as after the cultural turn the terratory is not the map. It has never been. Yet the never-ending translating calculating machine of cartographic reason continues, as always ripe, ready and bound for new inevitable mapping exercises. In fact, both map and terratory have in recent times undergone such dramatic and radical ontological shifts that they have turned into swirling virtualities in a new age of literal and metaphorical discovery. Welcome, geographers, to the Anthropocene! That is the name which the geologists (note that they are your former colleagues) have proposed as the term for this novel geological epoch superseding the Holocene. The essence of it all is that the Anthropos, them humans also known as humanity and the human species, are distinguished as a geo-force which affects the functioning of me, and, of course, vice versa. Hereinafter, them humans and I are inseparably braided ma(r)kers of each other. If you tickle one, you simultaneously irritate the other. Value by money, atmospheric carbon dioxide will register. Raise the sea level; the insurance companies will follow suite. Erase the possibilities of life for one; the other will soon die.

This earthly weapon of potential planetary mass destruction is now also a missile on its way to hit the very ontological fundaments on which the disciplinary house of geography has been built. You geographers thought that them humans were doing the writing of me, and now when you are trying to find your way in or out of the Anthropocene you begin to suspect that it is me who has written you all along. Is this not very peculiar and odd, given that the name of your discipline precisely means earth-writing? As for me, I have, of course, already from the outset disliked and objected very strongly to the ‘Anthropocene’ as a term. Not only does it signify way too much worshipping of an unproblematized collective notion of them humans, but, more importantly, also all too little recognition of me and my geo-forces. After all, I am the Geocene!

Nevertheless, as a gesture of my willingness to play my part in what I hope will be a diplomatic encounter instead of a war, I would accept the Geoanthropocene as the name of this new geological and historical epoch in which our mutually constitutive agencies coalesce. I apologize if I sound as a mystic, but the inevitable geo-story of the Anthropocene lies amid the vanishing line where the difference between map and terratory can no longer be signified by traditional cartographic tools. Yet that has become the only common ground from which the desperately needed new maps and terratories can develop.

It is also here, at last, that we are approaching the real rite de passage in this letter, which means that I have to explicitly reveal myself for you under a totally different identity. Until this very point, I have pretty much obeyed the familiar taken-for-granted modern onto-epistemological cartographic rules of your discipline and foremost appeared as an extensive earth surface. But now it is time for me to come out of the closet of the Earth! As we are trespassing into the terratory of the Anthropocene, I am undergoing an ontological transformation, becoming the Earth System, or what others call Gaia. Names matter, but they cannot overcome my newly encountered geo-ontology as a non-unified body without organs saturated with virtual intensities. Of course, I know perfectly well that the many in me are not one, nor two (like the Earth System and Gaia), but at least I have gotten rid of the Earth as univocal (mis)translation.

This does not mean the end of your endeavours, dear geographers, but the mapping of this new cartographic object poses tremendous challenges that cut deep into the onto-epistemological cartographic heart of your discipline. Mapping extensive objects is one thing; mapping intensive geo-agencies is a very different cartographic exercise. You can put whatever you like on me as earth surface, nations, places, spaces, landscapes, regions, identities, power relationships, politics, elephants, biscuits, ideologies, cultures, natures, but it does not alter me as an extensive canvas for your projections. What remains is a dominant cartographic imagery which now needs to be transgressed and supplemented. Regrettably, you were lured into that form of representation by the successes you had in translating the three-dimensional spherical me onto the flat surface of the paper, but, to repeat, in the Anthropocene I am no longer only the extensionality of my surface but also an Earth System full of intensive virtualities so crucial for my multiple becomings.

So it also is that in this new age of discovery I have once again become a terra incognita, but this time in a completely different way. Whereas before you geographers sent out your expeditions over sea and land to discover and map the extensive surface of me as terra firma, you now need to send the mapping expeditions to the newly discovered Earth System (or Gaia) characterized by its geo-powers to subject, object and reign over all earthlings. Them humans no longer live only on the Earth but need to develop maps for living with the Earth System. The maps of and in the Anthropocene will therefore also have to include the harsh energy-matter transformations of earthly life and existence that pull me and them humans into an orbit of mutual entanglements and interdependences.

