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Abstract 

Despite, or perhaps because of, the brevity and sketchiness of Foucault's accounts of 
heterotopia, the subsequent uses of the notion have been profuse as well as startling in their 
range and diversity. Many studies have tended to identify heterotopia with features of a 
particular era or a specific site, text or project. In contrast, this thesis starts by situating the 
concept within Foucault's overall spatial analyses. The thesis makes a thorough investigation 
into the various uses of space across Foucault's early works. It is argued that although 
involving marginal or minor texts, the concept of heterotopia nevertheless provides an 
important key to understanding Foucault's strategic wider use of space, a certain spatial way 
or play of thinking. Secondly, the thesis draws an important distinction between the concepts 
of heterotopia and utopia. The thesis outlines how heterotopias formulate and apply utopias in 
a potent mix of the ideal and real, without postulating any anticipatory hope. Thirdly, the 
thesis examines various sites in terms of what Foucault calls `heterotopology', investigating 
the possibility of a systematic description of these different spaces, using as examples the 
spatio-temporal features of the garden and the cemetery. Fourthly, the thesis explores how the 
mutative and adaptable qualities of heterotopian sites are particularly suited to various ways 
of governing people. The moral geography of the modem cemetery is used to illustrate 
clearly the broad application of a utilitarian philosophy as well as the diversity and breadth of 
techniques of governance in England during the first half of the nineteenth century. Fifthly, 
the thesis also argues that the spatio-temporal ambiguities and the connectivity of these 
spaces make them particularly productive dispositifs, both actual devices of government and 
tools for analysing specific cultural and historical practices. Finally, the thesis analyses 
contemporary cemeteries as particularly concentrated forms of heterotopia. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

I am like the crawfish and advance sideways. (Foucault, 2008: 78) 

1.1 Why revisit heterotopia? 

During 1966-67, Foucault outlines the notion of heterotopia on three occasions: firstly, in his 

preface to Les Mots et les choses, translated as The Order of Things (1970), secondly, within 

a radio broadcast devoted to the theme of utopia (2004) and, finally, in a lecture presented to 

a group of architects and not published until shortly before Foucault's death (1984 and 
1998a). The first refers to textual spaces, whilst the other two, with close similarities, concern 

a rather playful analysis of particular social and cultural spaces. As Defert, Foucault's long- 

term partner, remarks in an introduction to a CD of the radio broadcast, this tantalisingly brief 

sketch of the concept of heterotopia is unusual in that it is presented in a rather light-hearted 

and almost improvised manner, eschewing any explicit reference to academic or `serious' 

texts and involving perhaps a certain pleasure, a `play of the imagination and intelligence' 

(Defert, 2004). In the broadcast and the lecture, heterotopias are defined as sites which are 

embedded in aspects and stages of our lives and which somehow mirror and at the same time 

distort, unsettle or invert other spaces. The lecture to architects formally summarises six 

principles of these ̀ different' spaces. In brief, they: 

1. become established in all cultures but in diverse forms (especially as sites of `crisis' 

or later `deviation') 

2. mutate and have specific operations at different points in history 

3. juxtapose in a single space several incompatible spatial elements 

4. encapsulate spatio-temporal discontinuities or intensities 

5. presuppose an ambivalent system of opening/closing, entry/ exit, distance/penetration 

6. have a specific operation in relation to other spaces as, for example, illusion or 

compensation 

Foucault presents a bewildering array of examples, including: cemeteries, brothels, Jesuit 

utopian colonies, ships, gardens, Muslim baths, prisons, asylums, museums and festivals. He 

carefully contrasts these spaces with utopias. Both are connected with the rest of space and 



`yet are at variance somehow', but whereas utopias are unreal, heterotopias are ̀ actually 

localisable' (1998a: 178). As can be seen, the accounts of heterotopia are varied and spring 
from three distinct sources. Nevertheless, despite, or perhaps because of, the brevity and 

vagueness of his ideas, the subsequent uses of the notion have been startling in their range 

and diversity. As Crang notes somewhat wearily, these brief thoughts have provoked `many, 

many re-workings' and have cut through a host of disciplines and generated a cottage 
industry of interpretations (2005: 200). 

Why therefore return, yet again, to the question of heterotopia? Studies of the notion have 

tended to identify it with features of a particular era, such as modernity or post-modernity, or 

a specific site, text or project. Although many of these studies produce fascinating and 

stimulating interpretations of heterotopia, none have taken the lecture literally as a proposed 

method for, or perhaps style of, examining a variety of both ordinary and extraordinary inter- 

related sites. In contrast, using the examples of the garden and the cemetery, I will explore 

these sites in terms of what Foucault calls `heterotopology': 

As for heterotopias, how might they be described? What meaning do they have? One could imagine a 
sort of systematic description that would have the object, in a given society, of studying, analysing, 
describing, `reading' of these different spaces, these other places ....... (1998a: 179) 

I open up, or test out, the possibility of a methodical description of these different spaces'. 

Taking as a starting point Foucault's six principles of heterotopia, I examine a variety of sites 

and attempt to tease out overlapping spatio-temporal features which formulate `difference'. A 

crucial part of this examination includes an exploration of the concept of `utopia'. Does it 

make sense to describe these spaces as ̀ sorts of actually realised' or `localisable' utopias? 

What is the relationship between the two terms? 

Secondly, although interpretations of heterotopia often refer to Foucault's other work, 

frequently assuming a linkage without substantiation, no study has set the notion within a 
detailed examination of Foucault's overall spatial analysis. Elden argues that Foucault's texts 

have been grasped by those theorists who consider space as crucial and `yet relatively little is 

known about his own use of space in his works' (2001: 3). 1 make a thorough investigation 

into the various uses of space across Foucault's early works concerned with madness, 

1 In this thesis, I use ̀heterotopia' to refer to Foucault's overall concept, ̀heterotopias' to refer to specific sites 
and ̀ heterotopology' to refer to the method of analysing these sites. 
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literature, medicine and his `archaeological' methodology. I argue that although involving 

marginal or minor texts and despite the shortcomings of Foucault's formulation, heterotopia 

may nevertheless provide an important key to understanding Foucault's wider uses of space. 
His framing of heterotopia is in tune with a certain playful style of analysis. Genocchio 

asserts that heterotopia is `more of an idea about space than any actual space' (1995: 43). In 

contrast, I explore the possibility that heterotopia concerns actual spaces and a spatial way of 

thinking. I argue that for strategic reasons, Foucault thinks through space. I explore how 

heterotopology can be an imaginative tool for examining and connecting spaces and, at the 

same time, offer a sort of heterotopian logic, a relational approach that attacks certain 

customary, ingrained ways of thinking, for example, the search for a `hidden' or underlying 

explanation within an historical enquiry. 

Developing the last feature, I examine whether heterotopias are especially productive as 

spaces for imaginative reflection, particularly in relation to their mutation at certain points in 

history. As `localisable' utopias, they have an intensity and a position that is both `in place' 

and `out of place' that can generate diverse connections and open up fruitful layers of study. 
I investigate how heterotopias might be used as a specific form of dispositif, social 

apparatuses that open up multiple, tangled dimensions for analysis (Deleuze, 1992: 159), or 

actual spaces that act as ̀ grids of intelligibility' of various cultural and historical practices 
(Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 121). In this respect, I link heterotopia with strands of 

Foucault's much later work on the `art of governance'. I explore how the mutative and 

adaptable qualities of certain spaces seem particularly suited to governing and at the same 

time provide a rich picture or display of governance. Therefore, the overall aim of this thesis 

is to investigate the concept of heterotopia: 

Analytically - exploring examples, principles, features, interconnections and juxtapositions 

of these spaces and comparing and contrasting heterotopia with utopia and utopian thought - 
primarily chapters 2,4,5,6 and 9 

Strategically - thinking spatially and relationally, as a style of analysis for disrupting certain 
traditions of thought and opening up new connections - primarily chapter 3 (although a 

theme running through the whole thesis) 
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Productively - using these spaces as dispositifs, devices for reflection and exploration, 

particularly in terms of various mutations in history and in relation to governmentality - 

primarily chapters 6,7 and 8 

A supplementary reason for the choice of heterotopia as a field of study involves a personal 

motivation. Ever since I came across Foucault's notion over ten years' ago, I have been 

struck by various spaces that seem to share some extraordinary features and yet in many ways 

reflect what might be called `ordinary' or everyday spaces -a difficult distinction that will be 

addressed in chapter two. The idea prompted me to reflect on sites that I had experienced and 

also made me alert to the potential heterotopian aspects within social and cultural spaces that 

I came across on my travels. Of the many examples I could recall, I think especially of the 

small, compact Cimetiere Marin on the promontory of Bonifacio at the southern tip of 

Corsica. Perched on the cliff's edge, the cemetery appears like a small town, containing 

immaculate family mausoleums, like small houses or villas, with doors leading onto narrow 

enclosed streets. 

Figure 1 

A group having a picnic outside the Cimetiere Marin, Bonifacio, Corsica (author's 
photograph). 



The similarities between a city and the grand cemeteries of Paris, such as Pere Lachaise, have 

often been reflected upon, but here the similarities and differences were more intense, 

exacerbated by the cemetery's positioning on the edge of an island and its miniature scale. I 

once caught a family having a picnic just outside the main gate, a temporary emplacement, 

outside the permanent monuments to the dead (fig 1). The mirroring of death and life seemed 

to encapsulate an aspect of what Foucault calls `heterochronia', emphasising both the 

accretion and precariousness of time (1998a: 182). It seemed that heterotopia might be as 

much to do with time as space. 

