M.IT.

w
2
G
2
o
=
X
w
=
x
o
<
T
=
=




OOREEN MASSEY

OOREEN MASSEY

TMHMA
APXITEKTONGN
E.M..




TO TMHMA APXITEKTONON MHXANIKON TOU EBvikoU MetooBiou MoAutexveiou
Behovtag va TpoPodoTEl OUVEXWG TNV EKMAIBEUCN TIOU TIAPEXEL HE TIC VEEC
Béoelg Kal amdyelg yUpw amod TNV apxItektovik Bewpia kat TpdagEn, opya-
VWVEL KGBe Xxpdvo KUKAO DlaAéEewv Blakekpiuévwy EEvwy Kal eENAVWV
QPXITEKTOVWY OL oToiol Tapouctddouv To TPAGPATO £PYO TOUC GTOUG (Ol-
TNTEG Kal 0To EUPUTEPO KOLVO.

Ot 01aAéEelg Tou akadnpdikol €Toug 1999-2000 TTAPOUGIAZOVTaAL OE
pla o£lpd MEVTE UIKPWYV BiyAwOowV aUTOTEAWV EKBOOEWY, Ol OTIOIEC
nipooabouv va kataypayouv To MePLEXOHEVO, TO UPOC Kal TOV TIPOGWITIKG
Adyo Tou KGBe opAnTy.

3’ auto 1o TelX0g, £XW TNV TIYI Vd TApouatdow TNy opthia Tne kadn-
yrtplag lewypagiag Doreen Massey Tou TipaypatonolBnKe otic 29-3-2000
ue Bépa “ Oooopia kat MoATikég Tg Xwpikdtntag”.

O [lpdedpog rou Turjparog Apyirektovwv EMIT
Ka6nyntijg 1. MoAudog



THE SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE NTUA aims to enrich its academic curriculum with
the current debate on architectural theory and practice. Therefore every
year distinguished architects from Greece and abroad are being invited to
present their recent work to both the students of architecture and to a
wider audience.

The lectures given during the academic year 1999-2000 are pre-
sented into a series of five bilingual publications aiming to hold the ideas
and something of the personal aura of each speaker.

Therein | am glad to present you the lecture by Doreen Massey,
professor of Geogrphy, which took place on 29-3-2000, with the subject
“Philosophy and Politics of Spatiality”.

The President of the School of Architecture NTUA
Professor Y. Polyzos






Tewypaeog, KadnyrAtpLa olkovopikrg Mewypagiag Kat
Mpoedpog emi oelpd etidv Tou Tufparog Mewypagiag oto
Open University. EupeAitpia g oelpdc S16aKTkwy
BiBAiwv Tou Open University pe yeviko titho “The shape of
the World”. Suvexkd6tpia amd To 1997 TOU TEPLOFIKOU
ToAiTikoU TTpoBAnpatiopoy Kat kouhtoupag “Soundings.”
AT6 TIC THO BIAKEKPIHEVEG EPEUVITPLEG KAl OUYYPAQPEIS Yia
Béparta xpou, TOTou Kat aviong avartugng oty
ayyhooagwviki BiBAoypagia. Kupiétepa Bewpntikd g
£pya eivat “Capital and Land “(ue v A. Catalano), London,
E. Arnold, 1978, “The Anatomy of Job Loss” (ue Tov R.
Meegan), London, Methuen, 1982, “Geography Matters”, (ue
tov J. Allen), Cambridge University Press, 1984, “Spatial
Divisions of Labour”, London, Macmillan, 1984/1995, “High-
Tech Fantasies” (e Toug P. Quintas kat D. Wield), London,
Routledge, 1992, “Space, Place and Gender”, Oxford, Polity,
1994, “Power Geometries and the politics of Space-Time”,
Heidelberg, Hettner Lectures, 1999.

= Geographer, professor of economic

. geography and Head of the School of
Geography, Open University, UK. Editor
of the series “The Shape of the World”,
Open University. Since 1997 co-editor
of the issue “Soundings”. She is one of
the most distinguished researchers
and writers in English language, on subjects such as space,
place and uneven development. Her publications include
“Capital and Land” (with A. Catalano), London, E. Arnold,
1978, “The Anatomy of Job Loss” (with R. Meegan), London,
Methuen, 1982, “Geography Matters”, (with ). Allen),
Cambridge University Press, 1984, “Spatial Divisions of
Labour”, London, Macmillan, 1984/1995, “High-Tech
Fantasies” (with P. Quintas , D. Wield), London, Routledge,
1992, “Space, Place and Gender”, Oxford, Polity, 1994,
“Power Geometries and the politics of Space-Time”,
Heidelberg, Hettner Lectures, 1999



PLAOCOPia Kal TOALTIKEG
NG XwpKoTnTag

NPQTAPXIKO ENAIAGEPON MoY Of autr Tnv opthia, eival To g (oe auth v
NUEpa Kat emoxr, oTo mAaiolo oulntricewv GTo omoio HETEXOUNE Kal Pe
TG MPOKANOELG TTOU avTILETWTTLOUpE) Ba TIPAYHATEUTOUPE TIC EVVOLEC:
XWpog/xwpikétnTar. O “xwpog” avAkel oTiC AoV npodnAeg 10éeq.
Xpnotuoroteitat wg 6pog o€ XIALaSe¢ SlapopeTikd mAaiota, av kat ta meavd
vonpatd tou ondvia enegnyolvral 1 avagépovral. ‘Onwc ypaget o
Grossberg:

Zuxvd, Ta Mo “npoeavi” XapakKInNPloTika TG eunepiag pac, -
TL.X. 0 SLaxwPLopdg XWpou kat Xpévou, EAGXLOTA UTGKEVTAL OE PLAOCO-

@i avdAuon>.

To 101aitepo evdiagépov pou eival va Slepeuviow TiC OXEOELC



philosophy and politics
of spatiality

MY OVERRIDING CONCERN IN THIS ADDRESS is with how we might (in this day and
age, and in the context of the debates in which we are currently engaged
and the challenges which we face) think about space/spatiality*. “Space”
is one of those most obvious of things which is mobilised as a term in a
thousand different contexts, but whose potential meanings are all too
rarely explicated or addressed. As Grossberg has written:

Often the most “obvious” features of our experience - e.g. the
distinction between space and time - are least examined philosophi-
callyz.

My particular interest, in the context of this week in Heidelberg, is
to explore the connections between this question of how to conceptual-



avdpeoa o€ autd To ZAtnpa, To Tweg, dnAadn, amd tn pia mAgupd, Ba
avtAn@BoUpE Tov XPO, Kal, arnd tnv GAAn, katd mpwTov, WG dlapoppw-
veTal N Bewpiag TG KOWWVIKAG EMOTAUNG, Kal katd dedTepov, TG ta
dUo autd mpayuara oxetifovtal pe 60a mMapouctagovial wg ONUAVTIKEG
Tpéxouceg alayég otnv oAtk glAogogia Kal TOALTIKY) OKEYN
yevikdtepa. H oxéon pe tn Slapépewon Bewpiag otig KOWWVIKEG ETILOTAEG
(n TIPOKANGN VA “XWPOTIOLGOULE” TNV KOWWVIKT] Bswpia) avarmtooetal
oto Keipevo: “Imagining globalisation: power- geometries of space-time”4.,
Kuplo Bépa otnv mapouciacr pou auth eival n oxéon He Tig peTaMayEq
TWV TIPOOEYYIOEWV TNG TTOAITIKAG.

Ot mapakdtw, Aomdyv, gival TPELG TPOTACELG Yid TO TIWG uropet
kaveic va oUMABEL To XWPOo wG Evvolas:

i 0 x@po¢ eivat mpoidv alnAeEaptrioswy. ZUykpoTeital PECW
aMnAemdpAcewy, and TV AmepavidInta Tou MayKOoUlou wE To
otevd pikpookoriké. (Mpokeirat yia mpétaon mou paiiov dev 6a
nipokahéoel kmAnEn o€ ekeivoug mou dlaagouv T olyxpovn
ayyAopwvn BipAoypagpial)®.

ii. 0 xwpog eival n ogaipa tng duvardtnrag va umdapxet TmoA\a-
m\GéTNTa’ €ival n opaipa otV OToia GUVUTIAPXOUV EEXWPLOTEG
Tpoxiéc” eival n ogaipa tng mMBaveTnTag va unapxouv TEPLo-
OOTEPEC amd pia PuVEC. Aixwg xWpo dev ugioTatal oAAamAsTnTa,
dixwe moAAamAdTnTa dev upioTatal Xwpog. Av 0 Xwpog eival Tpay-
patt To mpoiev aMnAeEaptioswy, Tote Ba mpémel va otnpiletat
otV OnapEn moAamAdtntac. MoAkamAdtnta Kar Xxwpog eivat
évvoleC Tou dlapgoppwvovtal apolpaia.

iii. TéNoC, Kal akpIBw¢ eMELdA 0 XWPOG gival mPoiby “oxEsewV
peTakl”, oxéoEwV TIOU €ival anapartiwg EPUMESWUEVEC UAIKEG
TIPAKTIKEC TToU Tipémet va die§axBouv, [o xwpog] Bpioketal mavia
oe pla dadikaoia yiyveoBal, dlapoppOVETaAL OUVEXWG, dev
TeEAEWWVEL TIOTE, eV KAEiVEL TIOTE.

To teheutaio autd onueio €xel, iowg, Wilaitepn omoudaidtnta, pia Kat
UTOBNAQVEL OTL UTIApXOUV TIAvTa — OE KAOE OTIypr HEOA OTO XPOVO —
ouoyetioelg Tou xpetaletat va dapopewbolyv, avtimapaBEoelg mou
xpelaZetal va yivouv aAnAemidpaon, (i kat Oxi, pla Kat dev eivat
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ise space, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, first how social sci-
ence theorising is conducteds, and second how both these things are
related to what appear to be significant current shifts in political philoso-
phy and political thinking more generally. The connection to theorising in
the social sciences (the challenge of spatialising social theory) is taken
up in the paper: “Imagining globalisation: power-geometries of space-
time”4. The relationship to shifts in approaches to politics is the central
focus of this current paper.

To initiate the argument, then the following are three proposi-
tions about how space could be conceptualiseds:

is Space is a product of interrelations. It is constituted through in
teractions, from the immensity of the global to the intimately tiny.
(This is a proposition which will come as no surprise at all to those
who have been reading the recent anglophone literature!)®.

ii Space is the sphere of the possibility of the existence of multipli-
city; it is the sphere in which distinct trajectories coexist; it is the
sphere of the possibility of the existence of more than one voice.
Without space, no multiplicity; without multiplicity, no space. If
space is indeed the product of interrelations, then it must be predi-
cated upon the existence of plurality. Multiplicity and space are
coconstitutive.

ii. Finally, and precisely because space is the product of relation-
between, relations which are necessarily embedded material pra-
ctices which have to be carried out, it is always in a process of
becoming; it is always being made. It is never finished; never
closed.

This last point is, perhaps, of particular significance. For it implies that
these are always — at any moment “in time” — connections yet to be
made, juxtapositions yet to flower into interaction (or not, for not all po-
tential connections have to be established), relations which may not be
accomplished. On this way of imaging things then, space is indeed a pro-
duct of relations (first proposition) and for that to be so there must be
multiplicity (second proposition). However, these are absolutely not the
relations of a coherent, closed system within which, as they say, “every-
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anapaitnto va cupBouv GAgg ot mBavég ouVBETELS), OXEOELG TIOU i0WG
dev emteuxBolv. 20u@wva, Aotmdv, pe autd Tov Tpdmo Bewpnong Twv
Tpaypatwy, 0 XWPog ival pdypatt mpoidv oxéoewv (pwtn mpétaon),
Kat yla va eivat Tétolog, mpénet va undpxel moMamAétnta (dedtepn
npétaocn). Qot600, dev TPOKELTAL, OE Kapia MePIMTwon, yia OXEOELG EVOG
OUVEKTIKOU, KAELOTOU oUOTApATOC PéoA OTo omoio, OTwE Aéve, “Ta avta
oxetiCovtat (10n) e 6Aa ta GAAa”. O xwpog Gev pmopei MOTE va €ivat o
TEPATWHEVO AUTO TAUTOXPOVO GTO 0Toio OAEG ot aAANAOGUVBEDELG £XOUV
e6paiwBsi, kal oto omoio kAOe onueio ouvdéetal RGN pe 6Aa Ta AMa
onueia.

To emixeipnua €dw eival mwe, autr n MPOCEYYLON OTNV EVVOLO-
Aoyikfi GUAANYN Tou XWPOU/XWPIKOTNTAG CUVTOVileTal Pe TTPOOPATEG
aA\ay£C O OUYKEKPIUEVEG KATEUBUVOEL; 000V agopd oTov TPOTO ToU
propei va yivel eniong avoAnmer n “mpoodeutikr oAttiki”. Qotéoo, av
kat Ba ftav eopaipévo, Kat oAU GECUEUTIKOG, va TIPOTEIVOUE TNV Orola
éva Tipog £va xaptoypdenaon, kaBe pia armd Tig mpotdoelg mou avartixen-
Kav mapanavw, dlacapnvilel pla eEAaQp®ws dlaPopeTIkn 6Yn autig g
oxéonc. Etot:

i H Bewpnon tou Xwpou w¢ Tpoidv alnAeEaptioewy (Mpwtn
npétaon) evappovietal pe tnv epgavion, ta teAeutaia xpovia,
plag TOALTIKAG TOU EMIXELPEL va AELTOUPYROEL EvavTIa OTNV
ouctokpartia. Me GMa A6yia, otn B€on evog eidoug MOATIKAG YUpw
amné Bpata TautdTnTag mMou eKAQUBAVEL TIG TAUTOTNTEG WG ridn
Kal yia Tavta, SlapopewpEVeG, (“yuvaika”, “opopuAopiAoc”), Kat
uttootnpilel ta dikawbpata, 1 diekdikel 106TNTA, Yia AUTEG TIG 110N
SlapOPPWHEVEC TAUTOTNTEG, N avVTi-0UCLOKPATIKT TTOAITIKY, BwpEi
TN oUYKPATNON TWV iBLWV TWV TAUTOTATWY WG €Va amd Ta KEVIPIKA
dlakuBepara tng moATtikrg. Avti va armodéxetat kat va epyadetat
PE {ON BLAPOPPWHEVEG TAUTOTNTEG, N AVIi-OUGLOKPATIKY auTh
moAttikn Sivel Eppacn oTnv KATAOKEUT TAUTOTATWY Kal Ipaypdtwy
(oupmep\apBavoOPEVWY TWV TIPAYHATWY EKEIVWV TIOU amokaAou-
VIal TTOMTIKEG UTIOKELUEVIKOTNTEG Kal TOALTIKEG EKAOYIKEG TIEPL-
épelec). Eival, ouvenwe, em@UAAKTKA pe Tig afuwoelg aubevtl-
KoTnTag mou Bacifovrat oe avtiAfYPeLG apeTtapAnTng Tautdtntac.
Mpoteivel, avti autrig, Pla GXETIKK Katavonon Tou KOGHou.
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thing is (already) related to everything else”. In this way of imaging it,
space can never be that completed simultaneity in which all interconnec-
tions have been established, and in which everywhere is already linked
with everywhere else.