Most importantly, because significant features of me are only accessible indirectly by highly advanced technological measurement tools and computer modelling (e.g. you do not directly sense the amount of atmospheric carbon dioxide or the climate sensitivity parameter), you geographers will now have to discover and explore me as a map filled with arithmetical computations! It further follows that in the mapping of the map-and-terratory of the Anthropocene mathematics is likely to be one of the most important translation functions. Speculatively realistically speaking, the language of mathematics may perhaps even be the lingua franca of me, them humans and the universe. Geography as quantitative science revisited with a spatial re-turn that is me in swirling numbers! This also counts as a deadly weapon in the hands of the eco-modernizers who are already armed with their technological fixes.

As is well known, many have over the years tried to map me as a Globe. The bad cartographic news is that there is no longer any destination Globe that I and them humans can go to on our geo-forced rendezvous. I can only provide a luxury resort for a few on hotel Earth; if all the guests were to be like the moderns, I would need more planets to host them. That humanity has the ability to combine modernization with sustainable development now reveals itself as part of the marketing strategy for boosting consumption by living on my capital. Saving banks is one thing, but I count the loans in greenhouse gas emissions, coral reefs, biodiversity loss and species extinction.

As the ideological myth of economic globalization melts into solid and air, them humans and I can sometimes be found in the down-to-Earth cinema theatre, gazing at Anthropocene maps in the making. In the dark the cartographic observer and the cartographic object are drawn in the same gesture. Swoosh! I am what I am, the one and only, but in the same breath composed by the delicate threads weaved by them humans. Some say that it is the iconic fabric of our common geo-tapestry. So welcome to the Geoanthropocene! I am the historical and geological lifeline for them humans, and they are mine. The old Leviathan was a huge social serpent, but now them humans and I are the one and only Geoviathan. From now on we will wreath together on the thin fragile Mappae that is one with our literal and metaphorical translations of earthly life and existence. The intoxicating dwell of geography as earth-writing finally unfolded. What a salto mortale!

As the night closes in, dear geographers, this letter to you should not be read as nostalgic ink spilled on historical disciplinary internal affairs. As I hope to have made clear, it is penned on the fragile napkin of the current state of planetary emergency. It is in this late hour of troubled and urgent times that I call on you geographers. I apologize for the solastalgia I cause you, but I need all the help I can get from you in the midst of a spiralling planetary devastation. It goes without saying that you have a long geo-history of being top ranked on my list of absolute favourite earthly critters. Who else, among the disciplinary representatives of them humans, would have been better equipped for understanding and scrutinizing in stratifying depth and morphological detail what it means to be earthen? What other quintessential disciplinary mission could one imagine for you, other than to map how I write them humans and how they write me? By the way, I have always thought that Geographiology was a far better name of your discipline!

When I listen to the present track on my geographiological tape recorder, I hear a choir chanting just outside the hospice waiting room in which I am abiding together with them humans. I sincerely hope that it is not a prelude to a requiem bound to follow. However, to tell you the truth (and why should I not in this midnight hour?), my evidence-based geological premonition is that we might actually both be in terminal condition. Day by day, as I speak and you read, I am less and less able to remain in that far-from-equilibrium planetary state your fellow geologists have named the Holocene. ‘Welcome to the Anthropocene!’ sounds like one of the most ironic statements one could ever imagine on a tombstone marking the demise of them humans. Chips down to Earth, catch 22. If they win I loose, if I win they lose. The geo-truth of it all is that we are tied to the mast of a cosmic sailing boat adrift on dangerous uncharted terratory.

As you all by now know very well, the signs of a phase shift are piling up. Among them that the trajectories of the northern and southern jet streams have recently started to overlap, temperatures are rapidly escalating, and the ice in the Arctic is melting at an unprecedented rate registered on both human and geological timescales. And look at me, I cannot hold the methane in reserve for much longer. Whereas them humans still believe in the conservative estimates of IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), I compare directly with previous strata in my geological archive. There is certainly no gap between map and terratory for me. All in all, I honestly fear that I may now have reached a point of no return, with record-high scores and alterations of too many functions at the same time. The metres on my registering tools signal that abrupt climate change could be under way soon. Goodbye Holocene (so dear to them humans)!