Another example that I encountered, and which I explore in a study in chapter six, was Derek 

Jarman's garden set on the shoreline of Dungeness in Kent. The garden has been created 

within a most unpromising environment, amongst desert-like shingle and open to biting 

winds. It is overlooked by two huge nuclear power stations. And yet to step into the garden 
is to step into another world, a precarious enclosure of stone circles and magical sculptures 
formed from debris washed up on the shore (fig 2). In particular, the space seemed to capture 

what Schama calls the two sustaining aspects of arcadia: the `shaggy' and the `smooth' or a 

site of both `bucolic leisure' and `primitive panic' (2004: 517). The spatial ambivalence here 

rather than the temporal ambiguity found in the cemetery fascinated me and seemed worthy 

of investigation. But I also became attentive to gardens and other spaces that grew up in the 

most unpromising and unexpected places. Jarman recalls a fantastic garden he came across in 

Baku, Azerbaijan. The gardener had built a memorial for his daughter amidst bleak housing 

blocks: `one hundred concrete animals, exquisite leaping deer, leopard sand lions, as well as 

leafy bowers and a ziggurat with a spiral staircase' (Jarman and Sooley, 1995: 43). In a 
further study, I discuss the creation of the Eden Project in Cornwall, an extraordinary 
botanical garden, an intense microcosm of the world, built within a barren and exhausted 

china-clay pit, a living museum that concentrates time and space. 

But perhaps the most striking experience of encountering a `different space' that seemed to 

reverberate with Foucault's principles and features of heterotopia occurred when attending 

various music festivals, in particular the now hugely celebrated Glastonbury Festival (fig 3). 

Since its inception in 1970, Glastonbury has become the biggest green-field music and 

performing arts festival in the world and a template for many other festivals. Similarities with 

Foucault's brief sketch of heterotopia seemed to include how the vast, teeming space grows. 
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Figure 2 
Derek Jarman's garden at Dungeness (Jarman and Soolev. 1995). 
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Figure 3 
Author with friend, Glastonbury Festival, 2010. 
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suddenly and then disappears each year; how the space marks both a temporal and spatial 

break, how it features a play of the `transient and precarious' as well as a `system of opening 

and closing', how it involves a series of rituals and, finally, how it incorporates various 

utopian themes. The festival might seem a rather cliched example, but it struck me that taking 

Foucault's spatial precepts threw a new light on how it functions without drawing upon two 

standard and opposing interpretations: a Bakhtinian example of the `camivalesque', 

expressing a utopian space that utterly disrupts the usual hierarchies of power (Bakhtin, 

1984), or an example of Adorno's notion of reification, where modem `culture impresses the 

same stamp on everything' (Adorno and Horkheimer, 1979: 120). Foucault's approach 

seemed to not so much attempt to synthesise these opposites in some dialectical process, but 

take a different direction altogether, an analysis that captured a certain ambiguity that belies 

the perennial complaints that the festival is `not like it used to be. The festival is a hugely 

successful and thoroughly organised event that provides glimpses of a different world, 
disrupting for a short while the familiar landscape. The organiser, Michael Eavis, hesitantly 

suggests that it might sound `corny, (but) well, it's a kind of utopia, really, something outside 

of the normal world we live in' (Eavis, 1995, cited in Mackay, 2000: 29). How various spaces 

might work through a combination of both their ordinariness and extraordinariness, a peculiar 

spatio-temporal disruption and a certain relationship with utopia, provoked this thesis. 

As I reflected on these questions, I also became curious as to how many of these spaces also 

seemed in one way or another connected to questions of conduct or what Foucault termed 

`governmentality', a theme examined in chapters seven, eight and nine. The potential link 

stemmed from a visit to the Eden Project. Inside an education and exhibition centre, a cartoon 

encourages the visitor to `exercise in the fresh air' and claims that `hospital patients make 

quicker recoveries when they have views of trees'. The caption seems to refer to an often 

quoted study related to the improved health in patients who had `pleasant' views through 

their hospital windows (Ulrich, 1984). The research argues that patients with access to a view 

of nature not only recover faster but also need less medication. It seemed to me that the 

underlying supposition, `nature is good for your health' was pervasive across the Eden 

Project and that the garden, and perhaps other heterotopian sites mentioned by Foucault, were 

important spaces for directing conduct. Prisons, psychiatric hospitals and old people's homes 

direct conduct in an overt manner. What about gardens? It seemed that gardens were not so 

innocuous in terms of heterotopia. 

14 



Although not a main focus of this thesis, I have also been intrigued by the possible 

heterotopian qualities of certain literary spaces. Casarino has explored the heterotopia of the 

ship within nineteenth century sea narratives (2000), but I have been particularly drawn to 

Jean Genet's part-autobiographical and part-imaginary accounts of prison life, particularly 

the Mettray agricultural colony. About half of Genet's Miracle of the Rose focuses on 

Mettray (1965). According to Edmund White, the colony `had the peaceful air of a provincial 

military headquarters posing as a gentlemen's farm'. Set amongst open farmland and reached 

by a lane lined with trees, the place was `deceptively pastoral' and `ominously well 

organised' (White, 1993: 68). Drawing on a theme that I will explore in chapters five and six, 

the institution was based on the principle that nature could heal the corrupting influences of 

society. Mettray was originally designed by Blouet, who devised a model for over sixty 

penitentiaries in France (62-3), but it became much more than a simple reproduction of 

Bentham's panopticon design. In the middle of the main courtyard, a replica schooner was 

erected with full masts, rigging and sails. The ship was originally designed so that inmates 

could learn navel techniques and drills. According to White, the remnants of this `landlocked 

ship excited Genet's imagination' (76), as did the colony's cemetery and garden (Genet, 

1965: 84). Although I would not go as far as Ripley in claiming that Mettray `seems to 

underlie much' of Foucault's account of heterotopia (2006), in some peculiar ways Genet's 

half-real, half-imaginary portrayal is like a composite heterotopian site. Its overall design has 

the rectangular organisation of many utopian communities such as Foucault's description of a 

Jesuit colony; it is a prison that also houses gardens, an imposing ship and a cemetery; and, 

although not strictly a brothel, in Genet's account the space has a resemblance to a `house of 

illusion' where sex is negotiated, bought, or imposed. 

What interests me about Genet's description of Mettray is how it produces a very `different 

space' compared to, for example, Foucault's account in Discipline and Punish. Here Foucault 

portrays Mettray as the `disciplinary form at its most extreme', amalgamating the coercive 

technologies found in the `cloister, prison, school, regiment' (1977: 293). In contrast, Genet 

provocatively supported the cruelty of the regime, as he thought it transformed young people 

into independent, rebellious and toughened criminals (White, 1993: 83). In Miracle of the 

Rose, he castigates certain liberal journalists for suggesting that all penal homes for children 

should be closed: 
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.... they fail to realise that if they were, the children would set them up again. Those inhuman kids 
would create courts of miracles... and perform their secret, complicated rites in the teeth of well- 
meaning journalists (Genet, 1965: 170-1). 

Genet even suggests that Mettray was a `paradise' (49). It is true that Foucault also claims 

that the `delinquent is an institutional product' (1977: 301), but he argues that the supposed 
failures are in fact part of the functioning of the prison or part of its maintenance. The prison 
isolates, absorbs and organises a potentially dangerous form of illegality, but also produces a 

productive realm of illegalities, such as those that sustained ̀ useful', profit-making brothels 

(279). Genet did in later life come to view Mettray as exploitative, but he was also reported 

to have said to Jouhandeau, the diarist and novelist: `prison isn't prison, it's escape, it's 

freedom. There you can escape the trivial and return to the essential' (cited in White, 1993: 

232). The rich ambiguity of such spaces seemed worth exploring further: 

The prison lived like a cathedral at midnight of Christmas eve. We were carrying on the tradition of the 
monks who went about their business at night, in silence (Genet, 1965: 11). 

All these examples and their curious spatio-temporal features that I had come across - within 

particular cemeteries, gardens, festivals, prisons - appeared to reverberate with Foucault's 

lecture to architects, but could they be tied to a single concept? This seemed an underlying 

question that was worth exploring. 

1.2 Method 

But why choose gardens and cemeteries as the main focus of this study? In relation to 

prisons and festivals, they seem rather tame, but Foucault describes gardens as the `oldest 

example' of heterotopia and cemeteries as the most `fully functioning' and yet both have 

been neglected in interpretations and applications of the concept. The two spaces have 

interesting links historically, but also provide specific forms of analysis. Concentrating on 

gardens encourages an in-depth comparative analysis with the concept of utopia. Gardens 

have a rich relation to utopian themes reaching back to Arcadian and Edenic myths. Although 

Foucault draws a formal distinction between heterotopia and utopia, some interpretations use 

the two terms indistinguishably. I think the difference, often ignored or unexplored, is 

critical. In chapter four, I explore how heterotopias are in many senses actual fragments or 

remnants of utopia. In contrast, cemeteries are very much the dominant example of 

heterotopia in Foucault's lecture to architects. Moreover, they provide a useful link with 
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Foucault's wider work related to the spatial features of both disciplinary institutions and 

questions of governmentality. Although this link has been explored to some extent in studies 

of spaces emerging through modernity (see Bennett, 1995; Hetherington, 1997; Joyce, 2003), 

this is an unexamined area of study in relation to gardens and cemeteries. I examine how the 

emergence of the modem cemetery combines themes of health, nature, danger, death, security 

and space. Used as a spatial device of analysis, the modem cemetery also illustrates 

Foucault's ideas about governance and throws light upon the mutative and adaptable features 

of heterotopia. 