Now, the argument here is that this approach to the conceptuali-
sation of space/spatiality resonates with recent shifts in certain quarters
in the way in which “progressive” politics can also be imagined. Although
it would be incorrect, and too rigidly constraining, to propose any simple
one-to-one mapping, it is nonetheless the case that each of the proposi-
tions advanced above elucidates a slightly different aspect of this con-
nection. Thus:

i. Imaging space as a product of interrelationships (proposition one)
chimes well with the emergence over recent years of a politics
which attempts to operate through a commitment to anti-essen-
tialism. That is, in place of a kind of identity politics which takes
those identities as already, and for ever, constituted (“woman”,
“homosexual”), and argues for the rights of, or claims to equality
for, those already-constituted identities, this anti-essentialist poli-
tics takes the constitution of the identities themselves to be one
of the central stakes of the political. Rather than accepting and
working with already-constituted identities, this anti-essentialist
politics lays its stress on the constructedness of identities and
things (including those things called political subjectivities and
political constituencies). It is wary therefore about claims to au-
thenticity based in notions of unchanging identity. Instead, it pro-
poses a relational understanding of the word.

This politics of interrelations mirrors, then, the first proposition of this
paper, that space too is a product of interrelations. Indeed more gener-
ally I would argue’ that identities/entities, the relations “between” them,
and the spatiality which is part of them are all co-constitutive. Chantal
Mouffe, in particular, has written very insightfully on how we might con-
ceptualise the relational construction of political subjectivities®. For her,
identity and interrelation are constituted together. What | am proposing
here is that space is necessarily integral to and a product of that process
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AuTi, Aotrtv, n TTOAITIKF Twv aAANAEEAPTAOEWY, QVTIKATOMTPIZEL TNV pWTN
npétach pou, OTL 0 XWPOG gival Kal autég mpoioy aAAnAeEapTRoEwV.
levikotepa pahiota, Ba €\eya’, OTL oL TAUTOTNTEG/OVIOTNTEG, Ol OXEOELG
“UeTakl” Toug, Kal N XWPLKOTNTA, TTOU amoTeAE] KOUUATL TouG, ahAnAo-
ouykpotolvtat. H Chantal Mouffe, ouykexkpiuéva, £xel Ypayel pe HEYAAn
510patikéTNTA Yia TO TWG Popolpe va aviiAngBoupe tn OXETIKNA
KATAGKEUT TWV TOALTIKOV UTOKELMEVIKOTATWYVE. S0pQwva W auty,
TauTéTTa Kat aMnAoouoyETion ouykpotolvtal paZi. Autd Tou TIpOTEvVW
€3 eival 6TL 0 XWPOC Eival avaykaoTikd avandonaoTto KOUUATL Kat Tipoiov
autic g dladikaciag GUYKpOTNONG. SUVETIWG, OXL HOVOV UTAPXEL pia
napaMnAia petagl tou TpOMOU GUAANYNG TOU XWPOU Kat ToU TPomou
oUMNYNG TwWV OVIoTATWY/ TAUTOTATWY (6TIWC TIOAITIKWY UTIOKELUEVWV),
aM\d emionc o X®poc eival eEapxiig avandonaoto KOUHATL TG OUYKPO-
TNONG TWV TIOAITIKWV QUTWY UTIOKELUEVIKOTHTWVY.

ii. Aképn, n Bedpnon Tou XWpou w¢ opaipa TG mbavotnTag va
unapxet toMarmAdtnta (5eUtepn mPOTAON), CUHPWVEL HETN Ueyain
¢u@aon Tou armoktd, ta teAeutaia xpévia, n “dlagopd” kat n
noAam\6TnTa otov ToAITikd Adyo tng aplotepdc. ETol, o€ auto
Tou uTpEe {0W¢ N O Pavepr| HopPH TIoU EXEL TIAPEL T TATNHA,
umipEe pia auEavépevn emipovii 0To OTL N 1oTopia Tou KOGHOU
dev propei va emwBel (oUte n yewypagia tou va avarntuyBei)
amok)eloTikG péoa amd ta pdtia tng “Adong” (6nwg ouvéBave
w¢ TWPa), oUTE amoKAELOTIKA amd TNV TAEUpA NG KAQOIKAG
@ryoUpag (ou ouxvd kat autr opicetat OUOCLOKPATIKA) TOU AgukoU,
eTepOPUAGPINOU apoeviKoU. MpEMEL va avayvwpiooupe OTL QUTEG
ol Bewprioel¢ (uéoa amd Ta pdtia g Auong, rj tou £TEPOPUAGPIAOU
apoevikol) gival kat ot {BleC TIOAU PEPIKEG KAl TOTIKEG ATIOYELS,
KaL 61 KaBoAIKEC, 6TIWE yia T600 Kalpd autoarnokahouvrav. Eivatl
pLa TIpOo£yyLon, N ortoia avamtuxBnke Kat moAeprBnke mavw ano
6Aa amo TIC PEUIVIOTPIEG Kal EKEivOUG TIoU epyalovtav pEoa ato
TAQOI0 TWV PETA-ATIOLKIOKPATIKWY OTIOUBWV.

H oxéon avpeoa og autr Ty aroyn piag petaBaropevng ToMTikA¢ (kat
TOU TPOTIOU Va BIaOPPWVELG KOWwVIKY) Bewpia) kat otn delTepn nipdtaon
yla 1o X@po eival pdAov SlapopeTIKoU Xapaktipa aroé v nepimtwon
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of constitution. Not only, then, is there a parallel between the manner of
conseptualising space and the manner of conceptualising entities/iden-
tities (such as political subjects) but also space is from the beginning
integral to the constitution of those political subjectivities;

ii. Further, imagining space as the sphere of the possibility of the
existence of multiplicity (proposition two) accords with the greater
emphasis which has over recent years in political discourses of
the left been laid on “difference” and multiplicity. Thus, in what
has been perhaps the most evident form which this has taken,
there has been a growing insistence that the story of the word
can not be told (nor its geography elaborated) through the eyes
of “The West” alone (as had been so long the case) nor from the
viewpoint of, for instance, that classic figure (ironically, frequently
itself essentialised of the white, heterosexual male; This approach
insists upon a recognition that these understandings (through the
eyes of the West, or the straight male) are themselves specific;
quite particular local viewpoints, and not the universals which
they have for so long proposed themselves to be. It is an approach,
which has been elaborated and fought for above all by feminists
and those working within the framework of postcolonial studies.

The relationship between this aspect of a changing politics (and manner
of doing social theory) and the second proposition about space is of a
rather different nature from that in the case of the first proposition. In
this case, the argument is that the very possibility of any serious recogni-
tion of multiplicity and difference itself depends on recognition of
spatiality. Quite often this recognition will be implicit (sometimes harm-
lessly so, sometimes with seriously detrimental effects); at others, par-
ticularly when spatiality is itself one of the dimensions of the construc-
tion of difference, it will be — must be — explicit. This argument will be
taken up again later, but the essence of the case is that for there to be
multiplicity (and by extension for there to be difference) there must be space;

iii. Finally , imagining space as always in a process of becoming, as
never a closed system (proposition three) resonates with an in-
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NG MPWING MPOTAONG. 3€ aUTI TNV MEPIMTWON, TO EMXEPNUA gival mwg n
idla n duvardtnra e 6rolag coPaprig avayvwplong tng moAAamAdTnTag
kat dlagopdg eEapTaral amd Ty avayviplon tng XWPIKETNTag. Apketd
ouxvd, auth n avayvwplon Ba urmovoeital (GAote xwpic MpOBAnpa Kat
@MA\ote pe ooPapd Kataotpentikd arotedéopard). Opwg 6tav n XwpikotnTa
eival n {dla pia ané Ti¢ SlaoTAOEL TG KATaoKeung dlagopac, Ba eival —
Tipémel va eival — pnti. Oa enavéw apydtepa o auté To Bépa, ald
OTWE Kal va ‘Xel, yla va urdpxet toAamAdtnta (kat kat’ néktaon dlago-
pd), MPEMeL va UTAPXEL XWPOG,.

TéAog, T va GaviactoUpe To XWPo we dlapkEg yiyveaBal, kat Oxt
w¢ KAELOTO ouotnua (tpitn mpdtaon), ouvdéeTal pe pia oAogva
auEavopevn empov) otov TOATKG Adyo yia o aAnbwé avorypa
Tou péMovroc. Mpdkettat yia pia empovi mou BaociCetal oty
TpooTidfeia va dlaguyel Kaveig amo TNy akappia Tmou 1600 cuxva
xapaktnpifel Ti¢ peyaleg apnynoelg mou Oxetidovral pe
vewtepikotnta. Ta mhaiowa tng “Mpo6dou”, tng “Avamtugng” kat
Tou “EkouyypoviopoU”, kal n 51adoxn Twv Tpomwv mapaywyne,
TOU avamtlocovial AETMTOUEPWG HEGA OTOUC KOATIOUG TOU
papElopo, TTPOTEiVOUV GEVAPLA GUHPWVA HE TA OTIOIA Ol YEVIKEG
kateuBUvoELg TNG LoTopiag, ouprneplapBavopévou Tou PEANOVTOG,
eivatl yvwotéc. ‘000 kat av xpeladetat va MaAéPoupe yiua va Tig
UNOTIOLOOUYE, Va EUTAAKOUNE OE aywVeG yia TNV emiteuEn toug,
UTIAPXEL TTAVTOTE pia agavrig iotn yla v kateBuvon otnv omnoia
Kiveital n otopia. MoAloi Bewpntikoi amoppimtouv oripepa pia
tétola dlatimwon Kal urtoatnpidouv avti autrg éva pPL{ooTacTike
dvotypa tou pgAAovtog, Tou eite To em{nTolvV PEow piag pigo-
OTIAOTIKAG dnpokpartiac?, site péow g 16€ag Tou vopadiopou™, i
OUYKEKPIPEVWV TIPOOEYYIoEWY TG queer theory. Mpdyuar, omwg
évBeppa Ba umootrpile o Laclau, pévov av KatavoriGOUHE TO
péMov wg aAnBiva avoiktd, propolpe cofapd va anodeXToupe f
Va PETEXOUE OTNV Omola yvrola avtiAngn moMTikig,.

Topa, Eava £d( — 6MWG Kal 0TV MEPIMIWOn NG MPWING MPOTAoNG —
uTApyXel pla TapaAAnAia pe ToV TPOTIO HE TOV OTIOIO TOTEUW TIWG TIPETIEL
va avtilapBavopacte tn Xwplkotnta. T600 0 XWPOoG 600 Kal n otopia
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creasingly vocal insistence within political discourses on the genu-
ine openness of the future. It is an insistence founded in an at-
tempt to escape the inexorability, which so frequently character-
ises the grand narratives related by Modernity. The frameworks
of “Progress”, of “Development” and of “Modernisation”, and the
succession of modes of production elaborated within Marxism all
propose scenarios in which the general directions of history, in-
cluding the future, are known. However much it may be neces-
sary to fight to bring them about, to engage in struggles for their
achievement, these was always nonetheless a background con-
viction about the direction in which history was moving. Many
theorists today reject such a formulation and argue instead for a
radical openness of the future, whether they argue it through radi-
cal democracy?, through notions of nomadism® or through certain
approaches within queer theory®. Indeed, as Laclau in particular
would most strongly argue, only if we conceive of the future as
genuinely open can we seriously accept or engage in any genuine
notion of politics.

Now, here again — as in the case of the first proposition — there is a
parallel with the way in which | am urging that we conceptualise spatiality.
Both space and history are “open” — indeed, as the argument progresses,
| hope it will become evident that these two opennesses are really two
sides of the same coin, each essential to the other®2. Conceptalising space
as “open, unfinished, always becoming”, in other words, is an essential
pre-requisite for history to be open; and thus, after the arguments of
Laclau, a prerequisite for the possibility of politics.

It may be that on an initial reading these propositions about space/
spatiality seem unexceptionable; that they seem reasonable and are quite
quickly accepted. In a strange way (although of course | heartily want you
— eventually - to agree with me) that might be for me a disappointing
response. For | also want to argue that these elements of a revised imagi-
nation of space are new, that they in some cases flatly contradict and in
other cases seriously challenge the customary ways in which we think
about space. One aspect of this is, as already mentioned, that we often
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gival “avolktd” — eueAmiotw, mpdypatl, va yivel eppaveg mwe ta d0o
autd avoiypata eivat duo 6Yelg Tou idlou vopioparoc, n pia anapaitntn
yla Tnv GAAn.*2 To va avtiAn@BoUpe, pe aAa Adyla, To XWPo we “avolkTo,
aten, o€ dlapkeq yiyveobat”, gival pia onuavrikr mpo-undBson yia va
gival n 1oTopia avoiktr, kal EMOpévwg, CUPGWVA PE TO EMIXEipnua tou
Laclau, mpoiim66eon yia tnv moALTik.