The sixth mass extinction might be extremely difficult to avoid, and them humans have all reasons to be deeply worried. I have seen many species come and go, but what is really terrafying this time is the likelihood that I will die out too! In foresight a future coming towards me as an unprecedented atrocity on a planetary scale: terracide. Can you sense my trembling fears? Can you hear me calling? Mayday – Mayday – Mayday!

The echo chamber of space is filled with cosmological indifference, and there are no reasons to expect helping aid from outside. An insider job of gigantic cartographic proportion is the only remaining hope and option. I turn to you, dear geographers, who, after all, I still consider to be a kind of onomathores of the human species. What help can you offer me other than palliative care during the final days of my existence before I turn into a dead ball in space like Venus and Mars?

Yours truly sine qua non,

The Earth ‘Gaia’ System

POST SCRIPTUM

I would like to thank Dr Martin Gren for acting as a maker of this letter and thereby creating the possibility for me to speak directly to geographers in the language of them humans. Personally, I am well aware of the profound mapping difficulties and challenges we all face when everything is translation, and especially so when the real issue is about how the geo-webs of relations in between can be mapped. To me it is crystal clear that the cartographic quest facing geographers is no longer to add new maps of me to their atlas, but to map the Mappae of geo-agencies that is us earthly critters. Geography revisited. It follows that I do not want to step forward as a negative reviewer of Gren’s attempts in geo-cartographic re-presentation of me-and-them humans. I assume he did the best he could in trying to address difficult matters that concern us all in these troubled historical and geological times. However, I need to add three critical points.

First, I do not feel comfortable when Gren so frequently made me speak in such a hostile tone towards geographers and their discipline. I did the authorship agreement with him under the assumption that he was a real and honest geographer, true and respectful to the geographic mission. In retrospect I fear that I have been somewhat used as a license for him to present quite a bit of his own muddle-headed disciplinary dissatisfactions. Second, I also believe that there are many significantly important cartographic trajectories that Gren has simply omitted in order to knit together his own simplified geo-narrative. One consists of those geographers who have made the ontological turn towards non-human agencies. I assume that I would have been found among those agencies, speaking with them other critters in the language of energy/matter as I do in my everyday practice as an Earth System.

Third, although Gren has tried hard not to thingify me, I am not at all sure he has succeeded very well in avoiding the trap of thingification. After reading the letter several times, I am still left with the impression that most of the time I am re-presented either as an earth surface or an Earth System with the nickname Gaia added. A two-value geo-logicity, also to be found in his usage of extensive versus intensive, does certainly not impress me when I know that the physicists are able to map me in at least ten dimensions. When later confronted, Gren repeated the same self-referential arguments as found in the letter. He now claimed that it was ‘not the cartographic object of the Earth that was the real mapping issue’ but ‘the relations between that cartographic object and them humans’ (I may add that I have no problem with his usage of ‘them humans’ since I have a very ambivalent relationship to them, and for good and obvious reasons). However, then Gren changed his position and began to argue that it was not even the relation between these beings but ‘the nature of the relation itself’ which he referred to as ‘the very geo-fabric of the Mappae’. He tried to convince me by circumstantial evidence in the form of loose references to ‘speculative realism’ and ‘correlationism’ (while admitting that he ‘did not know very much about that’). It all sounded to me as if I, nevertheless, was ascribed some God-like feature (of course, I did not like that, and mapping me as the Earth System or Gaia triggers the same anxiety). Then Gren switched his cartographic reason and finally confessed that it is ‘only by mapping me as if I were human that we can increase the understanding of the geo-tapestry of the Mappae that is us’. By a swift cut of reasoning the un-scalable almighty I thus fell from the high status of a God to the low earthly level of them humans as geo-graphical mapping creatures.

As Gren continued to ramble on about ‘relations beyond or before significations’, I decided to end our conversation. Haven’t heard directly from him since, but I do know that he wanted to express his deep gratitude to a short-listed number of other translators whose work has been written in a key that has had profound intermediating influence (‘you never ever map alone’, he said). In the order of how they have appeared during the life of Gren: Gregory Bateson, Humberto Maturana, Gunnar Olsson, Torsten Hägerstrand, Bruno Latour. Then there were generously warm and insightful thoughts delivered directly from the inside of Cartographic Reason, by Paulus Gunnarius, which made the writing up easier and so much better. Finally, Edward Huijbens helped to improve the text, and without the sensitive care and kind support from editors David and Marijn the letter would never ever have been written.