Gardens and cemeteries do present problems for analysis in their cultural and historical extent 

and variety. With regard to gardens, I have underlined their breadth and range with a broad 

examination of the theory, history and philosophy of these spaces and their relationship with 

utopia. I then concentrate on four contrasting examples which embrace in different ways 

Foucault's `principles' of heterotopia: 

1) Derek Jarman's garden in Dungeness - the everyday and the extraordinary 

2) Japanese gardens - the symbolic and ritualistic 

3) The Eden Project in Cornwall - the `ideal' botanical microcosm 

4) Therapeutic gardens - the healing and governmental 

These studies have involved direct observation as well as the inspection of a range of 

historical, literary and philosophical texts, photographs, films, journals and publicity material 

(see fig 4). With so many varieties of gardens across history and cultures, selecting something 

like a representative sample is an impossible task. At first sight, my choice may seem a 

mishmash, but I have chosen examples that try to build up a complexity of heterotopian 

features and that lead to a rather unsettling conception of these spaces. Using Foucault's 

framework, the initial example, Jarman's garden, concentrates on one main feature, a spatio- 

temporal ambiguity; the other examples progressively add further principles. This framework 

shows the connectivity of the different spaces and how they form a family resemblance, with 

the final illustration, the cemetery, revealing what might be called a heterotopian intensity: 

17 



Figure 4 
Examples, principles and 
sources of evidence 
Examples Key heterotopian principles Sources of evidence 

as outlined in Foucault's 
lecture 

Derek Jarman's garden in 3 Observation 
Dungeness 

Jarman's journals, films, 
photographs 

Japanese gardens 1,3,5 Secondary sources (texts, 
photographs) 

The Eden Project in Cornwall 2,3,4,6 Observation 

Secondary sources (texts, 
photographs) 

Therapeutic gardens 1,2,3,5,6 Primary sources (archival 
material) 

Secondary literature 

The garden cemetery -a 1,2,3 4,5,6 Primary sources (archival 
historical perspective material) 

Secondary literature 

The garden cemetery -a 1,2,3,4,5,6 Observation 
contemporary perspective 

Secondary literature 

Principles: 

1. become established in all cultures but in diverse forms (especially as sites of `crisis' 

or deviation') 

2. mutate and have specific operations at different points in history 

3. juxtapose in a single space several incompatible spatial elements 

4. encapsulate spatio-temporal discontinuities or intensities 

5. presuppose an ambivalent system of opening/closing, entry/ exit, distance/penetration 

6. have a specific operation in relation to other spaces as, for example, illusion or 

compensation 
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With the example of cemeteries, I have underlined specificity and historical focus in order to 

concentrate on the mutative quality of heterotopia. In his lecture, Foucault uses the example 

of the changing function of cemeteries in France at the end of the eighteenth century. I have 

switched the focus to England in the mid-nineteenth century. This allows me to set the 

changes in the context of Foucault's later discussion of liberalism and governmentality. The 

debate about burial reform in England became integrated with wider public health concerns. 

In the course summary for the 1978-79 lectures at the College de France, Foucault 

explicitly highlights the `debate that took place in England in the middle of the nineteenth 

century concerning public health legislation' as an example of key features of liberalism and 

governmentality (2008: 317). In particular, I spotlight the work of John Claudius Loudon, a 

Benthamite at the forefront of burial reform and cemetery design and whose prolific work has 

been strangely neglected in academic research. Here I use secondary sources, but mainly 

draw upon primary material, for example, Loudon's mass of articles, practical guides, plans 

and proposals, Dr George Alfred Walker's investigations of burial sites and various 

parliamentary documents, including important Select Committee Reports. The spotlight here 

is upon the way in which the function of heterotopias change at particular points in history (in 

this case, the mid-1840s in England) and how an analysis of the spatial changes can throw 

light upon a wide range of practices, in this case, relating to health, the urban milieu and 

moral, educational and aesthetic guidance. The focus requires some historical narrative in 

order to provide a context for my argument that heterotopias are important sites for both 

practising and illustrating the art of government. In contrast, I finally go on to explore some 

developments within contemporary cemeteries in order to show the continuity of certain 

functions, the adaptation of new functions and an intensification of heterotopian features. 

On the whole, chapters 2,3 and 4 are theoretical in focus, teasing out the conceptual 

implications of heterotopia, arguing against some of the main interpretations of the concept 

and working towards an understanding of the relationship between heterotopia and utopia. 

Chapter 5 is largely, although not solely, descriptive, providing a broad context for 

understanding the garden in terms of its historical and cultural setting and its key spatio- 

temporal features. Chapter 6 explores four very different types of garden and explores their 

heterotopian features. As noted above (fig 4), these studies combine empirical research with a 

range of secondary sources. Chapter 7 provides contextual discussion of Foucault's notion of 

governmentality and moves to a historical focus, providing a general history of spaces for the 

dead and moving to developments in mid-nineteenth century England. The historical 
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account provides a platform for a detailed empirical analysis of Loudon's designs for, and 

approach to, cemeteries. I use his cemeteries as a dispositif (object and method of study) to 

highlight some key aspects of governmentality. Turning to contemporary cemeteries, chapter 
9 has an empirical focus and also attempts to draw out some overall conceptual implications 

of heterotopia. Overall, the thesis can be conceived as having two reinforcing waves or 

patterns: 

Garden studies (culturally diverse): 

Spatio-temporal features of heterotopia »»»working towards links with governmentality 
Cemetery studies (historically focussed): 

Governmentality »»»> working towards spatio-temporal features of heterotopia 

This is also a thoroughly interdisciplinary project and includes reference to academic texts 
from a range of disciplines: Architecture, Cultural Studies, Environmental Psychology, 
Ethnology, Garden History and Design, Health Studies, Social History, Horticulture, Literary 

Studies, Philosophy, Politics, Social and Cultural Geography, Sociology and Utopian Studies. 

Foucault's presentations of heterotopia involve very light conceptual underpinning, so in 

order to explore the idea further and test its limits and possibilities, I initially set the notion 

within the context of Foucault's various spatial analyses within his histories of madness and 

medicine as well as his exploration of certain spaces of modem literature. Here I draw on 

work by Foucault's main French interpolators, including Blanchot, Serres and Veyne, as well 

as studies by Elden, Flynn, Gutting, Hannah, Legg, Matless and Philo. Later, I relate the idea 

of heterotopia to literature concerning aspects of governmentality, drawing particularly on 

work by Huxley, O'Malley, Osborne, Rose and Valverde. I also use a variety of spatial 
theories and concepts in order to interrogate, distinguish and develop Foucault's ideas. These 

frameworks include: (1) Auge's non-places in the context of supermodernity; (2) Blanchot's 

spaces of literature; (3) Deleuze and Guattari's various spatialisations; (4) Lefebvre's 

`heterotopy'; and (5) Marin's `utopie play'. In referring to these spatialisations, I do not 

attempt to amalgamate them with the concept of heterotopia. Although I do use a Deleuzian 

perspective to highlight the spatial ambiguities of gardens, overall I argue against the 

tendency to equate heterotopia with other theories of space, as in the cases of Hetherington 

and Soja, who attempt to integrate Marin's and Lefebvre's spatialisations respectively. With 

regard to utopia, I especially refer to work by Bloch, Harvey, Jameson, Levitas, Lefebvre and 

Marin. Although this is not a thesis about utopia, I have devoted a chapter to the subject as I 
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feel that the distinction between utopia and heterotopia is crucial in understanding the range 

and application of the latter concept. 

1.3 Outline of Chapters 

Chapter Two introduces Foucault's various accounts of heterotopia and explores the 

similarities and differences between them. His lecture to a group of architects in 1967, 

published in 1984, provides the most sustained account (1998a). After examining some of 

the differences between, and difficulties with, the three English translations of the lecture, I 

outline key themes and tease out references and underlying principles within Foucault's 

approach to space, including broad connections with his wider work. I acknowledge that 

Foucault's description of heterotopia is briefly sketched, provisional and somewhat 

confusing. However, arguing against Saldanha (2008), I suggest that Foucault's `different 

spaces' work through a play of relations or resemblances rather than through sharing ' 

common or essential elements or features. Heterotopias are not separate from society; they 

are distinct emplacements that are embedded in all cultures and reflect, distort and react to 

other spaces. They have a variety of changing functions and mutate at different historical 

periods. 

Chapter two goes on to look in some depth at two of the most sustained and influential 

formulations of heterotopia. Hetherington's sociological reading of heterotopia (1997) has 

been particularly influential, for example, in geography, informing Harvey's critique of the 

concept (2000: 183-4) and, in social history, underpinning Joyce's application of heterotopia 

(2003: 222). Hetherington anchors heterotopia within the evolution of specific social spaces 

during the formative years of modernity and conceives these spaces as laboratories for 

experimenting with new ways of ordering society. Although his linking of heterotopia and 

modernity is suggestive, I argue that his conception of modernity as an attempt to reconcile 

order and control with change and freedom is too simplistic. More importantly, I question his 

coupling of heterotopia with utopia in the context of Marin's notion of utopic play and the 

concept of the `neutral'. I argue that although there may be some overlap, they are far from 

being identical in the way Hetherington asserts. The chapter goes on to explore Soja's linkage 

of heterotopia and post-modernity (1989; 1995; 1996). I outline how, through a range of 

studies, Soja uses Foucault's work generally, and the notion of heterotopia specifically, to 

open up and explore new approaches to the study of human geography. I argue that Soja does 
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not acknowledge the contested features of the concept of post-modernity and, like 

Hetherington, makes some massive and unsubstantiated claims about the spatial features of 
Foucault's work. 
Recasting Foucault's principles, I argue that these spaces: (1) are as much to do with time as 

space in their disruptive and interruptive qualities; (2) contain a potent mix of the real and the 

ideal; (3) produce their own worlds that both mirror and transform other spaces; (4) are 

concerned with, in one form or another, the governing of behaviour (5) are both object and 

method, offering rich opportunities as tools of wider analysis. 

In chapter three, I deepen my study by exploring in detail the connections between 

heterotopia and Foucault's wider spatial analysis. I take up Soja's suggestion that Foucault's 

historical studies are `proactively spatialised from the start' (1989: 18) and reveal an 
`unending engagement with spatiality' (1996: 162). I go on to argue that in his reading of 

some forms of contemporary fiction, Foucault finds new spatial mechanisms that help to 

eliminate traces of an appeal to an elementary depth or natural object. Critically refusing any 

use of reflexive language, Blanchot's spatialised writing assists Foucault to think through 

literature and to find an analysis that shows or describes without revealing or explaining. In 

contrast, Foucault's study of Roussel's writing helps to expose the complex relationship 
between words and things. Chapter three continues by looking at the specific spatialisations 

that Foucault uses in order to study the development of medicine over a period of less than 50 

years, starting around the end of the eighteenth century. Three interrelated spatialisations are 

able to display a shift in discourse about, approach to, and perception of, disease. I outline 

how his spatialisations `attempt to apply a method in the confused .... domain of the history of 
ideas' (1976: 195). 