Me pia mpwtn avdyvwon, autég ol TPOTATEL Yia TO XWPOo/Xwpl-
KoTnTa Qaivovral adaplopritnteg. Hxolv Aoyikég kat yivoval ypryopa
anodektéc. Katd évav mapdgevo tpdmo (av kat BEAw and kapdiac — tehikd
—'va oupQwvioete padi pou), KAtt TETOlo (OwE va eival yia péva pia
amoyonteuTIKr avtamokplon. Nati BéAw emiong va unootnpifw ot autd
Ta otolxeia plag avaBewpnpévng pavtaciag Tou xwpou eival kawvoulpld,
OTL OE KATOLEG TIEPIMTWOELG AVIIKPOUOUV AMEPiPPacTa Kal 0 GAAEC
ap@opntolv coBapd Toug ouvnBLOpPEVOUG TPOTIOUG LE TOUC OToiouC
OKEMTOUAOTE TO XWPo. Mia Aeupd autol eival, 6mwg AN avapépdnke,
TG ouxva Oev OKEMTOPACTE TO XWPO — XPNoLpomololpe tn AEEn, oto
KaBnuepvd A tov akadnpaikd Adyo, xwpic va €xoupe mAfpn ouveidnon
TOU Tt aKpIBWG evvoolpe pe autrv. Mwa GAn 6yn tou TpoToU, PE ToV
oroio n mpoTevOpEVN AUt avaBewpnon g pavtaciag pac yia To Xwpo
gival pla appiopAtnon, amoppéel amd 10 YEYovog OTt urtipEav TOANEC
BEWPNTIKEG BIATUTIWOELG TIOU Eival EVIUTIWOLAKA S1APOPETIKEC,

‘Eto, yia va uttoypappiow Tt eivat SlapopeTid OTIG TPELG TIPOTACEIS
TIOU TEPLypAPNKav Lo mavw, Ba aplepwow, o€ autd To anueio, Aiyo xp6vo
Yla va eEETA0W KATOLOUG TPOTIOUG UE TOUG OTOi0UG TIPOOEYYIZOUV TO XWPO
oAU onuavtikol Bewpntikoi Kal GXoAEG OKEYNG, TWV OTOIWV o1 BECEIC
dlapépouv evtedwg amd ta doa mpoteivovtal edw. Autr n eneEepyaoia
WV OlaPopeTIkWY andPewv Ba dleUKOAUVEL otV eUBABUVON TWV SIKWV
MpoTdoEwy.

Mpwtov, otnv “eupwnaikn PAocopia” UMAPXEL pla pakpd mopeia
OKEYNG PE ONUAVTLKA EMPPOTN KAl TG omoiag KUpLo eviiapépov otddnke
n evvolhoyikry 6UANYN tou Xp6vou aMd kai otng omoiag to £pyo, n
amokKAEIOTIKN auTh evaoxOAnon HE TO XPOVIKG EiXE WC UTIO-TIPOTOV pia
TOAU Tieploptopévn avtiAnyn tou xwpou. (AUTH n oxéon avaueoa otn
oUANYN Tou Xpdvou kal T CUAANYN Tou XWPOU eV TIEPIOPIGTNKE OF
autri v opdda. Onwg Ba dolpe, anoteAei avandonacto PéPog MTOM®Y
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do (not) think about space — we use the word, in popular discourse or in
academic, without being fully conscious of what we mean by it*. Another
aspect of the way in which this proposed revision of our imagination of
space is a challenge derives from the fact that there have been many
conceptualisations which are startlingly different.

So, in this section, in order to underline what is different about
the three propositions outlined above, | shall spend just a little tine exa-
mining some ways in which space has been thought about, and thought
about by very significant theorists and schools of theory, which are com-
pletely different from what is being proposed here. This elaboration of other
views will enable a deepening of the argument about the present propo-
sitions.

First, there is a long and influential line of thinking within “Conti-
nental philosophy” whose main concern was in fact, in this sphere, with
the conceptualisation of time but in whose work this preoccupation with
the temporal had as a by-product a highly particular understanding of space.
(This connection between conceptualisations of time and conceptualisations
of space is not restricted to this group. As we shall see, it is integral to
many of the positions which follow. It is also part of my own argument:
that the two conceptualisations are (coherently or incoherently) related.
In the present case, as has already been indicated, the argument is that
any conseptualisation of time, which is radically open, requires as its
partner a conseptualisation of space, too, as open.) In this first line of
thinking Henri Bergson is probably the emblematic figure*. His influence
remains powerful today, perhaps most especially in the work of Deleuze
and Guattari. So this is not “merely” a historical matter.

The second proposition of this paper is that it is space which is
the sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity. By extension
space as a dimension is necessary to the existence of difference. This is
diametrically opposed to Bergson. For Bergson, it was time which is the
essential dimension of difference. The reason for this was that, for Bergson
and others including many current theorists, “difference” was itself im-
agined, not as a potential aspect of multiplicity as in this paper, but as
change in time. The reasons for Bergson’s position need not detain us
here, though my own hunch is that they derived from the battle in which
this strand of philosophy was engaged with Newtonian and Einsteinian
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amod TiG anoyelg mou akoAouBoUlv. Anotelei emiong uépog kat Tng dikrig
pou tomoBEtnong: mwe ol Bewproelg Twy duo evvolwv Aoyikd i pn)
oguvdEovtal. 3TN OUYKEKPLUEVN TEPIMTwON, OMwe fON ONUELWONKE, N
omola oUMNYn Tou Xpévou, mou eival pilikd avolktog, {ntd to cuvtai-
placpd ¢ pe pa oUANYN Tou XWpou, €miong, w¢ avolktol). 3& auth
v mpwtn Kateubuveon, o Henri Bergson eival iowg n eupAnpatikn
Qlyoupa*. H emppon tou mapapével Kal onpepa €viovn, MEPLOCOTEPO
iowg oto €pyo twv Deleuse kat Guattari. Zuvenwg, dev mpokettal “aniwe”
yla 1oTopLko CAtnpa.

H deltepn mpdtaon pou eival mwg o Xwpog eival n oeaipa tng
mbavotntag va umdpxel moAamAdtnta. Kat’ eméktaon, o XwpPog wg
diaotaon eival anapaitntog yia tnv Unapgn diapopdg, dnoyn dlapeTpika
avtiBetn pe tn Bewpia tou Bergson. Na tov Bergson, BepeAiydng didotaon
¢ dlagopdg eival o xpévoc. lNati, y' avtdv, 6mwg kat yia aAAoug,
oupmeplAapBavopévwy MOAAWY cUyxpovwy Bewpntik@y, n idla n
“dlapopa” BewpnBnke 6x1 w¢ evdexduevn oYn ¢ MOAamAGTNTAC, OTWCE
unootnpifw €6w, ald w¢ allayry otov xpdvo. Aev xpeldletal va pag
aracyoArioouv €dw oL AGyoL yia Toug LoXupLopoUg Tou Bergson, av kat
dlatoBavopat 6tL anoppéouv amd tn paxn otnv omoia €ixe eumAakei To
@loco@ikd autd peupa pe tn Neutwviki kat Aivotdiviki emotiuns. H
Aoyikr, oto BaBud mou agopd otig avtiAfYPelg Tou Xwpou, umipée
kataotpemtiki. Av n dlagopd opiletal w¢g alayn (evdg mpdaypatog kabs
Qopd), mapd wg Tautdxpovn Umap€n plag moAAamAdTnTag mpaypdtwy, TeTe
0 xpdvog eival n kpiown diaotacn ¢ dlaPopdc kat o xpovog yivetal n
Kpiown 6idotacn, To POVo PECO dNUIOUPYIKOTNTAC. O XWPOC, GUVETWC,
amokAeietal and v oémola dradikacia dnpioupyikdTnTag (ue aAla Adyla
10 Gvotypa tou péNovtog: tpitn mpdtacn). Mpdayuar, yia tov Bergson, o
Xwpog ftav n dlaotacn tng avanapactacng, Tou aylou, TG KabnAwaong
Twv paypdrwy. Hrav n YAwooa paAlov Twv emotnpévwy mapda @laxwpile
Ta 800) tng {wrig Tou kdopou. Mpdgel, Aowmov:

Mpénel va Eepuyoupe amod tn xwpomoinon mou enipaAiet to
TVEU]A YA Va ENAVAKTHCOUNE TNV ENAPL) HE TO MPaypatikd {wvravo,

TIOU UPioTatal anoKAEIoTIKA otn didotaon Tou Xpovou.

0 xwpog, Aowmdv, voeital wg opaipa tng otacluotnTag. H mpo-
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science.” The logic, insofar as conceptualisations of space were con-
cerned, was devastating. If difference is defined as change (of one thing
in time) (rather than as the simultaneous existence of a multiplicity of
things), then time is the crucial dimension of difference and time becomes
the crucial dimension, the sole vehicle, of creativity. Space, therefore, is
excluded from any process of creativity (in other words the openness of
the future: proposition three). Indeed for Bergson space was the dimen-
sion of representation, of fixity, of tying things down. It was the language
of scientists rather than (he opposed the two) the life of the world. It was
thus that he could write:

We must break out of the spatialization imposed by mind in
order to regain contact with the core of the truly living, which subsists
only in the time dimension.

Space, then, as the realm of stasis. Perhaps the most provocative
statement byBergson in this regard is the following:

What is the role of time? Time prevents everything from being
given at once. Is it not the vehicle of creativity and choice? Is not the
existence of time the proof of indeterminism in nature?

A whole host of points clamour for attention here. To begin with,
it should be pointed out that “indeterminism” in this quotation is meant
to mean precisely that creativity and that possibility of politics — that
genuine openness of the future (proposition three!) — for which this pa-
per too is arguing. For Bergson, change implied real novelty, the produc-
tion of the new, of things not already totally determined by the current
arrangement of forces. Thus:

To Bergson the future is becoming in a way that can never be a
mere rearrangement of what has been*.

The first point to note, then, is that there is some coincidence of de-
sires here. Both Bergson’s project and the argument of the present paper push
towards opening up our conceptaulisations of temporality and the future.
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KAnTiKOTEPN {owg drAwan} Tou Bergson eival n &n¢:

Motog eivat o poAog Tou xp6vous;... O xpovog epmodilet ottdrimote
amno o va yiverat tautdxpova... Aev givat to péco tng dnpioupykéTnTag
Kat tng emdoyng; Aev givat n Urapgn tou Xpovou anodeEn TG anpoodio-
plotiag otn ¢lion;

Eival moAAd ta onpeia mou ¢ntoulv €dw Tnv Tpoooxn pag. Kat yia
va Eekiviow, Ba mpémnel va Toviotel Twg n “anpoadiopiotia”, o autd to
anoomnacpa, UToVoei akplBweg ekeivn Tn SnpIoupyIKOTNTA K €KEivh TV
mBavétnta MoATIKAG — T0 aAnBvo ekeivo dvotyua tou péAlovtoc (tpitn
npétaon!) to omoio 600 umootnpilw. MNa tov Bergson, n alayh ouve-
maydtav TNV Mpaypatikn kKawvotopia, Tnv mapaywyn Tou Kawvoupiou,
TIPAYUATWY TIOU JEV £X0UV WG Ta TWPA OAOKANPWTIKA Ttpoadloplotel and
™ olyxpovn didtagn twv duvapewv. Etot:

lNa tov Bergson, o péAdov givat drapkig por, e Tpémo mou dev
dlvatat moté va eivar amAn avadidragn tou umapkrol .

To mpwto onpeio €dw, ival 4Tl UTAPXEL PLa CUUTTTWON EMOUULDV.
T6oo n peAétn tou Bergson, 600 kat To 3IKO HoU EMIXEipnpa Kivouvrat
Tipog tn dlelpuvon Twv aviiAPewv pag 66ov apopd atn XpoviKOTNTa Kat
TO HéNoOV.

To deltepo onpeio, wot600, TOVICEL TIG ATOKAIOELG, KL QUTEG ago-
poUV OTIG EPUNVEIEG PaAG TOU T, KATA OUVEMELQ, NTEiTal amo To XWPOo Kat
TO XpOVo. 2TO TPWTO andéomacyd, o Bergson ypd@el mwe o xpdvog sivat
T0 p€oo NG arayrg. Auto pmopei va yivel anodektd. AN To va sioal to
p€oo dev eival to idlo pe to va eioat n atria. EKTOG KL av KAToLog maipvel
pla mAfpw¢ ouclokpatiki B€on, o Xpovog dev propei va éxel autodivapn
Unapgn. OéAw va mw Twe, eKTOG KL av KAToLog €xel pia avriAnyn yia éva
eyyevég Eedimlwpa plag adiagopomointng ovrotntag, Hovov n ain-
Aenidpaon pmopei va mapdyet allayr (BnptoupylkoTnTa) Kal, CUVETIWC,
Xpovo. Qotdoo, n mbavotnta alnAenidpaong Baciletal otnv mpoye-
véotepn UmapEn moAamAdtntag (pémel va undpxouv TeploadTepeC and
pia ovtdtnteg wote va ival duvarr n aMnAemnidpaon. To emixeipnua otnv
kaBapr) Tou popen eival, Quaoikd, oti'n idla n alnAenidpaon- givat
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The second point, however, highlights the divergences, and these
concern our understandings of what is thus required of space and time.
In the earlier quotation, Bergson writes that time is the vehicle of change.
That much might be conceded. But being the vehicle is not the same as
being the cause. Unless one takes a thoroughly essentialist position, time
can not somehow unaided bootstrap itself into existence. That is to say,
unless one holds to some notion of an immanent unfolding of an undif-
ferentiated entity, only interaction can produce change (creativity) and
therefore time. However, the possibility of interaction is dependent upon
the prior existence of multiplicity (there must be more than one entity in
order for interaction to be possible; the pure form of the argument is of
course that the interaction itself is integral to the production of the enti-
ties). In order words:

— For there to be time there must be interaction.
— For there to be interaction there must be multiplicity.
— For there to be multiplicity there must be space.

In other words, and to modify the quotation from Bergson, time may in-
deed “prevent everything from being given at once” (though it’s a won-
derfully curious way of putting it!), but for there to be time, at least more
than one thing must be given at once. For there to be time, there must be
space.