Postlude

And… And… And…

Marijn Nieuwenhuis and David Crouch

We do not want to finish this volume but would prefer to continue playing. Postludes are much rarer than preludes in musical compositions. They traditionally have been compared to epilogues, ‘speeches in addition’, if you like, but they serve as neither conclusions nor orations. They are ‘after-play’ but play nonetheless. The Ukrainian composer Valentyn Sylvestrov ‘elevated them to the centre of his style … and composed seven works and movements under the title Postlude’ (Rutherford-Johnson 2017: 241). He conceived the postlude ‘as the act of gathering resonances, as it were – or else as the form which supposes the existence of some text which, without being included into the given text, is in some way connected with it’ (Silvestrov in Wilson 2015: 219). His Symphony No. 5, which he named a ‘post-symphony’, is emblematic of the way Sylvestrov sees postludes. The composition connects to histories, drawing on an earlier romanticism of Mahler, Schubert and others, that have passed but that continue to linger on and will continue to be. Sylvestrov famously explained in an interview with the violinist Bogdana Pivnenko (in Khomik 2015: 7): ‘I do not write new music. My music is a response to and an echo of what already exists’. Echoes are temporally as well as spatially related to but also independent from their source of origins. They constitute discrepancies, disruptions and disjunctions from their source of origins but also invoke confusion among their listeners. ‘Echo is the playing with, the playing out and laying bare of the discrepancy between sound and meaning… . [It] is a form of pun, a play on meaning by means of acoustic deception, a pseudo-etymological game’ (Menke 2002: 85, 87).1 The chapter in this volume by Revill most directly pursues this reasoning in terms of the question of space.

A postlude is neither something that starts with scissors nor ends with cutting. It is a melody ‘on the boundary between [its] appearance and disappearance’ (Sylvestrov 2008). It implies not a state of grown-up and finished being but, rather, refers to a more ‘fleeting’ and perpetual process of constant becoming. We hope that you have found the chapters in this book contain, as we hope this postlude may, a similar openness to engagement, to play, to flirting with the potentialities of fresh ideas, or fresh ways of encountering them and taking them further, perhaps in different ways. ‘Thus, the form [of postlude] is open – though not, as would be more usual, at the end, but at the beginning’ (Silvestrov in Wilson 2015: 219). Play disrupts and breaks down authorities of temporal linearity and myths of progress. Play, understood as a serious matter of living, akin to creativity (Hallam and Ingold 2007) can engage experimentation in ways that can sense and explore the fixity of territories in boundaries, protest and challenge the sclerotic hierarchies of thought and action, as Zivkovic and Moyo as well as Ghraowi pursue in this volume. Similar to music, play does not simply belong to ‘objective’ time, although it is situated in it, ‘but appears through its apparent subjectivity to have the capacity to disclose another consciousness… . The music is external – but the experience is purely our own, internal’ (Taylor 2016: 112).

While playing with words, we recall reading Ingold’s (2011: 223) sensitivity as a practising cellist: ‘I cannot listen to a performance without feeling the music flowing through my body, arms and fingers as though I were playing it myself. To listen is to unite the process of one’s own kinaesthetic attention with a trajectory of sound’. Crouch parallels Revill’s attention to sound and how he engages its concatenation, mixing and blending with an engagement with multisensuality, memory and affectivities in the swirl of uncertainty and potentiality of what he calls ‘flirting with space’, exemplified in two very different cases, of cultivation and art making. Culture and cultivation, too, come together. Echoing Ingold, earlier, in making/feeling meaning in receipt of art, Crouch’s own experience of making it is one of encountering the world he feels he is in multisensorily and often intersubjectively but one that, in the making, becomes only his own (Crouch 2016). Yet as O’Sullivan (2006) has written, the encounter with any artwork provides not an identification with the intended work, but the life of the one who encounters.