Chapter three continues by taking a step back with Foucault in examining his overall 

archaeological method that attacks all orthodox approaches to the history of ideas. Again, 

deploying what might be termed a Rousselian technique, Foucault describes his 

archaeological method as a form of scrutiny that diversifies, scatters or decentres (1972: 205). 

I suggest that Roussel manifests the multifaceted relationship between these sets of practices, 

whilst Blanchot displays the exteriority of words, or words as things. Both writers express 

the functionality of discourse, or how spoken and written words are in themselves practices 

with multiple, material effects (Flynn, 2005: 51). 1 argue that therefore archaeology and 
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genealogy are intimately connected, as can be seen by Foucault's notion of a dispositif. a 

series of actual discursive and non-discursive practices and at the same time a `grid of 

analysis' (Foucault, 1980a: 194; Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 121). Overall, I conclude that 

Foucault's use of space in these early projects is strategic and on one perhaps modest level 

this is how heterotopia can be conceived: a display of the importance and advantages of space 

as a tool of analysis. Space thoroughly undermines established time-based historical and 

philosophical reflections and opens up new connections. In its own way, heterotopia 

establishes possible connections or a `whole series of bridges, transits, and joints' between 

spaces (Foucault, 1972: 43). I argue that heterotopia is part of an overall strategy, a mode of 

attack. 

Chapter four explores the concept of utopia. In all of Foucault's accounts of heterotopias, he 

contrasts them with utopias, calling the former `sorts of actually realised utopias' (1998a; 

178). Most of the examples that Foucault provides of heterotopia include various utopian 

aspects. Yet the relationship between these two concepts has tended to be neglected or 

underplayed in interpretations of heterotopia. I provide a methodical account of the 

similarities and differences between these two concepts. In a single chapter, I cannot do 

justice to the massive range of utopian thought and literature, but I attempt to trace some 

recent underlying themes. I summarise Levitas's analytical and inclusive approach that traces 

various aspects of utopian expression such as form, content and function, rather than trying to 

tie the concept down to firm categories of thought. Levitas argues that there has been a recent 
development in utopian thought towards `processes', something more heuristic than 

systematic (1990: 35). Utopia has become more investigative, reflexive and provisional. She 

suggests that Abensour captures this core aspect of utopia: to think and feel outside existing 

normative frameworks or to desire differently (122). I outline broad Blochian approaches that 

have been explored thoroughly by Levitas (1990). Bloch (1986a and 1986b) seems to provide 

a possible link between utopia and heterotopia, as he highlights the utopian qualities of a 
diverse range of cultural productions. In this light of embedded utopian features, I go on to 

discuss Lefebvre's concept of `everyday' utopianism. I then go on to look at some of 
Jameson's work on utopianism, also influenced by Bloch, as his notion of a `disruptive' 

function seems to reverberate somewhat with Foucault's formulation. Finally, using 
Harvey's work on `dialectical utopianism' and `spaces of hope', I argue for a clear distinction 

between heterotopia and utopia. The former is not anti-utopian, but provides a sideways 

analysis of existing material spaces that have been conceived as utopian. There is a 
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relationship between utopia and heterotopia, but rather than `reading' certain spaces as 

containing an essential quality of hope in a Blochian sense, pointing beyond existing reality, 

heterotopia conceives them as an actual manifestation of utopia. Heterotopia is a way of 
looking at and relating certain spaces in terms of the result of utopian thought and 

imagination. In contrast to Jameson's thought, heterotopias are not related to failure, or the 

restrictions, or boundaries of thought. They excite thought to look at existing spaces 
differently, to learn from their achievements. 

Chapter five takes up one example of the heterotopian sites mentioned by Foucault, the 

garden, in order to explore the degree and extent of its difference from other spaces. I explain 
how in the West the philosophy of gardens has received little attention and there is scant 

theoretical reflection, although there has been some interesting work on the diverse 

etymologies that surround the concept of the garden through different eras and cultures. 
Foucault describes the spatial ambivalence of gardens and their mix of the ideal and the real. 
Many writers on the topic of gardens also mention how these spaces tend to disturb the 

specific binaries of not only nature and culture, but also, for example, the individual and 

social, leisure and work and the colonial and postcolonial. Others have noted a rich 

complexity within gardens involving an `ecology of spatial reality, cognitive process and real 

work' (Francis and Hester, 1990: 8). I go on briefly to examine Cooper's phenomenological 
(2005; 2006) and Rotenberg's heterotopian (1995) study of gardens. I argue that the latter is 

particularly disappointing as it applies the notion of heterotopia within a highly non- 
Foucauldian top-down notion of power. 

The chapter then returns to the persistent link between the garden and utopia. Marin (1992) 

again is explored as he argues that the logic of the garden mirrors the `utopic' logic of the text 

where diversity and profusion are condensed into a product (1992). Marin has also been 

important in Stephen Bann's (1993,1994, and 2003) diverse work linking gardens with 

utopia. However, I argue that with all workings of this strand of dialectical thinking in regard 

to utopia, there is a distinct and profound difference from heterotopia. The former always 

posits an underlying promise, however negatively presented. In contrast, heterotopias are 

important because they formulate the imaginary and actually exist; their virtuality has a local 

impact with actual effects, rather than expressing some form of hope. For Marin (1984: 275), 

`utopia is not realisable' except as a formulation of a contradiction. For Foucault (1998a: 

24 



178) heterotopias are ̀ actually realised utopias'. I argue that the conception is not tied to a 

space that promotes a primary sense of utopian possibilities, or liberatory promise, or indeed 

any intrinsic normative value. 

Chapter six takes up this notion of heterotopia as ̀ actually realised utopias', a potent blend 

of the real and imaginary, through a study of four types of garden. Each garden is chosen to 

highlight certain features of heterotopia, but I present them in a way that shows the 

connectivity of heterotopia, but also the how some spaces have a particular intensity of 
features, or become more `highly heterotopian' in Foucault's words (1998a: 182). I also trace 

how all these varied examples of gardens connect to questions of conduct and I go on to 

suggest that this might be a useful lens through which to analyse all heterotopia. I start by 

examining Derek Jarman's garden in Dungeness. I suggest that this garden intensely 

dramatises a rich spatio-temporal ambiguity and ambivalence. Foucault's comments about 

the spatio-temporal tensions within heterotopias are tantalisingly brief. I use Deleuze and 

Guattari's notion of smooth and striated spatialisations in order to explore the ambiguities of 

Jarman's garden (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004). This is not to equate their ideas with 

Foucault's; it is more to tease out a particular strand of heterotopia. I argue that Jarman's 

garden challenges deep-rooted dualities of thought. It can be used as an exemplar or model 

for illustrating a contest between smooth and striated processes. Its difference can be captured 

through a certain spatial intensity mixed with a temporal displacement I also conclude that 

there is a certain ethical sensibility in Jarman's approach to and creation of his garden. In the 

next example, certain Japanese gardens, I take this theme further. Japanese gardens provide 

wonderful illustrations of a contest between striated and smooth space, but they also highlight 

other features of heterotopia, providing an enclosure that is separated from the `ordinary' 

world and linking this space to a series of rituals that are intimately connected to conduct. 

The tea garden, for example, enacts a process, a passage that interrupts daily life, 

incorporating measured, difficult steps towards a different space. In other Japanese gardens, 

the microcosmic dimension, mentioned by Foucault in relation to Persian gardens of 

antiquity, captures the vastness of the world and encourages poise and contemplation. I argue 

that there is a crucial, if diverse connection between these enclosures of spatio-temporal 

difference and the forming of conduct. 

The third study, the Eden Project, a contemporary botanical garden, is another explicit 
formation of a microcosm. I discuss how the space is utopian in conception, design and 
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function. In an attempt to capture its difference from other spaces, I contrast the popular Eden 

Project with Auge's concept of non-places (1995). I argue that in some respects it can be 

viewed as the epitome of a non-place, but this perception would be one-dimensional. In many 

ways it is everywhere and nowhere, but it is also a productive space, with multiple if not 

contradictory functions. I go on to trace one of these prevalent functions. As with various 
Japanese gardens, but in a completely different register, the space is linked to the question of 

conduct. The garden guides conduct, in this case working to improve our health through 

contact with nature. In this way, gardens are often evoked as ̀ a model of experience that we 

may strive to emulate' (Berleant, 2005: 32). Taking this feature further, the final example 

analyses gardens that have an explicit therapeutic function. The burgeoning field of `Social 

and Therapeutic Horticulture' is explored historically and in its contemporary settings. 
Historically, I trace some links with Foucault's (2006a) early work on the history of madness 

and specifically his discussion of Tuke's model for treating the mad at the Retreat in York. 

Here contact with nature would help the mad return to a `natural' state of health. I also refer 

to Browne's (1837) work on devising a utopian asylum, set amidst the healing countryside. 

Turning to the recent growth in horticultural therapy, I examine some of the arguments 

concerning the benefits of this treatment milieu (Sempik, 2003 and 2005). I conclude by 

arguing that the link with conduct spins the garden within a network of different spaces of 

`crises or `deviation' often ignored by interpreters and critics of heterotopia. Moreover, 

Foucault's reflections on governmentality may resolve some of the seemingly contradictory 

interpretations of heterotopia. Some interpretations suggest spaces of freedom or liberation 

and others suggest spaces of control and coercion. Governmentality concerns ̀ the conduct of 

conduct' and Foucault (2001a: 341) suggests that perhaps the `equivocal nature of the term 

conduct is one of the best aids for coming to terms with the specificity of power relations'. 

The word in French implies both to lead and coerce others and also to conduct oneself within 

a range of open-ended possibilities. It involves a complex play of possibilities: `power is 

exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free' (342). 