Second, the school of French structuralism also worked with a
conceptualisation of space which is thoroughly at variance with the one
being proposed here, and again their influence can still be detected
strongly at work in the writings of their theoretical descendants - Ernesto
Laclau, for instance, and Michel de Certeau among others, including Michel
Foucault. Again, as in the case of Bergson, the initial stimuli for the ap-
proach taken by the structuralists were ones with which this paper would
have considerable sympathy, and once again they were really — centrally
— concerned with time. Within anthropology in particular one impetus
towards a “structuralist” conceptualisation of the world derived from a
wariness about the implications of the then hegemonic notions of tem-
poral narrative. Too often, they argued, such narrative (temporal) ways of
conceptualising the world led to classifications of levels of development,
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avanéomnaoto KOPUATL TNG mapaywyng oviotitwy). Me d\a Adyia:

- lNa va utap&el xpovog npénel va undpEel alAnAenidpaon.
- lNava undp&er aAAnAenidpaon npénel va undpEet moAAamAdtnta.
- lNa va unap&el moAAamAdtnta mpénel va undapEet Xwpoc,.

la va to Béooupe dLaPOPETIKA, KAl yld va TPOTIOTOLCOULE TO Amo-
onaopa tou Bergson, o xpovog pmopei, mpdypart, “va amotpéPel
otdnmote amo to va diveral Tautdxpova” (av kat eival évag oAl mapa-
Eevog TpoTog va to B€ooupe!), pa yia va undpEel xpdvog, Touldyiotov
duo mpdypata mpéEnel va 600oUlv Tautdxpova. MNa va umdpel xpovog,
TIPEMEL va UMApEeL Xwpog.

Aeltepov, n oxoAr) Tou YaAAKoU OTPOUKTOUPAALOUOU epydcTnke
€miong mavw otnv evvoloAoyLkr GUAANYN TOU XWPOU, TIOU £PXETAl OE TIATpN
dlagpwvia pe autn mou mpoteivetal dw. H éviovn emppor tng pmopei
aKOun va EVIOTILOTEL 0Ta YParntd Twv BewpnTIKWY TNG amoyovwy, Ernesto
Laclau, Michel de Certeau kat Michel Foucault. Kat mdAi, 6mwc kat otnv
nepimtwon tou Bergson, ta apxikd evalopara yU autr TNV TPOCEYYLON
TWV OTPOUKTOUPCALOTWYV HTav TETold TIoU amévavti toug Ba unopolica va
emdeifw 10waitepn oupmdBela kai, yla akéua pia popd, oxetilovrav
TIPAYHATIKA — KEVIPLKA — PIE TO XPOVO. 2TV avBpwiioAoyia, OUYKEKPLUEVA,
n wOnon mpog pia “otpoukToupalloTikn” aviiAnyn Tou KOopou TtporABe
amo pla EMEPUAGKTIKOTNTA Yid TG EMMTWOELG TWV TOTE KUplapxwv 10EWV
NG XPOVIKNG apriynong. MoAu ouxvd, umootrpilav, TETolol a@nynuatikoi
(xpovikoi) Tpémol avriAnyng Tou Kdopou odriynoav ot TAEIVOUAOEIC TwV
emmédwy avamtuéng, ol omoieg tormoBeToloav TIG KOWWVIEG TTOU UEAE-
toloav otn B€on Tou “npwtdyovou”, ou Bplokdtav o€ pia GpAcn MPOoye-
VEQTEPN amd €pAg Toug “avamtuypévouc”. O oTPoUKTOUPaALopdG UTIOOTH-
pi&e OTL aUTEG oL Kowvwvieg eival auBumapkteg kab’eautég. 3t B€on g
Kuplapxiag tng xpovikrg apnynong, dlekdiknoe tn anuacia twv eowTepIKa
ouvagwy, autoduvapwyv dopwv. Q¢ edw, Kahd.

Ta nmpoBAruata Eekivnoav 6tav auth n dlapdyxn epunveluTnke
(mapepunveltnke, Ba éAeya) oe aviiAfelg (kat StxoTopieg HETaty) Xwpou
Kat xpovou. Ot oTpoukTtoupaAloTéG: avtiydyovrav TNV Kuplapyia tng
XPovIKOTNTag (oTNV ouaia, pia oUyKeKpIuévn avtiAndn Tng xpovikotntac).
210 Ao ToUG va KAvVouV KATL TETOLO, Kal Le éva AOYIKO GApa Tou prmopei
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which relegated the societies they were studying to the status of “primi-
tive”, as only existing as forerunners of our own “developed” status.
Structuralism argued for the coherence of such societies in their own
right. In place of the dominance of temporal narrative they asserted the
significance of internally coherent self-standing structures. So far so
good.

The problems arose when this debate was translated (mis-trans-
lated, | would argue) into conceptualisations of (and dichotomies between)
space and time. The structuralists were arguing against the dominance
of temporality (in fact, a particular view of temporality). In their eager-
ness to do this, and in a leap of logic which may be understandable but
which has absolutely no philosophical foundation, they equated their a-
temporal structures with spatiality. The underlying assumption was that
time and space were the opposite of each other, and that space was a
lack of temporality. As with Bergson, then, the structuralists set time and
space in opposition to each other (Bergson supporting time, the structur-
alists space) and as with Bergson the spatial was understood as the sphere
of stasis of fixity.

There was no need, even in the structuralists/project, for this to
have happened. For the structures, which they proposed, though they
may have been lacking in temporality, were in no sense spatial. They
were simply a-temporal’’. They only came to be called spatial because of
an over-easy assumption that a lack of time must mean one is dealing
with space.

This vision of spatiality as stasis, moreover, was reinforced by
their conceptualisation of the structures themselves. For these they im-
agined as totally interlocking systems of relations. “Space”, then, was
understood not just as a synchrony but as a closed synchrony, and op-
posed to a diachrony. Certainly, then, this notion of spatiality accords
with this paper’s first proposition: that space is a product of interrela-
tions. But it is in complete contradiction to the third proposition: that
space is always in a process of becoming; that it is never a closed sys-
tem. It was this stasis of their structures/space, which led to all their
well-known difficulties in mobilising these structures, and to the
unbridgeable oppositions between such pairs as “langue” and “parole”.
And thus it is that de Certeau writes:
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va yivel katavontd aAlld dev €xel amoAlTwe kapia giloco@ikn Bdaaon,
etiowaoav TIg a-xpovikEg DOPEG TOUG E TNV XWwpPIKOTnTd. H undbeon rtav
OTL 0 XpOVOG Kal 0 XWPOG ATav To éva To avtiBeto Tou GAAou, Kat 6Tt XWPOG
ofpawve ENewyn xpovikdtntag. Onwe cuvéRn kat pe tov Bergson, ot
OTPOUKTOUPAALOTEG €B€0av TOV XPOVO Kal ToV XWpo o€ avtiBeon petaku
Toug (0 Bergson umootnpifovtag To xpovo, Kal Ol OTPOUKTOUPUALOTEC TO
XWpPO) Kat, OTiwg Kal pe Tov Bergson, To wpikd £yive avtiAnTo we ogaipa
NG otaoudTnTag Kat g mayiwonc.

Aev umApxe avaykn, akopa Kal otn  Aoyikp Twv
OTPOUKTOUPAALOTWY, va oUUBEl KTl Tétolo. MNati ot GopEC TIC OMOiEg
mpdtelvay, av Kal pmopei va toug €Aele n Xpovikdtnta, dev rjoav, pe
Kapia évvola, xwpikeg, “Hrav amAd a-xpovikéc”. Eptracav povo va
amokaloUvtal xwpikég eEattiag plag umep-amAoUCTEUTIKIG UTGBeang OTL
n EMEePn XxpOvou TIPETEL VA UTIOVOEL TTWG KATIO10¢ aoXoAsiTal e To XWPo.

H tadtion tng xwpikoTnTag Pe tn otactpdtnta evioxUbnke emmAéov
amo6 tnv avtiAnyn Toug yia TiG i01eg Tiq JOpEC, TIG oTtoieg Kal Bewpnoav
w¢ €& oAokAnpou aMnAocuvdedpeva cuotipata oxéoewv. 0 “xwpoc”
Aowmdv voeital Ox1 wg ouyxpovia, aAAd w¢ KAeloTh cuyxpovia, Kat
avunapatifetal otn daxpovia. Onwodnmote, Aowmdv, authi n avriAnyn
NG XWPLKOTNTAG OUPQWVEL LE TNV TIPWTN TPOTACH auTAG TNG HEAETNG:
Tw¢ 0 Xwpog eivat poidv aAnAocuoxetioewv. Epxetal duwe o mArpn
avtiBeon pe Tnv Tpitn MPAOTACN: WG 0 XWPOG BPIoKETAL TAVTOTE OE SIAPKEC
yiyveabai, dev eival moté kAelotd ovotnpa. Autr akplBwe n otactpdtnTa
TWV dOUWV/XWPOU 0dYNCE OTIC YVWOTEG GUOKOAIEG TIOU AVTIUETWTIOAV
[olL oTpoukTOUpaALOTEG] yia TNV KlvnTOTOinon TwWV GOUWY Kal TIG
ayepUpwteq avtiBEoelg peTagl (euywy Omwe: “yAwooa” kat “AéEn”. Omnwg
ypdgel o de Certeau:

...l XWPOTIOiNON TOU EMLOTNHOVIKOU AGYOU..., N EMIOTNROVIKN
Ypaogn uttoPiBadet cuvexwg Tov Xpovo, To peuyaléo autd oroixeio, otnv
Kavovikotnta evog aienrol Kat uavayvwotou GUCTHHATOG .

Kal €101 Aiyo mapaevelel 1o yeyovog 6t o Foucault pmopei
avadpouika va dlepeuva toug TpoTouG Pe Toug omoioug ouvnBifoupe va
BewpoUpEe TOV XWPO WG TO VEKPO, TO TAYIWHEVO, TO AKivnTOo.

Tpitov, umtdpxeL pia MEPLOTOTEPO OLKEIQ Kivnon OTIG KOWVWVIKEC
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...the spatialization of scientific discourse...scientific writing
ceaselessly reduces time, that fugitive element, to the normality of an
observable and readable system®.

And thus it is that it is little wonder that. Foucault can retrospecti-
vely ruminate about how we used to think of space as the dead, the
fixed, the immobile.

Third, there is a more familiar manoeuvre, which is found in so-
cial sciences (including geography) and in a wide range of current popu-
lar discourses. It is that strategy which was termed, in the previous lec-
ture, “convening space in temporal terms”.

When we use terms such as “advanced”, “backward”, “modern”
in reference to different regions of the planet what is happening is that
spatial differences are being imagined as temporal. Geographical differ-
ences are being reconvened in historical sequence. It is a manoeuvre,
which has interesting relations to the two other positions just, presented.
In a sense it is taking up a Bergsonian position, that difference is essen-
tially temporal. It is, on the other hand, the kind of reading of spatiality to
which the structuralists might be imagined to have objected.

This convening of space in temporal terms is a way of conceiving
of difference which is typical of many of the great modernist under-
standings of the world. The stories of progress (from tradition to moder-
nity), of development, of modernisation, the Marxist tale of evolution
through modes of production (feudal, capitalist, socialist, communist),
many of our current stories of “globalisation™® ...all these share a geo-
graphical imagination which re-arranges spatial differences into tempo-
ral sequence. The implication is that places are not genuinely different;
rather they are just ahead or behind in the same story: their “difference”
consists only in their place in the historical queue.

In itself, this is not an argument original to this paper. Foucault in
some ways recognised it, and there is a strong debate along similar lines
in anthropology2o. But what has never really been highlighted is that
this manoeuvre represses the real significance of spatiality. It obliter-
ates, or at least reduces, the real import and the full measure of the dif-
ferences, which are at issue. The argument here, in the present paper, is
that a real “political” recognition of difference would understand it as
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emotrpeg (oupmeptlappavouévng tng yewypagpiag), kat o€ éva gupl
¢@dopa tou olyxpovou kaBnuepivol Adyou. Mpdkeltat yia ekeivn T
OTPATNYIKI TIOU aMOKAAW “Bewpnon Tou XWPou HeE XpovikoUug 6poug”.

»

‘Otav xpnoluotmololue 6poug OTwE: “TpoodeuTikog”, “omiobo-
OpouIKdg”, “olyxpovoc”, avapepOUEVOL O OLAPOPETIKEG TIEPLOXEG TOU
mAavritn, BewpoUpe 0TNV ouadia TIC XWPIKEG BLAPOPEC WE XPOVIKEC. Ot
YEWYPAPIKEG DlAPOPEC EMAVEPXOVTIAL OE LOTOPLKN OElpd. lMpokettal yia
kivnon n oroia £xel evAlAQEPOUTEG OXEDELG HE TIG U0 AANEG BEDELG TTOU
napouciaca. YioBetel, katd pia évvold, Tnv pmepgovikn avriAnyn nwg n
dlagopd eival ouatlaotika xpovikr. Eival, ané tnv aAn mAeupd, To €idog
£punveiag g xwpkoTnTag oto omoio Ba Bewpouoape 6t aviitdxdnkav
Ol OTPOUKTOUPTALOTEG.

H Bewpnaon Tou Xwpou He XpovikoUg 6poug eival vag Tpomog va
Katavorjooupe tn Slagopd, n omoia gival xapaktnplotiki MoA®Y amné Tig
VEWTEPIKEC epunveieg Tou kdopou. Ot Lotopieg Tng mpoodou, (amd v
mapddoon OTn VEWTEPIKOTNTA), TNG avamtugng, Tou eKouyxpoviopoU, o
pap€lotikdg pubog tng eEEMENG UEOW Twv TPOTWY Tapaywyng (peou-
SaAIKAC, KamTalloTikOC, 600IAMOTIKOG, KOUHOUVIOTIKOE), TTOANEG amo TIG
OUYXPOVEG LOTOPIEC TNG “MayKOOULIOToiNoNG™, cuppepiovial OAeg pia
YEWYPAPIKN avracia n omoia emava-OleUBETEL TIG XWPLKEG BLaPpopEG o€
XPOVIKA O€lpd, pe amotéAeopa va pnv Bewpoulvtal ol TOTOL Tpayuatikd
dlapopetikoi. va Bpiokovral amAd pmpootd f miow otnv idla wotopia: n
“5lapopa” Toug £yKeltal pévo otn B€on Tou maipvouy GTnV LoToPLKN OELPA.