The notion of becoming lurks many of our chapters, some more explicitly as those by Moyo, Ghraowi and Crouch unentangle, in very different circumstances. The ‘becoming of music’, ‘while it lasts’ (T.S. Eliot in Taylor 2016: 112), depends on how music is defined. What counts as music is as difficult and ambiguous a question as to decide what constitutes as play. The question only partly has to do with the definition of what a toy or an instrument is. John Cage famously looked beyond instruments in his 4′33 composition, which sought to trace the limits of sound itself. ‘Four thirty-tree’, however, was never silent; instead what the ‘audience’ ‘thought was silence, because they did not know how to listen, was full of accidental sounds. You could hear the wind stirring outside during the first movement. During the second, raindrops began pattering the roof, and during the third the people themselves made all kinds of interesting sounds as they talked or walked out’ (Gann 2010: 4). Cage effectively disrupted the spatial specificity of music by dislocating it away from the authority of instruments and taking it away from the stage and musicians. A process of ‘democratization’ unfolded in which not only the audience itself but also the elements of rain and water performed their part. By allowing the outside a place in the inside, while blurring those very categories, music comes to and becomes life. It never again can be said to repeat itself as there is no longer a switch to turn the music on or off. Definitions are fluid; they shift, are challenged and change.

If the Belgian art theorist Thierry de Duve ‘said, speaking of the visual arts, that after Duchamp the fundamental question of Aesthetics – what is beauty? – turned into the question, What is art? this statement can also be applied to music’ (Böhme 2000: 17). Aesthetics, as Gernot Böhme (ibid.: 17) explains, should no longer be accepted as a matter concerned with mere judgement, taste or academic critique but revolves around ‘sensual experience and affective understanding’. Established categories for our senses are too narrowly conceptualized and conscious to account for the spacing that music does and is. The German phenomenologist Hermann Schmitz (2007), a figure largely unknown in the English-speaking world, offers an alternative in his 5,000-page-long System of Philosophy.

Schmitz’s ‘new phenomenology’ is centred on a long-ignored subject of European thinking, the ‘feeling body’ (Leib). The feeling body, which is not the same as the body’s material corporeality (Körper) or even its senses, functions as the basis for Schmitz’s understanding of experience. It is not the mind, which is a residue of it, but rather is the ‘primitive present, marked by corporeal dynamism and corporeal communication, without a closed-off private inner sphere’. The feeling body relies on ‘impulses’ that include phenomena of ‘fright, fear, pain, hunger, thirst, lust, vigour, disgust, tiredness and generally all affective involvement with emotions’ (Schmitz, Müllan and Slaby 2011: 253). While the material body is a bordered, surface space, the feeling body, which depends on the materiality of the former, affirmatively produces spaces. It is directly attuned to its surroundings by way of feeling or sensing (spüren) of an ‘affect’ (gespürte). Schmitz was among the first to identify these stimuli as being ‘atmospheric’ in the ecological and spatial sense of the term rather than in its purely subjective experience.

Atmospheres (atmos = breath or vapour, sphaire = sphere or globe) are omnipresent – serene, oppressive, uplifting, revolutionary and so on – but all of them are ambiguous and indeterminate (Griffero 2010). ‘We are not sure whether we should attribute them to the objects or environments from which they proceed or to the subjects who experience them. We are also unsure where they are. They seem to fill the space with a certain tone of feeling like a haze’ (Böhme 1993: 114). The architect Peter Zumthor (in Pallasmaa 2015: 132) confesses: ‘I enter a building, see a room, and – in the fraction of a second – have this feeling about it’. ‘We are all familiar with this emotional perception [Wahrnehmung]’, he argues, ‘from [listening to] music, of course. The first movement of the Brahms’ Viola sonata, the entrance of the violin – after two seconds the feeling is there! … And I don’t know why’ (Zumthor 2004: 12–13). John Newling, an installation artist, expressed something similar explicitly with space: ‘When I cross the threshold of a space that might be a project, I am aware of a transition of thinking (and feeling). The relationship between the threshold and what the space could hold (might be) is undermined, open and ambiguous’ (Crouch 2016: 93, parantheses added).

What is certain, however, is that atmosphere makes explicit that there is something ‘in the air’ and ‘one has to be in them to understand them’ (Galati in Griffero 2010: 3). Atmospheres compel immersion, as ‘being-in-the-world’, and, therefore, are about surrounding to excess and the experience of reverberation. The new phenomologists refer to the ecology and spatiality of Benjamin’s aura in their examples of ‘summer afternoons’ and ‘sunny winter mornings’. Schmitz (in Griffero 2010: 56) writes that ‘nothing [in] man’s affective feeling is external to climate’. Just like air, atmospheres are all-pervasive. An atmosphere refers to the breathing in of worlds in the sense of ‘being gripped by a something-more, and it is precisely “this something-more, exceeding real factuality and which nonetheless we feel with and in it, that we can call “atmospheric” ” ’ (Tellenbach in Griffero 2010: 5).