Chapter seven pursues this theme of governmentality in relation to the cemetery, a space 

that tends to dominate Foucault's outline of heterotopia and which I investigate historically in 

terms of Foucault's notion of governmentality. With regard to all heterotopia, Foucault notes 

that `in the course of its history, a society can make a heterotopia that exists and has not 

ceased to exist operate in a very different way' (1998a: 180). I trace the birth and mutation of 

the modern cemetery from the end of the eighteenth to the mid nineteenth century. I start by 
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introducing and examining Foucault's ideas about governmentality, which expand and 
diversify his previous conceptions of disciplinary power, as well as revisiting themes 

introduced in his history of madness regarding the relation between nature, health and moral 
improvement, as discussed briefly in the last chapter. In particular, I look at how the spatial 
dynamic of governmentality has been developed in recent studies. After providing a broad 

history of the changing space for the dead, I recount how campaigns against old cemeteries 
helped to create anxiety and calls for intervention. I begin by examining events in France 

where major anxieties around the burial of the dead arose in the eighteenth century. I then 

concentrate on particularly utilitarian developments in England in the! 840s, drawing upon 

the work of burial reformers, especially Chadwick, Loudon and Walker. These reformers 

were concerned about the dangerous physical effects of miasma stemming from burial 

grounds, but were also preoccupied with the perceived moral dangers. 

The broad historical account of the spatial changes in modem burial practice provides a 

context for a more detailed study of how a heterotopia can start to operate in a very different' 

way. Chapter eight focuses on Loudon's principles and plans for a modem cemetery. Here I 

use Loudon's cemetery as a device for highlighting and exploring the spatial dynamics of 

governmentality. The chapter exposes how the cemetery rests on utopian principles and 

embraces a series of hygienic imperatives, disciplinary distributions, aesthetic-moral registers 

and multiple functions and, at the same time, mirrors a new suburban milieu. I argue that 

Loudon's imposing space for the dead has some family resemblance to descriptions of 

disciplinary and institutional sites in terms of location and spatial distribution. It shares 

spatial properties of a prison and other related institutions but not specifically in relation to a 

Panopticon. It is a broader Benthamite conception which has a diverse moral reach and 

incorporates a range of guidance for appropriate conduct as well as opportunities for 

education and skills development, closely linked to the moral debate about providing public 

parks and gardens. I also argue that the cemetery strikingly reflects new utopian ways of 

combining and enhancing town and country features and facilities. Overall, I argue that the 

moral geography of the cemetery illustrates clearly the emplacement of a broad utilitarian 

philosophy as well as the diversity and breath of techniques of governance during the first 

half of the nineteenth century. 

The chapter goes on to describe how heterotopias are able to sustain new forms'of 

governance through their ability to maintain multiple effects, incorporate diverse functions 
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and meanings and relate to a wide range of other sites. Their connectivity makes these spaces 

productive both in their actuality and as dispositifs (used in the restricted sense of both 

objects and methods of study). They are themselves spatial imaginative manifestations, often 

underpinned by utopian principles and designs, but this mix of the ideal and real, encourages, 

further imaginative play and discovery. They act as an object and instrument of research. I 

argue that their use as a dispositif is a particular application of the strategic level of 

heterotopia introduced in chapter three. 

In chapter nine, I turn to a final study concerned with recent developments within 

contemporary cemeteries. I argue that cemeteries are some of the most highly heterotopian 

spaces in contemporary society. I trace how these spaces for the living and the dead have 

some resemblance to Loudon's plans, but continue to take on new roles that intensify their 

spatio-temporal ambiguities. I start by concentrating on the example of Haycombe Cemetery, 

a large, well maintained municipal cemetery outside the city of Bath. I also draw upon 

contributions to the Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs Select Committee Report 

on Cemeteries (SCRC, 2001a and b). The report includes comments from a wide range of 

local authorities, cemetery management associations, pressure groups and academics After 

discussing recent research on cemetery use and memorials which highlight some of the 

ambiguities of contemporary cemeteries, I conclude by arguing that the contemporary 

cemetery is both a mundane and unsettling site that incorporates most of the key features of 

heterotopia, marking a rite of passage, enclosing a crisis or deviation, forming a microcosm, 

enclosing a spatio-temporal ambiguity and overlapping with a range of other diverse spaces. 

It should be recognised as, above all, one of our greatest ̀ reservoirs of imagination' 

(Foucault, 1998a: 185). 

Chapter ten concludes the thesis by reflecting on the implications of the analysis as a whole. 

I argue that heterotopia is not a single concept or theory. It can be used in a variety of distinct 

but related ways. Heterotopia is a means of thinking through, about and with different spaces. 

It can be set within a strategy to think differently, specifically to break free from some 

stubborn traditions in the history of ideas. It is a way of looking at certain spaces differently 

and imaginatively, providing a relational point of view, without any fundamental or essential 

anchor. Heterotopias are also actual spaces that provide a form of historical analysis, both 

object and method. The ability of heterotopias to maintain multiple effects, incorporate 

diverse functions and meanings and relate to a wide range of other sites, makes them 
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particularly effective in guiding conduct. Their connectivity makes these spaces productive 
both in their actuality and as a means of analysis. Finally, I conclude that heterotopia is an 

unsettling exercise of the imagination. 
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Chapter 2: A brief history of heterotopia 

2.1 Shaking the order of things 

Foucault's first reference to the concept of heterotopia appeared in 1966 within his preface to 

The Order of Things (1970). According to Foucault, the starting point for his book was the 

reading of a passage by Jorge Luis Borges in which he recounts the baffling classification of 

animals found in an imaginary Chinese Encyclopaedia. In 1952, Borges, an Argentinean 

philosopher and writer, published a selection of essays about world literature, maths, 

metaphysics, religion and language (1975). One essay concerns the `analytical language of 
John Wilkins' that reminds Borges of a Doctor Franz Kuhn who discovered a Chinese 

Encyclopaedia entitled `Celestial Empire of Benevolent Knowledge'. Foucault quotes a 

certain classification of animals: 

(a) belonging to the Emperor, (b) embalmed, (c) tame, (d) sucking pigs, (e) sirens, (f) fabulous (g) 
stray dogs, (h) included in the present classification, (i) frenzied (j) innumerable. (k) drawn with a 
very fine camelhair brush, (1) et cetera, (m) having just broken the water pitcher, (n) that from a 
long way off look like flies (Foucault, 1970: xv). 

The passage made Foucault explode with laughter as it seemed ̀to break all the familiar 

landmarks of my thought - our thought' and all the customary ways of dividing up the world 
in order to understand it. For Foucault, this totally strange, wonderful taxonomy questioned 

the `limitation of our own, the stark impossibility of thinking that' (1970: xv - original 

emphasis). What interests Foucault is not just the amazing juxtapositions found in Borges' 

enumeration, but the fact that such juxtapositions are impossible except in the space of 

language, a contradictory `unthinkable space' (xvii). He compares such ambiguous textual 

space with the tradition of `utopias', a place (topos) that is both nowhere (ou-topia) and a 

good place (eu-topia). Borges' invention, in stark contrast, is a `heterotopia', a different or 

another (heteros) place. Whether Foucault was aware of it or not, it is also worth noting that 

heterotopia is originally a medical term referring to a particular tissue that develops at another 

place than is usual. The tissue is not diseased or particularly dangerous but merely placed 

elsewhere, a dislocation (Lax, 1998: 114). According to Foucault's very limited 

characterization, utopias, however fantastic, present an ordered, coherent whole, whereas 

Borges' scheme shatters language itself and utterly undermines the usual ways in which 
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words and things are drawn together. Utopias move in step with our language, whereas 

Borges presents a thoroughly disturbing textual space (Foucault, 1970: xviii). Heterotopias 

are disquieting and undermine language: 

they desiccate speech, stop words in their tracks, contest the very possibility of grammar at its source; 
they dissolve our myths and sterilise the lyricism of our sentences (xviii) 

Such a loosening of words and things (the French title of Foucault's book making the point 

more explicit: Le Mots et les choses) becomes the initial stimulus for Foucault's deliberations 

because it raises questions about the establishment of order in our culture, or those basic 

codes that govern perceptions, language and practice. Foucault goes on to investigate a 

formal history of `order', literally how things are divided up, compared, classified and 

arranged from the seventeenth century onwards. 

2.2 The games children play 

In the same year as the publication of The Order of Things (1970), Foucault gave a radio talk 

on `France Culture' as part of a series on utopia and literature. In the talk, Foucault rather 

playfully reflects on the possibility of studying systematically a range of `different spaces' 

that somehow challenge or contest the space we live in. The focus is now on cultural and 

social sites rather than textual spaces. The broadcast, which has been recently issued as a CD 

(Foucault, 2004), is fascinating as it follows the same shape as the later better known lecture, 

but with some distinctive features both in content and style. His opening illustrations of the 

concept refer to various children's imaginative games, mentioning Indian tents and dens in 

gardens as well as all the games played on or under the covers of the parents' bed. The 

children's inventive play produces a different space that at the same time mirrors what is 

around them. The space reflects and contests simultaneously. Foucault outlines a number of 

these ̀ counter-spaces' that are in different ways outside the ordinary, including cemeteries, 

brothels, prisons, asylums and holiday villages. He goes on to explain that such sites can be 

found in all cultures and suggests that there could be a `science' of these extraordinary 

spaces, a `heterotopology'. He outlines how in `primitive culture' there are different spaces 

set apart for some form of rites of passage, or initiation, whilst in the nineteenth century, 

amongst privileged classes, this setting apart can be seen in boarding or military schools. He 

suggests that modem heterotopian sites relate more to enclosing some form of deviation 
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rather than marking a stage in life. Foucault gives the rest home as an example, a place for the 

non-productive, for doing absolutely nothing. 

2.3 Lessons for architects 

According to Defert, the context for Foucault's most detailed account of heterotopia began 

with some bewildered amusement. In a letter Foucault wrote to Defert: 

Do you remember the telegram that gave us such a laugh, where an architect said he glimpsed a new 

conception of urbanism? But it wasn't in the book; it was in a talk on the radio about utopia. They want me 

to give it again.... (Defert, 1997: 274). 