Autd dev eival éva eviedwg mpwtdtumo emixeipnua. O Foucault
Katd karolo TPOTO TO avayvwplog, Kal UTdpxel pia éviovn avaloyn
ouZitnon otnv avBpwroAoyiaz®. AM@ autoé mou, TNV MPAYHATIKOTNTA,
Oev Ttoviotnke TOTE, eival otL auth n kivnon ouvBAiBeL Tnv Tpaypatiki
onpaoia Tng xwpikotntac. EEaAeipel, 11, TouAdxlotov, HELOVEL TNV aAnBivn
£vvola Kal To TMANpPeg PETpo Twv dlagopwyv Tou eival umd oulitnon. To
0épa 3w eival 6TL pia aAnBbwvn “moAtiki” avayvwplon g diapopdg Ba
™V KaravoolUoe w¢ KAl meplocotepo and B€on oe pia ospd. 4Tl pla
TAnp€atepn avayvwplon tng dapopdg Ba mapadexodtav tnv tautoxpovia
¢ dapopdg, Ba mapadexdtav mwe ol TPAYUATIKA uttapktoi “dAAot” iowg
va pnv pag akoAouBoUv amAwe, aAAd va €Xouv va Touv TiG OIKEG TOuG
loTopieC. Oa mapayxwpoUloe otov dAAov, Tov SLaQOPETIKG, TOUAAXLOTOV €va
Babud autovopiag. Oa dexdtav tnv mBavoTnTa OXETIKA AUTOVOHWY
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more than place in a sequence; that a fuller recognition of difference
would acknowledge the contemporaneity of difference; would a acknow-
ledge that actually-existing “others” might not just be following us, but
might have their own stories to tell. It would grant the other, the differ-
ent, at least a degree of autonomy in that sense. It would grant the pos-
sibility of at least relatively autonomous trajectories. In other words,
it would entertain the possibility of the co-existence of a multiplicity of
histories.

However — and to wind the argument back again — in order for
there to be co-existing, multiple, histories there must be space. In other
words: a full understanding of spatiality entails the recognition that there
is more than one story going on in the world and that these stories have,
at least, a relative autonomy.

Fourth, there is one final approach to understanding space, which
it is necessary to escape. For, as part and parcel of that “modernist” view
of space as temporalised went something else: a particular way of under-
standing the relationship between “space” and “society”. Above all, geo-
graphical space was imagined as partitioned, as divided up into locali-
ties, places, regions... As Gupta and Ferguson have written:

Representations of space in the social sciences are remarkably
dependent on images of break, rupture, and disjunction®.

Moreover, this partitioned space was imagined in relation to a
particular form of organisation of society: into nation states, local com-
munities, the local tribes of the anthropologists, the regional cultures of
the sociologists and geographers. There was, in other words, an assump-
tion of an isomorphism between culture/society on the one hand and
place on the other. Cultures had their own places.

There was, moreover, a further step. For the differences between
these place based cultures, and the identities of those cultures, were
assumed to be internally generated and preconstituted. First, it was im-
agined, the cultures (regional cultures, nations, etc.) came into existence
and then they came into interaction. The characteristics of a place and its
“local culture” were assumed somehow to grow out of the very soil. It is
a classically Newtonian, billiard-ball, view of places and of regions, and
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Tpoxlwv. Me dMa Adyia, Ba dexotav v mbavétnta TG ouv-unapng
plag moAAAmAGTNTAG LOTOPLWV. 1

Ev toUtolg — Kat yla va emavéABoupe oto B€pa pag — yia va
ouvuTApXouv TOMAMAEG LOTOPIEG, TPETEL va UTAPXEL XWPOG. Me dAAa
Adyia: pia mAfpng karavénon tng xwplkotntag kabiotd avaykaia tnv
napadoyr 6Tl utdpxouv o eEENEN TEpLOOOTEPEG aMo pia 1oTopieg oTov
KOOHO Kal TWG AUTEG Ol LOTOPIEG £XOUV, TOUAGXLOTOV, Hid OXETIKA QUTO-
vopia.

Tétaptov, UNdpXel pia Teeutaia mPoogyylon atny Katavonaon tou
XWpou, oy eivat arapaitnto va tv anopuyoupe. MNarti, wg avanoonacto
PEPOC aUTAG TNG “VEWTEPIKIG” BEWPNONG TOU XWPOU WG TOTIOBETNUEVOU
XPOVIKG, UTIAPXEL KATL GANO: évag GUYKEKPLUEVOG TPOTIOG KATAVONONG TNG
oXéoNg avaueoa oto “xwpo” Kat Ty “kowvwvia”. Mavw amé 6Aq, o
YEWYPAPIKOG XWPOG BewpriBnke SlalpePEVOG, XWPLOHEVOG OE TOTOBEDIEG,
TOTOUC, TEPLOXEG... Oniwg €ypagav ot Gupta kat Ferguson:

Ot avVanapacTaoELg TOU XWPOU OTLG KOVWVIKEG EMLOTAPEG Baoi-
fovtal o peydAo Pabuo oe elKOVEG dlakomiig, pyparog kat daxw-
plopod.

ErumAgov, o Slaxwpiopévog autdg XWwpog VONBnKe o€ OXEon HE
JLa HOP@T] 0PYAVWONG TG KoWwviag: o€ €BVIKA KPATN, TOTIKEG KOWVOTNTEG,
OTIC VIOTIEG QUAEC TwV avBPWIOAGYWV, TIG TOTIKEG KOUATOUPEG KOVW-
VIOAOYWV Kal YEwypdagwv. YTrpEe, pe aMa Adyla, pia undBean 100-
pop@lopol petakl Kouhtoupag/Kovwviag amoé tn pia mMAeupd, kal Tomou
arno tv GM\n. Ot KouAtoUpEG €ixav Tov TOTO TouG,.

AkoOpa, ot 5l1aQopég avapeod oe autég TG KOUATOUPEG Tou
Baoilovral og TOTOUG Kal OTIG TAUTOTNTEG TOUG BewprBnkav E0WTEPIKA
TapayOHEVEC KAl GUYKPOTNHEVEG €K TwV TIPOTEPWY. OewpriBnke dnAadn
OTLapxIkG dnutoupyriBnkav ot KoUAToUpeG (0L TOTIKEG KOUATOUPEG, TA £6vN
KATL.) Kal Katomiv ipoxwpnoav o aAAnAemidpaon. Ta XapaktnpLoTika eVog
TOMOU Kal TN “Tomikig KouAtoupag” tou BewprBnke 6tL, katd Kamolov
TpOTO, avartucoovtal ano To i6lo to €dagog. Mpdketral yia pia KAaoikd
NeUuTOVIKA Amoyn Ttwv TOTWV KAl MEPLOXWYV, KAl TNG ouykpdtnong
TautoTATWY Kat diagopdg, mou eival katd BAcn oucloKPATIKA Kal
atopikioTik. Kat gival, mpdypartt, évag Tpomog Katavonong mou Umopei
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of the constitution of identities and difference. It is essentially essentialist,
and individualist. And it is indeed a mode of understanding which can
itself be subject to analysis. As Walker has written:

Theories of international relations are more interesting as aspects
of contemporary world politics that need to be explained than as expla-
nations of contemporary world politics. ...They may be read as a charac-
teristic discourse of the modern state and as a constitutive practice.?

In this paper, in contrast to this partitioned view of space, there is
an imagination of space and of places, and of the identity of places, re-
gions, nations, ..., as precisely in part a product of interaction. Moreover
this case is argued both in principle (as a useful way of conceptualising
space) and as a matter of historical understanding. That is to say, it is
both a theoretical proposition about how we might best imagine places
and regions? and an argument that things were ever thus.

It is, for instance, not the case that places and nations existed in
a state of self-enclosure until the current phase of globalisation broke
down their previously sovereign borders. Eric Wolf in his book Europe
and the people without history? convincingly argues the case for socie-
ties prior to 1492: there never were, he argues, any “cultural isolates”.
Even the most hallowed icons of the quintessential character of places
have geographical “routes” which are far more widely flung than the geo-
graphical area for which they are said to stand: the iconic English church
spire hails a religion born on the “West Bank” in Palestine; the “very
English” cup of tea depended for its establishment on a colonialism which
extended from Caribbean sugar slavery, through the East India Company,
to opium wars in China. Given this way of looking at things, then, we are
presented with a question for today: how shall we characterise the iden-
tity of the new “Europe”? Can we imagine it in a way which pays due
recognition to how much “Europeanness” owes to long centuries of rela-
tions with a wider world beyond?

A brief recapitulation may be in order. The argument is that cru-
cial to the conceptualisation of space/spatiality is the recognition of its
essential relation to and constitution through coexisting difference(s) —
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va arotehéoel o {dlo¢ avrikeipevo avaluong. ‘Onwg £ypage o Walker:

01 Bewpieg Twv d1EBV@V oxéoewv Eival TePLOOOTEPO EVdla-
PEPOUDEG WG OYELG TNG GUYXPOVNG TAYKOGHLAG TOAITIKIG TTOU Xpewaletat
va eppnveuBolv mapa w¢ eppnveia tng ouyxpovng maykéopag mo-
ATIKAC..., piopolv va 31aBactolv w¢ Xapakinpeletikég Adyog tng
GUYXpoVNG KATAoTaonG Kat wg MPAKTIKA ToU TN GUYKPOTE™ .

Se avtiBeon pe auth TV amoyn Tou SlaXwPLOPEVOU XWPOU,
TIpOTEIVW pia BE@PNON TOU XWPOU Kal TwV TOMwY, Kabwg Kat Tng tauto-
MTAC TWV TOTWY, TWV TIEPIOXWY Kal TWV EBVWV, WG EV PEPEL MPOIOVTA
aMnAenidpaonc. Auth T Bewpnon v unootnpilw 1600 WG apxn (wg
Xprowo tpémog aviiinyng tou xWpou), 600 kal wg gitnya L0TOPLKAG
katavononc. Eivai, dnAadr, 1600 pia BewpnTikh MPOTACH Yid TO TG
propoUpe kaAUTEPa va “@aviacToUpe” TOUG TOTOUG Kal TG TEPLOXEG?,
400 Kal éva emtxeipnpa yia To 6Tt ta Tpdypata frav avékadev £Tot.

Aev 1oXUEL, yia mapadelypa, 6t oMol kat £€Bvn umrpxav o€
Katdotaon auté-eykAElopoU @atou n odyxpovn @Aacn tng maykoopLo-
noinong katéppuPe Ta mponv aveEdptnta alvopd toug. O Eric Wolf ato
BiBAio Tou: Europe and the people without history (Eupwmn kat ot
GvBpwrol wpic 10Topia)* unootnpilel MEIOTIKA OTL OL KOWWVIEG TIPLV TO
1492 dev umripEav TOTE “TIOATIOTIKA ATOUOVWUEVEG”. AKOUA Kal Ol TILO
lEPEC EIKOVEC YIA TNV TEUTITOUGIA TOU XAPAKTAPA TWV TOTIWV EXOUV
YEWYPAPIKEC “pilec”, ol omoieg eKTvdooovTal TTOAU HakpUTEPQ arod T
VEWYPAPIKK TEPLOXH TIOU BEWPNTIKA KaTtaAapBavouv: To kapravaplo-oriua
e ayyAikr¢ exkkAnoiag katdyetat and pia Opnokeia mou yevwnonke otn
“Autikri 0x0n” g MaAatotivig. To “kateEoxiv ayyAiko” QMT¢avt toat
Baciotnke yia TNV KaBLEPWOr TOU OE WG ATIOIKIOKPATIa TTOU EKTEWVOTAV
ané v oxhapia tng Zaxapng otnv Kapaipki, péoa ano tnv Etapeia twv
Avatohk@v IvBiiv, otoug oAépoug Tou ortiou, otny Kiva. Me évav Tétolo
TPOTO BEDPNONG TWV TPAYHATWY, EPXOHACTE OHPEPA QVTIHETWTIOL UE Eva
€pWINUA: TAOE Ba XapaKTNPiCOUNE TNV TAUTOTNTA TNG véag “Eupdmnng”;
MTopOUHE va TN @aviacToUpe e TPOTIO TOU va avayvwpilel mooa
Xpwotdet n Eup®mm wg ovidtnTa oe OXEOEIG AUWVWY HUE £vav EUPUTEPO,
népav Twv opiwv Tng, KOOUO;

Mia olvtopn avakepalaiwon iowg eival avaykaia. To emixeipnpa
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multiplicity; of its enabling and incorporating the coexistence of relatively
independent trajectories. It is a proposal for recognising space as the
sphere of the meeting up, or not, of those trajectories — where they coex-
ist, affect each other, fight. Space, then, is the product of the intricacies
and complexities, the intertwining and the non-interlocking, of relations,
from the unimaginably cosmic to the intimately tiny. Space, to repeat yet
again, is the product of interrelations.

Moreover, as result of that, and a already argued, space is always
in the process of being made; it is always unfinished. There are always
loose ends in space.

Now, all this leads to a further result. This relationality of space
together with its openness means that space also always contains a de-
gree of the unexpected, the unpredictable. As well as loose ends then,
space also always contains an element of “chaos” (of the not already
prescribed by the system). It is a “chaos” which results from those
happenstance juxtapositions, those accidental separations, the often
paradoxical character of geographical configurations in which, precisely,
a number of distinct trajectories interweave and, sometimes, interact.
Space, in other words, is inherently “disrupted”. Perhaps most startlingly
of all, given hegemonic conceptalisations, space is not a surface.

Now, the reason for this recapitulation is to enable me to draw out
two further points. The first point is simply to stress that this disruptedness
of space is important. It distinguishes the argument being made here about
interrelationality from, that which characterises the position of what one
might call “New Age holism”. The latter is that way of envisioning the world
as constructed through interrelations but where, in a sense, all the interre-
lations are already established: where everything is already connected to
everything else. In this formulation there is the danger of ending up with a
totalising closure, the claustrophobia of the closed system, the closed co-
herence where there is no opening for anything new. To move from the
“individualist” view of space criticised earlier (space as a container for
“things”) to this kind of relationality is to move straight through from the
billiard-ball world of an essentialist Newtonianism to a closed holism which
leaves no opening for an active politics.

This paper is not arguing for that move, therefore. Rather it is
arguing for an open “system” (though the term itself may no longer be
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gival 0TI amoPAOLOTIK yia TNV avTiAnyn Twv eVvoLdv XWPOG/XwpIKoTNTa
glval n avayvapion tng Bacikrig 6XEong Toug Kai TG GUYKPOTNONG TOUC
HEoa ano6 ouvunapyouoales) Slagopd(eg) — moMamAdtnta’ Tne evduvd-
HwonNgG Kal evowpdatwong Toug otn ouvimapgn oxeTika aveEdptntwy
Tpoxwbv. Eivat pia mpdétacn yia va avayvwpicoupe to Xdpo we T opaipa
e dlactalpwang, r 6x1L, aUTWY TWV TPOXIWY — EKEL GTTOU GUVUTIAPXOUY,
aMnAoemnnpeadovral, pdxovrat. O xwpog, Aowmdy, eival To mPoidv
MEPIMAOKWDV Kal TOAUTAOKOTHTWY, NG SIamAoKAG Kat TG un-dlamhokinc,
TWV OXECEWV, am6 T0 aoUAANTITA KOGUIKG WG TO GTEVA UIKPOOKOTIKS. O
XWPog — yia va to emavaldBoupe yia TOAAOOTH Qopd — eival mpoidv
aMnAoouoxeTioewy.