The production of atmospheres is always a play that unfolds in the midst with many. Music ‘functions’ in recognition that it, just like space, is a continuous process of productive interplay not with one or two but with many human and non-human others. Ingold (2011: 9) writes that ‘there are human becomings, animal becomings, plant becomings, and so on. As they move together through time and encounter one another, these paths interweave to form an immense and continually evolving tapestry’. The result is a post-human ecology, a ‘concert of the world’ to be more precise, that affects us ‘with a thousand melodies, exhales a thousand perfumes, is animated by a thousand movements, that make our being vibrate and palpitate. And we take part in this life, so intense, impalpable and indefinite’ (Minkowski in Griffero 2010: 6). Nowhere in this collection is such a reasoning taken further than by the letter from the Earth (Gren), taken to vivid realities as we write in the near-desiccation of Bolivia and the still-denied extremes of climate in the United States.

Human and non-human, online and offline (Belibou in this volume), if these strict distinctions still make sense, are entangled categories and processes in the making of worlds. However, ‘whoever says “World” seeks to deceive’ (Schmitt paraphrased in Sloterdijk 2015: 450). Atmospheres are always plural (Sloterdijk 2011). To distinguish one atmosphere from another requires a practice of insulation and immunization. Sloterdijk’s ‘plural spherology’ provides an anthropological account of the development of so-called immune systems that historically have distinguished the foreign Other from the local Self. In very different ways, Ghraowi, Nieuwenhuis and Zivkovic expand our insight into the idea of the Other, the Self and power. Their handling of politics, along with Crouch’s version of gentle politics, raises new possibilities in thinking Self–Other relationships and realizations.

Politics is inevitably crucial in the discussion of Gaia, here focused in contributions by the Earth (Gren) and Conway. In particular sits the idea of the existence/being and becoming of Gaia. For Conway this is considered a riskily borderline mytho-poetic turned towards the crustal rock to the outer atmosphere laden with a still partially obscure potentiality for becoming. Gren interlopes Gaia and Earth System, each, or the same, becoming, where humans may be, all life is in a becoming relation where the character of those relations remain less understood in particular by geographers. This requires much more than a historically predominant understanding of its surface, the so-called face of the earth, an intervention significantly influenced by Gunnar Olsson’s critique of cartographic reason (2007; Abrahamsson and Gren 2012).

Tracking across the multiplicity of approaches and reasonings towards world and worlds, each chapter in its distinctive ways attends to ways in which world/s might be comprehended. Engagements with human life and beyond human life and wider materialities include registers of the political, in Crouch, Revill, Moyo, Belibou and Zivkovic; and working more globally and beyond are Nieuwenhuis, Watanabe, Ghraowi, Conway and Gren (Earth). Of course, all of these worlds of registers, rhythms and tones interact, entangle, commingle, mutually contest or react (see McCormack 2017).

Immunization, from immunitas (immunis = privation, a lack; munus = obligation, official2), is always political because it protects as much as it repels. Esposito (2011: 16) writes that ‘life can be protected from what negates it only by means of a further negation… . [T]he category of immunity is inseparable from that of community: as its inverse mode, it cannot be eliminated. This is borne out by the fact that there is no community without some kind of immunitary apparatus’. Sloterdijk’s theory of immunization complements the biopolitical work of Esposito when he argues that ‘all history is the history of immune system battles. It is identical to the history of protectionism and externalisation’ (Sloterdijk 2015: 451). The human is ‘Homo immunologicus’ because, as Sloterdijk (2011: 28) explains, ‘living always means building spheres, both on a small and a large scale, humans are the beings that establish globes and look out into horizons. Living in spheres means creating the dimension in which humans can be contained’.3 There is no radical outside, but if there is one, humans are forced into a spaceship, an absolutely artificial environment, as Conway shows in his chapter.