Foucault was invited to speak to the Cercle d etudes architecturales [Circle of Architectural 

Studies] and gave his lecture in Paris in March 1967. Foucault was said to be reluctant to 

publish the lecture at the time, although some excerpts appeared in the Italian journal 

L'Archittetura (1968), but shortly before his death he agreed to its publication to coincide 

with an exhibition held in Berlin in 1984 (Macey, 1993: 186). The text, Des espaces autres, 

was published by the French journal Architecture, Mouvenment, Continuite (1984) and 

translated into English by Miskoweic two years later in Diacritics as ̀ Of other spaces' 
(1986). The text is based on the transcript of the lecture that was made and circulated by the 

group of architects. The text has since been translated into two further English versions by 

Hurley (1998a) under the distinct title, `Different Spaces' and recently by Dehaene and De 

Cautier (2008), retaining the title `Of other spaces'. Unless referring to the original French, I 

use the Hurley translation and moreover will go on to argue for an overall interpretation that 

emphasises the relational `difference' from, or transformation of, the ordinary rather than 

retaining the connotations of a radical `alterity' or spaces that are fundamentally `other' (see 

translation notes in Dehaene and De Cautier, 2008: 22-23). I argue that there is often a 

misleading emphasis upon the radical alterity of these spaces. For example, perhaps taking a 

cue from the title `Of other spaces', many interpreters of heterotopia, introduce the upper case 
`Other' within their discussion. Hetherington (1997: viii) defines the difference of these 

spaces as an `alternate ordering that marks them out as Other'. Harvey (2000: 185), using 
Hetherington's definition as a starting point, claims that these are spaces of `Otherness', 

using inverted commas to suggest he is quoting directly from Foucault's text. Yet Foucault 

emphasises difference (e. g. de ces espaces different). As I will go on to explain in the next 
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chapter, in his critique of traditional approaches to the history of ideas, Foucault 

systematically undermines notions that refer to any sense of a hidden depth. The relational 
`difference' from, is keeping with his overall approach to his studies that reject notions of a 

radical `Otherness'. 

As suggested by the divergent titles, the lecture presents some specific challenges for the 

translator. In France ̀ espace' has a wider application than `space', referring to many areas 
designated for specific purposes or activities. Auge describes the particular `plasticity' of the 

term's usage in France (1995: 83). As is often remarked, there are also complex and subtle 
differences in English and French between space [espace] and place [lieu]. Auge provides a 

succinct distinction. He argues that `space' is more abstract than `place'. The former term 

can refer to an area, a distance and, significantly in relation to Foucault's concept of 

heterotopia, a temporal period (the space of two days). The latter more tangible term is 

relational, concerned with identity and linked to an event or a history, whether mythical or 

real (Auge, 1995: 81-84). For Agnew, space is traditionally seen as a general and objective 

notion, related to some form of location, whereas place refers to the particular, related to the 

`occupation' of a location (2005: 142). Foucault uses `place' [lieu] when there is a sense of 

intimacy or subjectivity, as in his description of the mirror, but it is also noticeable that he 

can use both words generally within the same sentence, as well as exchanging `difference' 

and ̀ other' quite freely as in `these different spaces, these other places' [de ces espaces 

d jerents, ces autres lieux]. Foucault seems to be breaking down any simple dichotomy. 

Moreover, he strongly favours the word `emplacement', a term which has a sense of both 

space and place, and which is repeated over twenty times in the introductory paragraphs. As 

De Cautier and Dehaene point out, he seems to use this word deliberately to give it a 

`technical' sense, avoiding more common words like place, lieu and endroit, (2008: 24). The 

term involves site, but also a relational sense involving location and support. In French, 

emplacement usually refers to the marking out of a position within an archaeological site and 

commonly refers to, for example, a designated pitch for camping within an overall camping 

site. Unfortunately, the significance of this term is completely lost in the first translation by 

Miskowiec that appeared in Diacritics: It is converted to `site' and confusingly the English 

`emplacement' is used to translate 'la localisation'. This leads to such misleading translations 

as: ̀ today the site (1'emplacement) has been substituted for extension which itself had 

replaced emplacement (la localisation)'. In the more recent translations by Hurley and De 

Cautier and Deaene, this difficulty is overcome by usually retaining the word `emplacement' 
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in English. Importantly, as we shall see, Foucault goes on to define heterotopia both through 

and in the context of this term which he suggests typifies the spatial questions of our present 

era. 

2.4 An outline of the lecture 

The lecture starts with some sweeping observations, asserting that whereas the nineteenth 

century seemed to be preoccupied with history and time, the present is more concerned with 

structure and space. In an interview in 1980, Foucault recalls that his remarks seemed to hit 

an ideological mine-field. At the end of his lecture: 

... someone spoke up -a Sartrean psychologist- who firebombed me, saying that space is reactionary 
and capitalist, but history and becoming are revolutionary. This absurd discourse was not unusual at the 
time (2002: 361). 

Foucault appears to have figures such as Hegel and Darwin in mind in his brief remarks about 

the `great obsession' with time in the nineteenth century. With reference to the contemporary 
focus on space, he speaks of `an era of the simultaneous, of juxtaposition, of the near and far, 

of the side-by-side, of the scattered' (Foucault, 1998a: 175). Casey (1998: 299) suggests such 

a conception juxtaposes Leibniz with Heidegger, with the former as the most dominant voice. 

For Leibniz, space is the order of concomitant or simultaneous things, emphasising features 

such as interval, position, emplacement and distance (see also Casey, 1998: 167-170 and 

Genocchio, 1995: 37). But Foucault also refers to structuralism as a broad mode of analysis 

that strongly advocates space rather than time. The question of the structuralist aspect of his 

account will be returned to later in this chapter, but it is worth noting here that his brief 

description of structuralism, identifying a `set of relations that makes then appear juxtaposed, 

opposed, implied by one another', echoes throughout his account of space generally and 

heterotopia specifically. A key feature of his approach seems to concern the establishment of 

`I 'ensemble des relations' within and between spaces. . 

After his opening remarks, Foucault takes a glance at what he calls the `history of space', 

seeming to apply a distinction developed in Koyre's From the Closed World to the Infinite 

Universe (1957). Simply put, prior to Galileo, space tended to be what Koyre describes as 

`attributive' or `substantial' (275) referring, for example, in the medieval period to a 

hierarchy, a binary set of places as the sacred and profane, or the celestial and the terrestrial. 
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For Foucault, it is a space of `localisation'. From the seventeenth century, these sets of 

enclosed places are replaced or dissolved by Cartesian extension, the infinitely open. 
Foucault develops this highly simplified and somewhat distorted history (see Casey, 1998: 

298) by suggesting that in the present, this conception of space is in turn being replaced by 

one of `emplacement'. The question today is about finite space, for example, demography 

and whether we have enough space for humanity, but it is also about the relations between 

different sites and our place within them. In sum, extension replaced localisation and now we 

are in an era of `emplacement'. For Foucault, space is now `defined by the relations of 

proximity between points or elements' (1998a: 176). Unlike time, space may not yet be fully 

`desacralised'; it may contain persistent if unacknowledged sacralised oppositions as 

private/public, family/social, work/leisure and cultural/useful. 

Foucault then pays tribute to the work of Bachelard in exploring the spatial metaphors of 
imagination, or the poetics of intimate space ̀ laden with qualities' and haunted by fantasies' 

(177). But in contrast to these internal reveries, Foucault turns to his central interest: the 

space of the outside [du dehors]. He wishes, as it were, to turn Bachelard inside out. 
Tellingly, this space in which we live is a set of relations cut through with time. It is the space 

through which we are ̀ drawn outside ourselves' and `the erosion of our life' takes place. He 

suggests that this space is equally rich and heterogeneous. The space that `eats and scrapes 

away at us' includes everyday emplacements such as houses, specific rooms, trains, streets, 

cafes, beaches and so on, but Foucault distinguishes some that have : 

... the curious property of being connected to all other emplacements, but in such a way that they 
suspend, neutralise, or reverse the set of relations that are designated, reflected or represented 
[reflechis] by them.... (Foucault, 1998a: 178) 

Returning to the terms used in both the preface to The Order of Things and the radio 
broadcast, Foucault describes two major types of emplacement that involve these 

extraordinary properties: utopias and heterotopias. The latter are ̀ probably in every culture, 

in every civilisation'. Like utopias these sites relate to other sites by both representing and at 

the same time inverting them; unlike utopias, however, they are localised and real. In some 

ways they are like utopias that are practised or enacted. Foucault also spends some time 

discussing what he describes as the `intermediate example of the `mirror'. The thoroughly 

disruptive experience of the mirror produces a `placeless place'. The link with heterotopia 

concerns'the ability to be both different and the same, both unreal and real: 
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the mirror functions as a heterotopia in the sense that it makes this place I occupy at the moment I look 
at myself in the glass both utterly real, connected with the entire space surrounding it, and utterly 
unreal... (179) 

Foucault seemed to be fascinated by the effects of mirrors. In a lecture on Manet given a few 

years later in Tunis, he gives an absorbing account of the painting Un bar aux Folies-Bergere 

(2009). The famous picture represents a woman with a huge mirror behind her, reflecting her 

back and the occupants of the bar. Foucault explains how a traditional composition is 

transformed by Manet into a puzzling series of spatial incompatibilities or distortions. He 

describes the painting as a `place at once empty and occupied' (77). Most strikingly for 

Foucault, the place of the viewer is undermined as ̀ Manet plays with the picture's property of 

being not in the least a normative space whereby the representation fixes us ....... to a unique 

point from which to look' (78). Overall in the lecture on Manet, he argues that the painter 

produced disturbing `object-paintings' that anticipated not only impressionism but also more 

significantly non-representative art, focusing entirely on the play of `material properties'. 

Turning to heterotopia directly, the bunch of verbs that Foucault uses to describe these 

different spaces is dazzling and somewhat confusing. They `mirror', `reflect', `represent', 

`designate', ̀speak about' all other sites but at the same time ̀ suspend', ̀neutralise', ̀invert', 

`contest' and `contradict' those sites. He goes on to support his argument by providing, rather 

didactically, a list of principles and, rather teasingly perhaps, a diverse range of examples: 

Principles Examples mentioned by Foucault 

1. arise in all cultures but in diverse pre-modern `crisis' places (eg for 

forms adolescents, menstruating women, old 

people), voyage des noces (honeymoon trip), 

nineteenth century boarding and military 

schools 

places of `deviation' (eg rest homes, 

psychiatric hospitals, prisons, old people's 
homes) 

36 



2. mutate and have specific operations at cemeteries 
different points in history 

3. juxtapose in a single space several cinemas, theatres, gardens, Persian carpets 
incompatible spatial elements 

4. encapsulate temporal discontinuity or cemeteries, fairs, `primitive' vacation 

accumulation villages, museums, libraries 

5. presuppose an ambivalent system of barracks, prisons, Muslim baths, 

rituals related to opening/closing and Scandinavian saunas, motel rooms used for 

entry/ exit illicit sex. 