Qg amotéheapa, o xwpog Ppioketal maviote “ev tw yiyveodar”,
elval mavra ateArg. YapXouv mavta Gkpa mou Sev ouvaviivIal oTo XWpo.

Twpa, 6Aa autd pag odnyolv ot éva emméov oupnépaocpa. H
OXETIKOTNTA TOU XWPOU padi e T Gvotyud Tou onuaivel 6Tt 0 XMPOg
TEPLEXEL TAVTa éva BaBpo ampoodokntou, ampdBAentou. EKTOC Aotmov
anod ta dkpa mou dev ouvaviwvtal, o Xwpog mepAapBavel Ttavta Kat £va
otoixeio “xdouc” (un kaBopiopévou amé to olotnua). Mpdkettat yia éva
“Xdog” mou dnpioupyeital and ekeiveg TIC TUXAiEC avtnapabéoelg,
EKEIVOUG TOUG TUXaioug SlaxwpLopoug, and Tov cuxvd mapadoto Xapa-
KTMPa TWV YEWYPAPIKWY OXNHATIOUWMV LE TOV OT0i0, KATIOLEC EexwploTég
TPOXIEG OUNTIAEKOVTAL, Kal, KATIOlEG Popég, aMniemdpoly. O XWbpoc, ue
GMa Adyia, eival eyyevdg “dlacnacpévog”. lowe, mavw améd 6Aa,
dedopévwv Twv kupiapxwv avtiAiyewy, o xdpog dev eival em@avela.

0 Adyog, Twpa, mou Tpoxwpw oe auth Ty avakepahaiwon eival
yua va pou 608ei n duvardtnta va otabw oe SUo akdpa onpeia. To mpwTo
onueio eival armAd va toviow o6ti auth n didomacn tou Xwpou eivat
onpavtikr. Alagopotolei T ouZitnon mou £yive €36 yia tnv aAAnho-
OUOXETLON amo eKeivn TIOU XapakTnpidel auté Tou UMopE va ovopaotei
“oAop6g tng Néag Emoxrig”. O teleutaiog eival ekeivog o tpémog va
opaparigeral kaveig Tov kGoHo WG KATaokeuaopévo péoa amd aAAnho-
OUOXETIOEIG MG 6Tou, pe pia évvola, 6Aeg o1 aAAnAoouoyeTioelC eivat
16N edpaiwpéveg: kabeti cuvdéetal RGN pe kabeti dAAo. e autr
duatinwon undpxet o kivduvog va kataAfi§oupe oe éva oAoKANPWTIKG
KAgioo, TNV KAEIGTOPOPIa TOU KAELOTOU GUGTANATOC, TNV-KAELTTH ouvoxn
orou Sev undpxetl dvotypa yia otdrmnote kawvolpto. Ma va nepdooupe
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appropriate) which contains existing, changing and future relations. It is
a formation of potential. It contains, as an integral aspect, what has been
called “the productiveness of incoherence”?.

Moreover that productiveness of incoherence is key to the sec-
ond point: a point which may indeed be sufficiently significant to warrant
the status of “fourth proposition”. This is that, precisely because it is the
sphere of the potential juxtaposition of different narratives, of the poten-
tial forging of new relations, spatiality is also a source of the production
of new trajectories, new stories. It is a source of the production of new
spaces, new identities, new relations and differences.

(It is interesting, and significant, how the argument is constrained
at this point by the non-availability of an adequate language.) The impli-
cation is, returning to the earlier ruminations about Bergson (and again
in dispute with Bergson) that time needs space to get itself going. Time
and space are born together. It really is imperative that we conceptualise
the world in terms of time-space.

Over recent decades many geographers have argued for the re-
prioritisation of the spatial. Maybe what is even more important is the
ending of that radical separation between space and time, which in the
social sciences we have left mainly unquestioned since at least the pro-
nouncements of Kant.

There is, however, a serious question, which needs now to be
raised, and addressed. Even if all the above is cheerfully accepted there
is still the issue of why we should be imaging space in this way. There is
one possible answer, which is increasingly popular these days, but of
which | remain at least wary if not thoroughly unconvinced. This is the
answer that “physics tells us so0”. One of the more amusing and puzzling
aspects of much current writing under the sign of postmodernism is that
on the one hand there is a deep suspicion of any form of claim to univer-
sal truths and yet, on the other hand, there is a liberal (and, | would
argue, often lazy) recourse to references to the natural sciences. Quan-
tum mechanics, chaos theory, fractals ... are frequently called upon to
serve some (often rather unspecified) function in arguments which them-
selves are centrally concerned with the human world. Until we have had
more serious debate about the status of these appeals they need to be
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and mv “arouIKIoTIKA” dmoyn Tou XWpou, Tnv omoia oxoAiaca KpITikd
vwpitepa (0 xwpog we doxeio yia ta “npdypara”) o autol Tou eidouc T
OXETIKOTNTA, TIPEMEL VA TIPOXWProoupus aneuBeiag amé to medio Tou
ouatokpatikol Neutoviopol oe évav KAELOTO OAMOUG TIOU BV aQrvel
Kavéva Avolypa yla pia EVEPYNTIKY TTOALTIKH.

Agv unootnpidw 6pwg pia Tétola Kivnaon. Yrmootnpidw paAov éva
avoIkté “olotnpa” (av kat o i310¢ 0 6poc propei va pnv eivat Méov KatdA-
AnAog) TOU EpMEPIEXEL UTIAPKTEG, HETABANTEG Kal HEANOVTIKEC OXEOELC.
Mpokertal yia dlapdppwon Tou “evOexdpevou”. Eumepiéxel , we avarnd-
Omaotn amoyn auté ToU EXEL OVOUAOTEl “TlapaywylkéTnTa Tou acu-
vaptntou”,

ErumAéov, autr n mapaywylkotnta Tou acuvaptntou eivat BAotki
yla 1o dedtepo onpueio, éva onueio mou pmopei Mpdypatt va sivat apketd
ONMAVTIKO Yia va urtooTnpigeL TV “tétaptn mpdtacn”: agol n xwpIKoTNTa
eival n o@aipa tng evdexdpEVNG avILTapaBeonc SlapopeETIKOY apnynoewy,
G oupnAdTNoNG VEwv OXEoEWV, Eival eMiong mNyrH mapaywync véwv
TPOXIOV, VEWV LoToplwy. Eival mnyr napaywyic vEwv xwpwy, VEwv
TAUTOTITWY, VEWV OXE0EWV Kat Slapopwv. (Eivat evilapépov kat onpavtiké
0 1600 MEPLOPICEL TNV TTapamdvw TomoBEtnon n EMedn piag KatdAAnAng
YAwooag). SUVENWE, Kat yla va emotpéPoUpE OToUC mponyoupeEvou(
OT0XaopoUG Yia Tov Bergson (kat Eavd Sapwvovtag pali tou) o xpovoc,
yla va umdpxel, Xpeldletal xwpo. Xpévog kal Xwpog dnuioupyolvtat and
kowou. Eival mpaypartikd avaykaio va avitAn@BoUpe Tov KOGHO pE 6pOUC
XWPOo-xpovou.

21n diapkela Twv teAeutaiwy dekaeTidv moANoi yewypdgol
UTIOOTAPIEAV TNV EMAVA-TIPOTEPAIOTNTA TOU XWPLKOU. AKOpA OhUAvVTL-
KOTEPO eival iowg To TéAog Tou pLdikol autol Slaxwplopol XWpPou Kat
XPOVOU, TOV 0100, OTIG KOWWVIKEG ETIOTHALES, TOUAAXLOTOV aré Tnv emoxH
Twv dlatuniwoewv Tou Kavt, Bewpolpe adiappiopAtnto.

Yndpxel, wot6co, éva coBapd epwInpa, TOU TPEMEL TWPA Va
Beooupe kat va avtipetwiooupe. Akdpa kat av 6Aa Ta mapandvw yivovrat
€uxdplota anodektd, UTtdpxel akdpa To JiTnua Tou yiati MPEMEL va avtl-
An@Bolpe Tov XWPO He aUT6 Tov TPOT0. Yidpyel pa mbavi andvinon, n
oroia yivetal ohoéva Kkat MePIoooTEPO GNUOPIARG OTIG PEPEC pac, ald
Qanévavtl otnv omoia mapapévw ToUAGXLOTOV EMQUACKTIKA, av 6t EVIEADC

DIADIOGIA KAl NOAITIKES THE XOPIKOTHTAZ

DOREEN MASSEY

W
=)



treated with — at least — great care. Physicists argue amongst themselves
at least as much as we do. It is not clear why “hard” sciences (so-called)
should be treated as a source of unimpugnable truth by those working in
the field commonly called “social”?’. So, in spite of my earlier references
to Newtonianism, this is not the realm to which | intend to refer in justifi-
cation of the propositions of this paper.

That kind of invocation of “physics”, of course, evidences a need
to have recourse to a notion of eternal, objective truth. It is not that kind
of strategy that | wish to deploy here. Rather, | wish to argue for this
approach to the conceptualisation of space on a rather different basis:
that particular understandings (for instance of space) become appropri-
ate in specific moments of space-time and from particular (political) per-
spectives. Old ways of thinking can run into the ground, can become block-
ages to thought and action can indeed be actively mobilised as block-
ages to change. On this ground, the reason for advancing this particular
way of conceptualising space is not because of any claim to its eternal or
objective truth or correctness. Rather, it is on the basis that it refuses the
reactionary entrapments of previously hegemonic formulations and opens
up the ground for new questions which — politically — | would argue need
urgently to be posed. The final section of this address, therefore, takes
up four ways, in which | believe this to be the case: how the world which
we face in the approach to the new millenium demands of us new geo-
graphical imaginations.

The first of these is very general, and very briefly stated. It is sim-
ply that this approach opens space/spatiality up to politics in a new way.
Indeed it enables it to be made integral to the political. Space is no longer
the realm of the dead (Bergson, the structuralists), not merely a cross-
section through time, nor a dimension whose specificity is persistently
occluded by being read in terms of temporality (many current versions of
“globalisation”). Rather, space is now rendered as part (a necessary part)
of the generation, the production, of the new. In other words the issue
here is not to stress only the production of space but space itself as inte-
gral to the production of society. Indeed, the argument is that if we want
time (the future) to be open (as Bergson did and as so many are now
arguing) then we need to conceptualise space in this way, as also itself
thoroughly open and active.
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apvntikA. Auth eival n armavinon: “yiati €tot Aéel n Quoikn”. Mia amo Tig
B¢oeig mou dlaokeddalouv Kkat pokaAolv olyxuon eival n drnoyn mou
ek@pdletal og MOAAG amnd ta oUyxpova auyypdupara pe tn oppayida tou
HETApOVTEPVIOPOU, WG amod TN pia mAeupd umapyel Babid duomiotia
amévavtt o€ KABe popPrg olkoupevikn aAnBela kal akéua, armd tnv aAAn,
umapxel pla eAeuBepn (kai, Ba €Aeya, ouxvda xaAapr)) TPOCQUYH OF
ava@opég ot QUOLKEG emMIOTAPEG. H kBavTopnyavikn, n Bewpia tou xaoug,
Ta QPAKTAAG..., TOANOI Ta emkaAolvTal cuxvd yid va mTeAéoouV Karmola
(MoAAég popéc ampoadioplatn) Aettoupyia oe Zntripata mou autd kabautd
ava@Epovral oTov avBpwrivo K6opo. Qomou va pTAcoupE va EXOUME pia
mo cofapn oulntnon yla tnv UmooTacn piag térolag mpoouyng, Ba
TPEMEL va TIG aVTIPETWTICoupe ToUAdyloTov pe 1dlaitepn mpogoxr. Ot
Quaikoi TG au@opfntolv 600 TouAdxiotov Ki epeic. Aev eival Eekabapo
yiati ot (amokaAoUpeveg) “okAnpég” emioTAueg Ba TPEMEL va avtl-
petwmifovrar wg avapeloBitnn aAfbela otov Topéa mou amokaAsital
EUPEWG “KOVWVIKOG?. 'ETal, AOXETA PE TIG TIPONYOULEVEG AVAPOPES LoU
otov Neutoviopd, auth dev eival n meploxi otnv omoia embupw va
avapepbw yia va otnpiw Tiq MPOTACELG HoU.

AutoU tou €idoug n emikAnon tng “QuUOlkng” avadelkviel TNV
avaykn MPoCGQUYNG OE plav €vvola TnG alwviag, avtiKeEPeVIKnAg aAfibelac,.
Aev gival autoU tou €idoug n otpatnyikn mou eMOUUW va avarmtiEw e0w.
Oa nBeAa, pdAAov, va MXeLPNUATOAOYOW Yid TNV TIPOCEYYLON TOU XWPOU
0€ pia paAdov diapopetikn BAon: OTL 0l GUYKEKPLUEVEC Katavoroelg (yia
napadelypa Tou Xwpou) yivovial KAatGAANAEG O GUYKEKPIUEVEC OTIYHEG
XWPO-XPOVOU Kal amd CUYKEKPIUEVEG (TTOAITIKEG) TpoomTikECG. Ot malioi
TpOTOL OKEYNG PmopEl va katappeloouy, i va yivouv gpaypoi otn okéyn
Kai tnv mpdgn, A va kinromonBolv evepyd wg eumodla otnv aAlayn.
SUVenwe, 0 AGyog yla va mpowBRooUE auTO TOV OUYKEKPIUEVO TPOTIO
avtiAnyng tou Xxwpou Jev €XEL Va KAVEL E TNV ALVIA ) AVTIKEIUEVIKA
aAnBela Tou fj pe TNV opBoTNTA TOU. EyKeltal, paAlov, oto OTL apveital Tig
avtidpaoTikég mMayldelaelg Twv TPONYoUUEVWY KUplapxwy SlaTuTtoswy
Kal avoiyel To £€6agog yla véa epwtipata ta onoia — moATikd — 8a éAeya
TIPEMEL, EMELYOVIWG, va TeBouv. To teleutaio, emopévweg, HEPOG AUTHC
NG ophiag eEnyel Téooepig TPOTOUG PE TOUG omoioug Umopel va yivel
auto: WG 0 KGOPOG Tov omoio avtikpiloupe, evw TMANOLAZoupe otn véa
X\ietia, amattei and pag pla véa yewypaglkn gavraoia.
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The second reason for arguing for thinking of space in this way is
more specific and relates to the particular question of conceptualising
space in terms of relations. There are, | believe, very many routes into
arguing for the significance of this approach, many of them put forward
in recent years by those in queer studies, feminism and postcolonial stud-
jes. Rather than repeat their arguments | shall take an issue more par-
ticular to geography: the issue of identity, but in this case the issue par-
ticularly of the identity of place.?® In this context, “place” can refer to
locality, region, nation state, a newly-emerging entity such as “European
Union”, or any other such geographical entity. Such “objects” have al-
ways been central to geographical thought, and there has been debate
about how best to define them. (Though, | have to say, much of that
debate was more concerned with technical definition than with
conceptualisation: it was often assumed that the task was to draw a line
around a space, and that the problem was simply where to draw it.)