‘The only thing an atmosphere does is to rupture, disaggregate and isolate: “it creates communities not out of shared interest or free association, but out of identical statistics and unavoidable demographics, an opportunistic weave of vested interests” (Koolhaas in Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2016: 160). Just as Ghraowi’s and Conway’s account in this volume demonstrates in their fresh encounters with text and film, respectively, as more than representational, there is perhaps eternally, a need and often desire to go further, to question, to raise memory anew, to disrupt what feels crushed, through a refiguring of atmospheres. The fluid spaces of becoming that Watanabe’s (this volume) reading of Basho entails and Mojo’s chapter articulates (this volume) open to mixtures of oppression and enlightenment; dance opens a way but uncertainly.

What is needed to break open the illusionary naturalized borders of the inside that is violently carved out from an outside, one which always is ‘marked as a negative space’ (Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2016: 159), in Nieuwenhuis (this volume) the artificial, volumetric space of territory, is a simple remembering that the air of atmosphere is a medium that transcends, co-constitutes and is commonly shared and produced by all that is alive (Irigaray 1999). Repartitioning air, allowing a ‘change of air’, starts by opening up the window to other worlds. A fresh breeze entered the Maverick Concert Hall when John Cage burst the bubble of music. ‘You could hear the wind stirring outside…, raindrops began pattering the roof…, people made sounds … as they walked out’ (Gann 2010: 4). The chapter by Nieuwenhuis facilitates the imagining of a similar breaking-down of borders in the sphere of territory. Invisible volumetric lines of territory, responsible for the violence that erupts from severing the Self from the Other, are replaced by the possibility to imagine and sense alternative, kinder atmospheric forms of being-togetherness. Commitment to a different ‘techne’, a different kind of music, if you must, is also the theme of Gren’s and Conway’s chapters. Conway reminds us of the French philosopher Étienne Souriau’s (in Conway in his chapter and Souriau 1949: 294) famous remark that ‘every work of art … creates its own universe. [And whoever speaks of a universe speaks of a whole built upon a space-time net-work]’. Imagine, then, how changing compositions can help towards a playing of melodies with more than just one note.

It is this kind of play, ‘festive play’, which ‘often has a tendency to sneak into the school and disrupt our lessons’ that is juxtaposed to the ‘sacred play’ of John Locke who ‘discouraged his readers from allowing their children to play in the streets and urged that they were better off inside the house with their alphabet block’ (Sutton-Smith 2015: 378). It is the kind of play, characterized by ambiguity and indeterminacy, that spaces by affectively being able to open up to the outside.4 Festive play can do so because play is light as air and lacks the gravitational force that characterizes earth and work (cf. Sutton-Smith 2001: 202). Alternative affective connections commence with cultivating different ways of being-in-the-world, which, to paraphrase Sloterdijk (2011: 46), simply means being in spheres differently or to continue playing. The diverse character shared among these chapters is the very stuff of engaging new ways of thinking, combining, splitting, openly flirting with their relational ideas and directions: potentialities that bring into fresh focus a host of connection and ruptures around and inside the often-problematic commingling of our ideas. Able to invest the distinctive character of our disciplines, alert and engaged in the spaces of overlap that each increasingly inhabits, we operate in a continually becoming-discipline world that offers mutuality in our thinking, and also in our methods of engaging the world and our own worlds.

NOTES

1.Wilson (2015: 218) writes: ‘Many of the materials that make up Silvestrov’s work appear and dissipate such as to never guarantee their ontological firmness’.

2.For an in-depth discussion on the etymological meaning, see Esposito’s (2010, 2011) work.

3.‘What recent philosophers refer to as being-in-the-world first of all, and in most cases, means being-in-spheres… . Spheres are air conditioning systems in whose construction and calibration, for those living in real coexistence, it is out of the question not to participate. The symbolic air condition of the shared space is the primal production of every society’ (Sloterdijk 2011: 46).

4.‘Human beings who listen in this way are dangerously open: they release themselves into the world and can therefore be struck by acoustic events. Lovely tunes can lead them astray, thunderclaps can shatter them, scratching noises can threaten them, a cutting tone can damage them. Listening is a being-beside-yourself (Auβer-sich-sein); it can therefore be the joyful experience of discovering oneself to be alive’ (Böhme 2000: 18).
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