6. function in relation to the remaining brothels, Puritan communities, Jesuit 

space, for example, as illusion or colonies 

compensation 

Each heterotopia involves all the principles to some extent, forming a diverse group of 

resemblances, but it is suggested that some are more `fully functioning' or `highly 

heterotopic' (1998a: 182). Echoing his earlier radio broadcast, he describes ̀ crisis' 

heterotopia that are associated with so called `primitive' cultures: locations set aside for 

people at particular stages of their lives, marking a rites of passage involving, as outlined in 

van Gennep's seminal ethnographical study first published in French in 1908, ̀ separation, 

transition or incorporation' (1960: 166). Foucault then refers to modem versions of these 

earlier forms of heterotopia that are now focussed on ̀ deviation'. These examples are, of 

course, the institutions that are involved before and after the lecture in some of Foucault's 

major studies concerning the asylum (2006), the hospital (1973) and the prison (1977). He 

was later to describe all of this work as analysing in multiple ways `dividing practices' that 

objectify, for example: the mad and the sane, the sick and the healthy, the criminals and the 

`good boys' (2001a). But it is also interesting to note that some six years before his lecture to 
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the architects, in his History of Madness, he described the plans `for ideal houses of 

correction' in terms that are strikingly heterotopian, involving `ideal fortresses' which were 

`entirely closed in on themselves' and displaying `independent microcosms' as an `inverted 

mirror of society' (2006a: 428). 

As Foucault continues his lecture, reference to children's games disappears, but other 

illustrations tend to follow and expand those found in the radio broadcast. The examples are 

extremely diverse, but they all refer in some way or another to a relational disruption in time 

and space. They are, to use Defert's phrase, ̀ spatio-temporal units' (1997: 275). Apart from 

the spaces for rites of passage that mark out time in a prison, asylum, or old people's home, 

other explicitly temporal examples include holidays that split conventional work-time or 

festivals that spring into life at certain points of the year. These latter spaces are classified 

rather awkwardly as specific `heterochronias' that embrace `temporal discontinuities' 

[decoupages du temps] and are found in fairs, those utterly transitory or fleeting 

constructions: `marvellous empty emplacements on the outskirts of cities that fill up once or 

twice a year with booths, stalls, unusual objects, wrestlers, snake ladies, fortune tellers' 

(Foucault, 1998a: 182). In contrast to these breaks or gaps in time, other spaces such as 

museums endeavour to accumulate and protect all time in one space. Whilst another set of 

spaces integrates both types of heterochronias as with holidays that attempt to replicate the 

life of a primitive culture for all time in one short intense period. But for Foucault, it is the 

cemetery that provides the most powerful example of this temporal disruption, as here we are 
faced with the absolute rupture of familiar time and, as Aries suggests, a space that 

formulates a break in time that becomes strangely permanent: 

The city of the dead is the obverse of the society of the living, or rather than the obverse, it is its image, 
its intemporal image. For the dead have gone through the moment of change, and their monuments are 
the visible sign of the permanence of their city' (Aries, 1976: 74) 

The cemetery is also used exclusively to illustrate how heterotopias change their function at 

different stages in history and reflect wider attitudes in society. In many respects, Foucault is 

rehearsing work by Aries here, as he had earlier with Koyre (see Macey, 1993: 186). As I will 

explore in detail in a later chapter seven (7.4), the medieval cemetery was traditionally in the 

centre of the city, with a close and untroubled promiscuity between the living and the dead. 

With enlightened concerns about hygiene, coupled with a growing disbelief in immortality, 
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cemeteries at the end of the eighteenth century were gradually placed outside the city where 

those who could afford it found an individual place of rest or `dark dwelling' in perpetuity. 

In other heterotopias, the displacement of time is matched by the disruption of space. 
Emplacements for rites of passage or initiations take place out of sight or `elsewhere'. Other 

heterotopias provide an utter contrast with the rest of space creating, for instance, ä 

meticulously arranged enclosure that exposes the jumbled mess that we tend to live in. 

Prisons, hospitals and monasteries would fit here but Foucault refers to other utopian 

communities such as Jesuit colonies in South America where all aspects of life were 

regulated in minute detail. In contrast, some emplacements involve an enclosure of several 

spaces that clash or produce strange juxtapositions. He mentions the cinema and theatre and 

also what he considers may be the oldest form of heterotopia, the garden, especially those 

symbolic designs found in antiquity with their startling ability to represent both the smallest 

part of the world and its totality. A further disruptive feature of these spaces may concern 

accessibility, as entry is never straightforward. A person may be compelled and constrained 

within the space as with prisons or asylums, or certain rituals have to be undertaken in order 

to gain entry, to mark a `separation from a previous world' as van Gennep describes (1960: 

21). Foucault refers to the purification ceremonies associated with traditional Muslim baths. 

For Foucault, the traditional French brothel, or the `house of illusion', is also a clear 
illustration of this aspect, revealing openings and enclosures, hidden pleasures with a range of 

rituals of purification and exclusion. However, if the cemetery offers the sharpest example of 

the disruption of time, perhaps Foucault's earlier reference to the mirror illustrates the 

disruption of space most explicitly. Although the mirror is for Foucault like a utopia, a 

`placeless place', it is also an actual site that completely disrupts our spatial position. The 

space occupied is at the same time completely real and unreal, forming an utter dislocation of 

place (Foucault, 1998a: 179). 

Foucault ends his lecture with the concentrated heterotopian features of a ship. Here we have 

a space that seems to incorporate all the essential disruptive ingredients of heterotopia both 

within itself and in relation to other spaces. It is a richly ambivalent vessel with unsettling 

features that are described in exactly the same way as the dislocating effect of the mirror: `a 

placeless place'. Above all it is an emplacement that is enclosed and yet open to the outside, a 

`boundless expanse of the ocean' (1998a: 185). For Foucault, the heterotopian site par - 

excellence provides a passage to and through other heterotopias: brothels, colonies, gardens 
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and so on. Foucault seems to be suggesting a relational aspect of these spaces; they form 

relationships both within the site and between sites. The ship not only visits different spaces, 

it reflects and incorporates them. It is also worth noting that there are some striking 

similarities between this description of the heterotopia `par excellence' and his earlier 

description of the `ship of fools' in the opening pages of his History of Madness. The ship of 
fools, which contains the `passenger par excellence', is part of the literary landscape of the 

Renaissance, but it is also a description of boats that did exist, conveying madmen from 

harbour to harbour. Foucault examines the possible reasons for this strange means of 

dispersing the insane and concludes that it is not simply for security or social utility. He 

identifies ritual as well as its practical aspects of removing them from cities. The madmen's 

voyage is deeply ambiguous, both `rigorous division and absolute Passage', both `real and 
imaginary'. The space is a prison and an entrance, a play of interior and exterior: `a prisoner 

in the midst of the ultimate freedom, on the most open road of all, chained solidly to the 

infinite crossroads' (2006a: 11). The ship of fools provides a rich and intense metaphor, 

mapping out the relational, liminal position of madness at a particular point in history, a 

space where madness has a certain freedom, a pervasive and ambiguous reach. The play of 

spatial ambiguities (`confined' and `delivered', `prisoner' and ̀ most open', `bound fast' and 

at an `infinite crossroads') captures madness within a space where modern boundaries and 

binary thinking are held in ambivalent but productive suspension. But it also represents an 

unsettling site where we are drawn away from, or out of, customary landmarks. The 

passenger is positioned on `the inside of the outside, or vice versa'. In the conclusion to his 

lecture to the architects, the ship provides a rich inventive space: a provocation that forms a 

`reservoir of imagination' (1998a: 185). 

2.5 Incomplete, incoherent, confusing? 

Foucault's accounts of heterotopia remain briefly sketched, provisional and at times 

confusing. Genocchio notes a clear inconsistency between the presentations of the notion in 

the preface to The Order of Things and the later lecture (1995: 37). Deaene and De Cautier 

(2008a: 28), who have produced the most recent English translation of the text, consider that 

the lecture is incomplete in that it does not fully address Foucault's third stage of 

`emplacement' in his brief history of space. Soja (1996: 162) suggests that Foucault's ideas 

are not only incomplete; they are also `inconsistent' and at times `incoherent'. A specific 
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instance can be found in the way he presents his first `principle' in his lecture. Foucault first 

of all suggests that it refers to the way heterotopias are found in all cultures with no universal 

form and then goes on to suggest two `major types' relating to crises and deviation. However, 

this typology is not followed through explicitly in his following principles and examples. 