For me personally, the dramatic events of 1989 brought to a head
a number of doubts, which had been stirring in me over the years. That
year saw, across Eurasia, the emergence to new heights of a series of
nationalisms, of local parochialisms, of mutual antipathies between
ethnicities which often defined themselves in geographical terms (and
therefore claimed a geographical base). It was from this period that terms
such as “ethnic cleansing” began again to have currency on our conti-
nent. There was bloody violence in defence of local specificity. (And it
continues to this day, in many parts of the world). For me this generated
an internal conflict. On the one hand | absolutely rejected the claims to
local exclusivity and the terms on which they were being made. On the
other hand | absolutely did not want to give up on the ability to appreci-
ate local difference (it is one of the reasons | became, and remain, a
geographer).

My response was to set about trying to re-imagine place (or, more
generally, geographical specificity) in a way which was () not bounded
(i) not defined in terms of exclusivity (iii) not defined in terms of
counterposition between an inside and an outside, and (iv) not depend-
ent upon false notions of an internally-generated authenticity. It meant,
in other words, precisely rejecting that conceptualisation in terms of
Newtonian essentialism, which | mentioned earlier. This way of concep-
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0 mpwtog amé autolg diatunwveral MOAD YeVIK& Kat ToAU
olvropa. Eivai, amhd, 6t aut n mpooéyyion avoiyel Tnv évvola Xwpoc/
XwpLkoTnTa oto moMTiké nedio pe éva véo TpoMo. Tng MAPEXEL TIPAypaTL
N duvatéTnta va yivel avanoomnaoto KoppAtt tne MOAITIKAC. O x@pog dev
gival mAéov n meploxn Tou vekpoU (6mwg yia tov Bergson kat toug
OTPOUKTOUPAALOTEG), OUTE AMAWG pia Topr otov Xpévo, oUTe pla dlaotaon
TNG oToiag n 181aUTEPGTNTA CUVEXWG Tapepnodiletal, KaBwE EppPnveVETal
HE 6poug xpovikdtntag (6nwg oe MOANEG OUYXPOVEG £KBOXEC TNC
“naykoopiomnoinong”). Avti autwy, o XWPog anodidetal Tpa we PEPOC
(avaykaio pépoc) g dnuoupyiag, TG mapaywync, Tou kawvolpiou. Me
GMa Abyia, to ZAtnpa €8 dev gival va TOVioOupE TRV Tapaywyr Tou
XWpou aMAd tov {610 ToV XWPO WG avamdonacto KOUPATL aTV Tapaywyn
Kowwviag. Mpayparti, to emixeipnpa eival ot av BéAoupe o xpovoc (to
HEMoV) va eival avoiktdg (6rwg to B£Anoe o Bergson kat 6mw¢ moAloi
ofpepa unootnpigouv) téte Mpénel va aviAn@Bolpe Tov XWPO PE autd
ToV TPOTO, WG EMIONG AVOIKTS Kal EVEPYO.

0 deltepog A6yog yla tov omoio umootnpilw 6TL mpémel va
OKEQTOUAOTE TO XWPO UE AUTO TOV TPOTIO Eival MO GUYKEKPIUEVOC KAl
OXETiGeTal pe To ZATnua tou va avttAng@BoUpe To XWPOo O GuvApTnOoN pe
TIG OXEOELG. Yrdpxouv, motelw, moAloi Tpomot yia va utootnpifw
onuaocia plag térolag mpooéyyiong. MoAoi and autou¢ mpotddnkav Ta
Teleutaia xpévia oto TAAiOLo TnG queer theory, TOU QEQIVIOHOU Kal TWV
HETA-ATTOLKIOKPATIKWY OToudwv. Avti va emavaAdBw tig Béosi¢ Toug, Ba
aoxoAnbw pe éva o ouvagEq He TN yewypagia {Atnua: To ZATnua Tne
TaUToTNTAC, aAd GUYKEKPLUEVA TNG TAUTATNTAC TOU TOMOU®. ¥’ autd TO
mAaiolo, 0 “Témog” pmopei va avagépetal otnv TonoBeaia, TNV TEPLoXH,
TO KpATOG, OE pla veoouotatn evotnta, 6nwg n “Eupwndikr Evwon”, 1 og
omotadimote yewypagikri ovidtnta. Térola “avrikeipeva” unipEav
TIAVTOTE KEVIPIKG OTN YEWYPAPLKA OKEWN KAl UTAPXEL PEYAAN oulrfTnon
Yla To WG priopolpe kaAiTepa va ta opicoupe. (Av Kal, TIPEMEL va Tw,
nwg peyaho pépog autig tng ouZitnong eEavrAriBnKe oTov TEXVIKG 0pLOHO
Kat OxL otnv evvoloAoyikr oUAANYN: ouxva BewprBnke Mwe To {ATNUA
fntav va tpapnxtei pa SlaxwpLoTiKy Ypappri yipw areé va xpo, Kat Twg
10 TiPOPANpa rfrav aniwg to mou va tpapnytel).

MNa péva mpoowTtikd, Ta dpapatikd yeyovota tou 1989 kopUpwaoav
ap@iBolieg, mou mpoiinipxav otn okéyn pou. Ekeivn t xpovid, o’
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tualising spatiality had become a blockage to thinking our way past the
confrontation of geographical essentialisms. Instead of that, it meant
beginning to argue for an understanding of the identity of place as con-
structed through relations with elsewhere: “a global sense of place”. It
is this kind of approach, | believe, which may enable us to argue for a
political position which allows both the appreciation of local specificity
and the firm maintenance of an internationalist stance.

Thirdly, conceptualising “identity” in this way — both identity in
general and geographical specificity more particularly — enables new
questions to be raised and new arguments made about the forms of pos-
sible politics. As intimated earlier, | believe our age demands what might
be called “a relational politics”. That is, not a politics of preconstituted
identities (not an “identity politics” as in the USA) but a politics of expos-
ing the maps of power through which identities are constructed. There is
of course, a real (and | believe reactionary) politics, which depends pre-
cisely upon suppressing the recognition of the cartographies of power
upon which identity-construction, is necessarily based: so simple recog-
nition is a step forward. Simple recognition alone, however, is not enough.
As argued earlier, the proposition that “we are all related” is insufficient.
For all those relations are actively made (and some of them may never be
made), and the fact that they are made (they are integrally social prac-
tices) in turn implies that they are full of social power. So, politically,
what we have to do is recognise also the form of those relationships,
their inevitable content of social power, the relations of dominance and
subordination, which they may entail, or (more Positively) the enabling
potential to which they may give rise.

Such a politics would, in other words, rather than claiming rights
for a rapidly multiplying set of pre-constituted identities, take responsi-
bility for, and — where appropriate — challenge, the form of the relation-
ships through which those identities are formed — and indeed in which
we are individually and collectively positioned and through which society
more generally is constituted.

Fourthly and finally, this in turn connects with a further way in
which we might think about politics. It has already been argued that many
“modernist” approaches to politics (whether liberal-progressive or Marx-
ist) imagine the world very much in terms of historical sequences. This
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oAdKkAnpn tnv Eupaocia, éptace oe véa OYn pia oelpd EBVIKIOUWY,
TOMIKIOP®@Y, apolBaiwv aviinabeldv HetaEl Twv Bvotitwy Tou ouxvd
auté-opifovtav pe yewypagikoug 6poug (kat agiwvav CUVETWG pla
YEWYpa@ikr Baon). Amd exeivn v mepiodo 6pot omwe “eBvokdBapon”
Gpytoav Eavd va kukhogopolv atnv ATelpo pac. AcknBnke apatnpr Bia
yla TV “rpootacia” tng ToTiKAG Wiatepdtntag (kat ouvexigel we onpepa
o€ TIOAG pépn tou K6opou). ‘OAa autd pe odrynoav o€ pia E0WTEPIKA
oUyKkpouan. A Tn pia meupd anéppuya eVIEAWE TIG aEIDOELG Yia TOTIKN
AMOKAELOTIKATNTA Kal TOUG BPOUC PE TOuG ormoioug dnpoupyouvrav. And
v aMn, dev ABeAa KaBOAOU va améxw amo TV IKavoTNTa Va EKTIHW TNV
ok dlagopd (sival évag amd toug AGYoug Tou £ylva Kal Tapapévw
YEWYPAPOC).

H avtidpaon pou frav va Eekviiow va gavtaotw ava tov tomo
(A, YevikdTepQ, TN YEWYPAPLKN BlattepéTnta) P’ Evav TPOTO ToU ftav:
() pn KAewotog (i) un oplopévog pe dpoug amokAelotikdtntag (i) pn
0pIopEVOC P OpouG aviinapdBeong petakl evog péoa kal evog £Ew, Kal
(iv) un Baclopévog oe eopalpéveg avTARPELG HLaG ECWTEPIKNG auBevTi-
KoTNTac. Jkoémeue, pe GAAa Adyia, va amoppifel, akpipwg, tnv avriAnyn
TOU XWPOU/XWPIKGTNTAC Ot 0X£on He T NEUTwVIKY 0UsLoKpatia, TV oToia
avépepa MpwTlTePa. AUTOG 0 TPOTIOG va avtAngBei kaveig Tov XWpo £yive
EUMODI0 VA OKETTOUAOTE TEPA AM6 TNV AVIIMAPABEDN TWV YEWYPAPIKWY
oualokpatiwv. Avti yr' autd, nBela va Eexkvriow va umootnpifw pia kata-
vénon tng TauTOTNTAC TOU TOTIOU WG SLAHOPPWHEVNG HECW OXECEWV HE
aMou¢ TOTIoUG: “n MAayKoouléTNTa ToU TOTIKoU”?. AuTdG 0 TPOTOG
TPOOEYYIONG UMopEl va pag dwoel, motevw, Tn duvarotnta va umo-
otnpioupe pia MOATIKr BE0N TTOU EMITPETEL TOOO TNV EKTIPNON TNG TOTIKAG
1BlarrepbTNTac 600 Kai T otépen diatipnon piag SleBvioTikhg otdong.

Tpitov, n avtiAnyn tng “rautétnTag” pe autév Tov Tpomo — 1600
NG TAUTOTNTAC YEVIKA 600 Kal TNG YEWYPAQLKAG Wdlattepdtntag mo
OUYKEKPLUEVA — EMITPETEL va TeBoUV véa epwTrpata Kat va dlatunwbouv
véd ETIXEIPAKATA YA TIG HOPPEG TNG TBAvVAG TIOAITIKG. ‘Onwg dgnoa va
evvonBsi mpwtltepa, moTelw WG N €MOXA Hag amaltei auto mou
PTTOpOULE Va amokaAéooupe “OXeTikr TOAKA”. Asv ipoKeLtal yia pia
TIOAITIKT} TAUTOTATWY SIApHOPPWHEVWV EK TWV TIPOTEPWV (XL pia “TOALTIKA
TautothTwy” émwe otig H.M.A), aAAd yia pla TOATIKY TIoU aroKAaAUTITEL
TOUC XApTEC eEouoiag PEow Twv Omoiwv KATaokeUAZovTal oL TauTOTNTEG.
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has two highly significant effects. On the one hand it means that the
future is in principle already known, its broad outlines already sketched-
in in the terms of the grand narrative. There was, of course, a persistent
ambiguity about this, as we continued to take political actions while
“knowing” that the future was foretold. (It was one of the ambiguities
which provoked what came to be known as “the structure/agency de-
bate”, and it was also part of the foundation of the dualistic problems of
structuralism.) What is (must be?) now on the agenda is a fuller apprecia-
tion of the fact that the future is genuinely open. On the other hand that
modernist organisation of the world into a single grand narrative sup-
pressed the existence of real difference. If there is only one narrative,
one future towards which we are all marching (in the way in which we
imagine the world) then we have suppressed the genuine and potential
multiplicities of the spatial. The single linear history organises space into
temporal sequence. A refusal to temporalise space, therefore, both opens
up our stories to multiplicity and recognises that the future is not already
written; that it is, to some small extent at least, within of course the con-
straints of circumstances not of our own choosing, ours to make.
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YTapyel, QUOLKA, Jla Tpaypatik (kat, moteiw, avtidpaotiki) TOALTKN, N
omoia Bacifetal akpiBwe otV amooLwnon Twv XapIoypaplwv egouaiag

Tavw oTIG omoieg otnpidetal avaykaotikd n KAtaokeun TautoTnNTag: pia

1600 amAn avayvwplon eival éva Bripa pmpootd. Qotoco, n amr ava-
yvwplon dev gival apketn. Onwg umootrplEa mponyoupévwe, n mpdtacn
ot “cipacte 6Aol ouvdedepévol” eival avemapkng. Mati 6Aeg autég ot
OX£0EIC €ival evepyd Kataokeuaopéveg (kal KATOLEG amd autég iowg va
un ulototnBoUv TOTE), Kal To YEYOVA¢ 0Tt katackeudZovrat (givat oAokAn-
PWTIKA KOWWVIKEG TIPAKTIKEG) UTTOSNAWVEL PE TN GELPA TOU OTL gival
YEUATEG KOWwVIKA dUvapn. ETol, o€ mMoATiko eminedo, autd TMou EXOUHE
va KAvoupe, eival va avayvwpiooupe EMoNG TN HOPQH QUTWY TWV OXECEWV,
TO AVATIOPEUKTO MEPLEXOHEVO KOWVWVIKIG dUvapnG, TIG OXEOELG Kuplapxiag
Kal UTtoTEAELag TTou propei va ouvemndyovra, fi (o BeTikd) Tig duvatoTnTeg
Tou propei va avoiyouv.

Me @M\a Adyia, pia térola moAtikn, avti va alivel dikaliwpata
yia éva paydaia moAAamAactalépevo oUvoAo TpokaBoplopévwy TauTo-
ttwyv, 6a avahapfdvel euBivn, kat — dmou pmopei va yivel — Ba
ap@LoBntel TN HopPn Twv OXEoEWV PEoa amd TIG OToieg dlapopPwvovtal
QUTEG Ol TAUTOTNTEG — KAl OTIG OTOiEG €ipaate, mMPAypatl, AToUiKA Kat
oUM\OYIKA TOTOBETNPEVOL, KAl HECW TWV OTIOiWV CUYKPOTEITAL, YEVIKOTEPQ,
n Kowvwvia.

Tétaptov kal TeAeutaio, auto, Ue tn O€Lpd TOU, OUVOEETAL LE Evav
EMMAEOV TPOTIO HE TOV OTIOIOV UMOPOULE va OKEPTOUAOTE TNV TOALTIKN.
‘Exel umootnpixBei (0N mwg MOAAEG “VEWTEPIKEG” TIPOCEYYIOEL OTNV
moATtikh (QI\eAelBepeg, MPOOJEUTIKEG 1) HAPELOTIKEG) KATAVOOUV ToV
KOO0, WG €T TO TAEIOTOV, e OPOUC LOTOPIKWY dladoxwv. Autd €xel duo
dlaitepa onpavtika anoteAéopara. Amd tn pia mAeupd umovoei 6t o
UENoV gival dn yvwato, Ol YEVIKEG YPAHUUEG TOUu RON oXedlaoUEVES PE
TOUG 6pou¢ TNG peyaAng agriynong. YmipEe, Qualkd, pia emipovn
ap@onpia mdvw o® auto, kabweg ouvexiCape va avahapBAavoupe TOALTIKA
dpdon, ev yvwpilape 6t To péNov ritav mpodiayeypappévo. (Htav pla
and TI¢ apBolieg mou POKAAECE AUTO TIOU €YIVE YVWOTO w¢ “dlapdxn
doung/dpdong”, Kal amotéAede emiong PEPOG TWV TPOPRANUATWY TwV
SULOTIKWV OXNUATWY TOU GTPOUKTOUPAALGpOU). AUTO Tou eival (Tpémet va
UTEL;) Twpa otnv nuepriola didtagn eival pia mAnp£otepn exTiunon tou
Yeyovotog 6Tt To PéMoV eival aAnBivd avoikto. Améd tnv dAAn mAsupd, n
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VEWTEPIKI OPYAVWOT TOU KAGHOU GE pitd Povn, peyain agrynon, eumodioe
v Onap€n ¢ mpaypatikic dlagopdag. Av umdpxel povo pia agriynon,
¢va péNlov Tpog To omoio mpogAalvoupe 6ot (He TOV TPOTO TOU
@avtalOpacTe Tov KAOHO), TOTE EXOUE Katamvigel Tiq aAnBvEg kat meaveg
TTIOMATAGTNTEC Tou XwpikoU. H pia, ypappikr Lotopia opyavwvel Tov Xwpo
o€ xpovikn dadoxr. Zuvenwg, n dpvnon va XPOVOTIOU|GOUNE TOV XWPO,
Xt pOvo avoiyel TIG LoTopieg pag otnv ToAAAmAGTNTa, ARG Kat avayvwpicet
611 T0 péNov dev eival AdN ypappévo. Mwg, o€ éva pikpo TouldxioTov
BaBuo, péoa QUOIKA ota Opla TMEPLOPLOUWY TIOU Oev emAEYOUE EPEIC,
UTOPOULE Va TO OlapopPWOOUE EPEIG oL {BLoL.

DIAOSOOIA KAl NOAITIKES THE XOPIKOTHTAZ

DOREEN MASSEY

B
(=2






ONHELWOELC

©a XpNOoIHOTIOL® 0To GPBPO TOUG CUYKEKPIHEVOUG OPOUG EVAMAKTIKA.

Lawrence Grossberg: “The space of culture, the power of space”, lain Chambers kat
Lidia Curti (eds) The post-colonial question: common skies divided horizons, Aovdivo,
Routledge, 1996), oeh 169-188, anoomacpa and oeA. 171.

YTapXouv, £THONG, OXECELG HE TIG PUOLKEG ETILOTAEG OL OToieg OpWG avapépovial edw
emypappatikd. (yia pa Aeropepn, av kat poeloaywyikn, épeuva, BA. Doreen

Massey, “Physical geography / Human Geography thinking: about space-time”.

Doreen Massey, “Imagining globalisation power-geometries of space-time”, Avtar
Brah, Mary Hickman Mac an Ghail (eds). Future worlds migration, environment and
globalization (Basingtoke Macmillan, 1999). Avatunwpévo otov mapévra Topo, Oeh. 9-23.
AUTO TO TIPWTO PEPOC TNG MEAETNG avagépetal: oto “Spaces of politics” ané to Human
geography today Twv Doreen Massey, John Allen kat Philip Sarre (OEp6pdn, Polity
Press, 1999).

Oa mpénel va onpelwBel £3w oTL dev kaBopilw exeiveg TIG “aAMNAOCUCKETIOEIS” WG
GUYKEKPIPEVA “KOWVWVIKEG”. 3TNV 0Usia, €Xw KUPiwg 0To HUAAS HOU TOV “KOLVWVIKO
X(po” ¢’ autd To TAaiclo. Oa fTav atuxEC, WOTOoo, Kal AoKOTIo va MepLopiow v
£vvola OTO GUVIBN OPIOHG TOU KOWWVIKOU, EVVOWMVTAG TO “OXETICONEVO UE avBp@roug”



notes

| shall in the context of this article use these terms interchangeably.

Lawrence Grossberg, “The space of culture, the power of space”, in lain Chambers and
Lidia Curti (eds.) 7he post-colonial question: common skies divided horizons (London:
Routledge, 1996) pp. 169-188; quotation from p. 171.

There are connections also to the natural sciences but these are mentioned only briefly
here (for a detailed, if preliminary, exploration see Doreen Massey, “Physical geography/
Human geography: thinking about space-time”, mimeo).

Doreen Massey, “Imagining globalisation: power-geometries of space-time”, in Avtar Brah,
Mary Hickman and Mac an Ghaill (eds.) Future worlds: migration, environment and glo
balization (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999). Reprinted in this volume, pp.9-23.

This first part of the paper draws on “Spaces of politics”, in Doreen Massey, John Allen
and Philip Sarre, Human geography today (Oxford: Polity Press, 1999).

It might be noted that | do not here specify those “interrelations” as specifically “social”.
In fact, it is “social space” which | do primarily have in mind in this context. It would be
unfortunate, however, unnecessarily to limit the concept to our usual definition of social,
meaning “human-related” (this point refers back to footnote 3). On wider potential mean
ings of “social”, in which it can embrace interrelation more generally see Barbara Adam,
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aMnloouoyétion yevikotepa, B.A. Barbara Adam: 7ime and social theory (O5popdn,
Polity Press, 1990) kat eidikotepa ta Gpbpa twv Mead kat Luhman oto BipAio autd.

BA. Doreen Massey: “Thinking radical democracy spatially”, £nvironment and Planning
D: Society & Space 13 (1995) oel. 283-288.
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Space 13 (1995) €. 259-265.
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time (Aovdivo: Verso, 1990).
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(ayyAikn petagpaon: The Athlone Press, 1984).

lNa napadetypa William Haver: “Queer research, or, how to practice invention to the
brink of intelligibility” oto Sue Golding (ed) 7he eight technologies of otherness
(Aovdivo: Routledge, 1997) o€l. 277-292.
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Tpaypatiky oroudaldtnta tng B£€ong Toug (autr Tou ApPLOBNTEL TNV OUCLOKPATIKY - UE
TNV évvola Tou apetdBAnTou - GUON TWV TAUTOTATWY) gival 6Tt APrVEL QvoLKTh TNV
m@avétnta e aMaynic. Qotooo, dmwe 1dN umovordnke, kat énwg Ba gavei kaAutepa
apyotepa, HOVO N OXETIKI KATAOKEUN EYYUATAl TPAYHATIKG TNV mBavetnta g aAAayrig
otav n 1déa Twv “oxéocwv” dev meplopiletal o€ ekeivn evog KAELOTOU OUOTHUATOG.
Aut n xwpic MOANA okéYn xprion tng €vvolag Tou XWpou gival, uotkd, KAtt To omoio o
Henri Lefebre umoypappiget 1dn amné v dpxn tou épyou tou: The production of space
(ayyAwn petdppacn: OEpdpdn, Blackwell, 1991).

BA. ouykekplpéva ta épya tou: Time and free will kaw Matter and memory.

BA. Massey: “Physical geography/Human geography”, é.m..

Adam: 7ime and social theory, 6.1., O€\. 24.

BA. entiong Peter Osborne: 7he politics of time modernity and avant-garde (Aovdivo:
Verso, 1995).

Michel de Certeau: The practice of everyday life (Barkeley, The University of California
Press, 1984) o€A. 89.

BA. Massey: /magining Globalisation, 6.1..

BA. Johannes Fabian: 7ime and the other: how anthropology makes its object (Néa
Yépkn: Columbia University Press, 1983).

Akhil Gupta kat James Ferguson: Beyond “culture”: space, identity and the politics of
difference, Cultural Anthropology 7 (1992) oel. 6-23, anéonacpa and oel 6.

R.B.). Walker: /nside / outside: international relations as political theory, (Képmpttg:
Cambridge University Press,1993), améonaopa anoé og. 6.

BA. John Allen, Doreen Massey kat Allan Cohrane: Rethinking the region. (Aovdivo:
Routledge, 1998).

Eric Wolf: Europe and the people without history (Aovdivo: University of California
Press, 1982).

BA. Doreen Massey: “Spatial disruptions” oto Golding (ed) 7he eight technologies, 6.m.,
o€el. 218-225.

Y. Levin: “Dismantling the spectacle the cinema of Guy Debord” oto Elizabeth
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Time and social theory (Oxford: Polity Press, 1990); and particularly therein the discus
sions of Mead, and of Luhmann.

See Doreen Massey, “Thinking radical democracy Spatially”, Environment and Planning
D: Society & Space 13 (1995) pp. 283-288.

. See especially her 7he return of the political (London: Verso, 1993) and “Post-Marxism:

democracy and identity”, Environment and Planning D: Society & Space 13 (1995) pp.
259-265.

See especially Ernesto Laclau, New reflections on the revolution of our time (London:
Verso, 1990).

Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, A thousand plateaus: capitalism and schizophrenia
(English translation; The Athlone Press, 1984)

For instance William Haver, “Queer research; or, how to practise invention to the brink of
intelligibility”, in Sue Golding (ed.) 7he eight technologies of otherness (London:
Routledge, 1997) pp. 277-292.

. There is a link here back to the first proposition. For many anti-essentialists, the real

importance of their position (that of challenging the essential - in the sense of unchang
ing - nature of identities) is that, precisely, it holds open the possibility of change. As
already intimated however, and as will emerge even more explicitly later, relational con
struction only really guarantees the possibility of change when the notion of “relations”
is not confined to that of a closed system.

This unexamined nature of the mobilisation of the concept of space is, of course, some
thing to which Henri Lefebvre points in the opening arguments of his 7he production of
space (English translation; Oxford: Blackwell, 1991).

See particularly his works: 7ime and free will, and Matter and memory.

See Massey, “Physical geography / Human geography” op. cit.

Adam, 7ime and social theory op. cit., p. 24.

See also on this, Peter Osborne, 7he politics of time: modernity and avant-garde
(London: Verso, 1995).

Michel de Certeau, The practice of everyday life (Berkeley: The University of California
Press, 1984) p. 89

See Massey, /maging Globalisation op. cit.

See Johannes Fabian, 7ime and the other, how anthropology makes its object (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1983).

Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson, “Beyond “culture”: space, identity, and the politics of
difference”, Cultural Anthropology 7 (1992) pp. 6-23; quotation from p.6.

R.B.). Walker, /nside / outside: international relations as political theory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993); quotation from p.6.

See John Allen, Doreen Massey and Allan Cochrane, Rethinking the region (London:
Routledge, 1998).

Eric Wolf, Europe and the people without history (London: University of California Press,
1982).

See Doreen Massey, “Spatial disruptions”, in Golding (ed.) 7he eight technologies op.
cit., pp. 218-225.

Y. Levin, “Dismantling the spectacle: the cinema of Guy Debord”, in Elizabeth Sussmann
(ed.) On the passage of a few people through a rather brief moment in time: the Situationist
International 1957-1972 (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1989) pp. 72-123

Massey, “Physical geography / Human geography” op. cit.
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the Situationist International 1957-1972 (Kéumpitg, Mass: MIT Press, 1989) oel. 72-123.

Massey: “Physical geography / Human geography” 6.1..

Autd T0 Bpa €xel avaAuBei ektevéatepa oto épyo Doreen Massey: “/dentity”: some
parallels between feminist debate and the identity of place, Berichte zur deutschen
landeskunde 72 (1998), o€l 53-59, T0 omnoio avalusl emiong TN oxéon avapeoa oTiC
avtAfPeLg Twv SlagopeTik®y e10WV tautoétntag (pUAo, Tomog, £6vog, K.AT.)

Doreen Massey: “A global sense of place”, Marxism Today, 00vioG 1991, O€A 24-29,
Emavatunwon oto Doreen Massey: Space, place and gender (OE@dpdn: Polity Press,
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tou torikou”, Néa OiwkoAoyia, Aek. 1995, o€l. 56-61
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28. This argument has been written up at greater length in Doreen Massey “/dentity”: some
parallels between feminist debate and the identity of place, Berichte zur deutschen |
andeskunde 72 (1998) pp. 53-59, which also explores the relationship between the
conceptualisations of different kinds of identity (gender, place, ethnic,etc.)

29. Doreen Massey, “A global sense of place”, Marxism Today, June 1991, pp. 24-29. Re
printed in Doreen Massey, Space, place and gender (Oxford: Polity Press, 1994) pp. 146-
156.
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