More significantly, Genocchio questions whether anything and everything could be described 

as an example of heterotopia (1995: 39). The illustrations are so wide and diverse that most if 

not all social sites share some aspects. One way of revealing this weakness is to take an 

example and consider whether all associated sites are heterotopic in any sense. For instance, 

the illustration of the Polynesian village, which both `abolishes time' and yet also compresses 

it into a short vacation, may lead to the consideration of other types of vacation sites. Are 

cruise liners, themed hotels and safari parks `different spaces'? More widely, what about 

leisure parks, caravan sites or beaches? Are we not led into the realm of the everyday rather 

than the different? Where do we draw the line? The same enquiry could be taken with his 

example of the prison. If we include the prison as a `different space', and the other `deviation 

heterotopia' that Foucault associates with it - boarding schools, psychiatric hospitals, 

barracks, old people's homes - where do we stop? If we are inclusive here, does this not 

create an imbalance in that these institutions, as Foucault reveals in his other work, have 

more in common with each other than with festivals, cemeteries, brothels and so on? In 

Discipline and Punish Foucault outlines four different principles which characterise the 

spatial distribution of prisons, schools, factories and naval hospitals in the late eighteenth 

century without mentioning heterotopia (1979: 141-149). The fact that Foucault never 

returned to the concept of heterotopia directly, despite concentrating on the detailed and 

complex spatial arrangements within a range of institutions, at least raises some doubts as to 

its potential usefulness (see Harvey, 2000: 185 and Saldanha, 2008) 

A major problem with Foucault's account of these spaces therefore concerns the question of 

the extent of their `difference' and how such difference can be measured. Such questions will 

be examined throughout this thesis, but it must be admitted here that Foucault's argument is 

not helped by the use of various absolutist phrases suggesting that heterotopias are ̀ utterly' 

different from `all' the others. In`perhaps the most sustained critique of Foucault's concept, 

Saldanha (2008: 2081) forcefully argues that such terminology undermines the whole 

schema. She claims that Foucault's notion is fundamentally defective because it is based on 

structuralist fallacies and reduces spatial difference to a `quasi-transcendent totality'. In 

particular, Foucault sets heterotopias against a backdrop of a static or whole `society'. Her 
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overall interpretation encourages such a reading, as she considers that heterotopias are 

essentially oppositional, on the `wild edges of society', although she also suggests that they 

can work either to retain a stable social formation or `propel it forward'. More specific 

reasons for her position need further scrutiny. It must be acknowledged that Foucault does 

use some rather uncharacteristic absolutist terminology which is compounded by problems 

with the original text and subsequent English translations. However, Saldanha does not 

recognise the difficulties with the translations, even to the extent of reproducing obvious 

mistakes by Miskowiec (e. g. `suspect' for suspendent). 

Saldanha also tends to seize upon a few phrases and quotes them out of context, often 

ignoring Foucault's qualifications, or missing an ambiguous relational dimension to his 

account. For instance, Foucault's text suggests that these spaces are described as ̀ utterly' 

different `from all the emplacements that they reflect or refer to' and not as Saldanha claims 

from `all the rest' of space. There is a connection, a complex relationship with other sites as 

well as a difference; they are `connected with all other emplacements, but in such a way as to 

suspend, neutralise, or invert the set of relations designated, reflected, or represented by 

them' (1998a: 178). The link with the remaining space produces many variances or 

contradictions, a dynamic changing relationship that is almost the opposite of Saldanda's 

concept of a static totality. Another example of Saldanda's misleading quotations concerns 

Foucault's description of heterotopia as ̀ a sort of counter-site'. Not just ignoring the 

qualification, Saldanha paraphrases by adding a double emphasis, suggesting the space is 

`precisely, a counter-site' (2008: 2083). Such amplification of Foucault's text leads to a sense 

of resisting something total. A final instance, providing perhaps the greatest distortion of 

Foucault's text, concerns her use of the phrase ̀ slice of time' (decoupages du temps). The 

phrase appears in regard to Foucault's fourth principle concerned with `heterochronia'. These 

different spaces form an absolute break with time (the cemetery), accumulate time (the 

library) or are linked to time fleetingly (the festival or fair). Decoupages generally refers to 

cutting out. Interestingly, Hurley, unlike Miskowiec, translates decoupages du temps as 

`temporal discontinuities' rather than `slice of time', emphasising the variance of breaks or 

cuts in time. Saldanha does not address the ambiguity of the phrase, but rather makes ̀ slice of 

time' the fundamental underlying principle of heterotopia, arguing that the concept embraces 

a particular, bounded notion of space and misses the diversity and unevenness of spatial 

change. Foucault's classifications are confusing here, but to suggest that this passage refers to 
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something whole and static ignores the examples that Foucault provides and the clear sense 

of the diverse ways these spaces cut up time, including various degrees of disruption. 

Saldanha argues that spatial differentiation should be `analysed in its mobile and non- 
dialectical workings, as emergent, multiscalar, and contested' (2008: 2082). In the following 

chapters, I argue that this is exactly what heterotopia does. Heterotopia is above all a 

relational conception that certainly shares some structuralist features, but it does not imply a 

closed or complete system, or hidden structures that designate absolute difference. In 

claiming that heterotopias are ̀ sorts of places that are outside all places, although they are 

actually realisable' (1998a: 178), Foucault definitely captures a quasi-structuralist 

perspective, for example, identifying a space that is both real and virtual. But as is well 
documented (see, for example, Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982), Foucault's encounter with 

structuralism is never purist. Even during his most structuralist moments, in his analysis of 

discursive practice, Foucault rejected `claims to find cross-cultural, ahistorical, abstract laws' 

of total space (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 56-8). In his introduction to his lecture, Foucault 

stresses repeatedly that we live in an `ensemble of relations' but this is a thoroughly 

`heterogeneous space', not a bounded total entity. As I will go on to argue in the next chapter, 

difference is produced through a play of relations or resemblances rather than through sharing 

common or essential elements or features. Heterotopias are not separate from society; they 

are distinct emplacements that are ̀ embedded' in all cultures and mirror, distort, react to the 

remaining space. Importantly, Foucault underlines the point that they have a variety of 

changing functions; they are historically localised and mutate at different periods. Rather than 

being static, Foucault's account seems to celebrate the discontinuity and changeability of 

existence. 

2.6 Heterotopian Studies 

The biography of the concept has a significant place within the overall context of what is 

often called a `spatial turn' in social theory (Crang and Thrift, 2000) and a related 

`postmodern turn' within human geography (Minca, 2001). Seminal works within these 

theoretical developments include Jameson's focus on space in Postmodernism or, The 

Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism (1991) and the English translation of Lefebvre's The 

Production of Space (1991). Spatial theories have been explored in relation to the structure of 

language, the process of writing, themes of identity and experience, and notions about new 
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forms of global communication. Crang and Thrift have looked at such developments with a 

sceptical eye: 

Space is the everywhere of modem thought. It is the flesh that flatters the bones of theory. It is an all- 
purpose nostrum to be applied whenever things look sticky (2001: 1). 

Within the context of this `spatial turn' Foucault's work generally, and the concept of 
heterotopia specifically, have been excavated and thoroughly examined from countless 

angles. Foucault's open-ended and ambiguous account of heterotopia has probably provoked 

more discussion and controversy than any other of his minor texts, articles or interviews. 

Apart from stimulating three distinct English translations, it has received sustained responses 
from Defert, Foucault's long-term partner (1997) and also Faubion (2008), the editor of the 

English translation of Foucault's Essential Works. The notion of heterotopia has also 

generated a host of conflicting interpretations and applications across a range of disciplines, 

particularly: architecture, history, social and cultural geography, literary studies, sociology 

and urban studies. I will look in detail at two of the most comprehensive applications of the 

concept in the following sections, but first I provide a summary of diverse wider uses and 

tease out a few important questions. 

Foucault's concept has particularly provoked responses in architectural theory. In an article 
first published in 1980, later translated as ̀ Heterotopias and the history of spaces', Teyssot 

(1998) offered the very first discussion of heterotopia, referring both to the account in the 

preface to The Order of Things and the original lecture to architects (through various excerpts 

that had appeared in an Italian journal in 1968). In an ingenious attempt to marry the two 

versions, he uses the term to explain the significance of institutions organised around health 

measures in the eighteenth century as described by the historian Perrot. Following Perrot, 

Teyssot formulates the various hospitals and facilities within a grid with eight classifications 

of patients that seem as bizarre to us today as Borges' encyclopaedia, for example, one group 

referring to `foundlings above the age of nine, the indigent, bastards and so forth'. For 

Teyssot such a description of these strangely ordered institutions counters any simple linear 

or evolutionary history of hospitals; it introduces `discontinuity', which he argues is a key 

notion in The Order of Things: the `disjunctions... between one particular ordering and the 

next' (Teyssot, 1998: 300). 
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In contrast, Porphyrios (1982) uses the concept in a thorough revaluation of Alvar Aalto's 

architecture. He argues that heterotopia helps to identify a fundamental category of Aalto's 

design method that opposes trends within what Porphyrios calls `homotopic' modernism 

(110). Discontinuity, gaps and fragments are embraced rather than the smooth continuities of 

modernism. A `heterotopic sensibility' introduces difference rather than drawing elements 

together and juxtaposes dissimilar things in order to produce `cohesion through adjacency'. 

Heterotopic organisation is able to fragment and relate simultaneously, an accretional 

process: 

where the fringes intermingle, where the extremities of the one denote the beginning of the other, there 
in the hinge between two things an unstable unity appears'(3) 

Tafuri (1987: 40) also uses the term to try to capture a certain architectural sensibility, but 

this time provocatively highlighting the designs of Giambattista Piranesi as a forerunner of 

the avant-garde. Piranesi's spatial distortions are likened to the way heterotopia undermines 

language and the customary means of holding words and things together. According to 

Tafuri, the very foundations of architectural language are embraced by Piranesi as precarious, 

demanding a commitment to constant variation of form (42). Summarising the various 

architectural interpretations of heterotopia, Urback (1998) argues that the notion has been 

used narrowly to identify and commend particular architectural works and projects. He 

considers that the term has become a `name tag' for the architecture of a given period and 

loses its crucial `contingent, relational character'. Unfortunately, Urbach's alternative, 

undeveloped interpretation is, as I will go on to argue, a simplistic, binary notion that 

heterotopia fundamentally `dissolves, destabilises and interrupts power' (351-52). 

The brief account of Borges' discursive heterotopia has also become, often rather casually, 

associated with post-modernist approaches (see McHale, 1992: 250; Lyon, 1994: 99). Connor 

goes as far as to suggest that heterotopia `offers a name for the whole centreless universe of 

the postmodern' (1989: 8). More modestly, Vattimo uses the general term heterotopia to 

describe the productive features of a postmodern era driven by the mass media and 

communicative technologies. He encapsulates the emergence of post modernity as a 

transformative aesthetic experience based upon plurality of different `worlds' (1992: 68-9). 

As I will investigate later in this chapter, other theorists, using both the accounts of 

heterotopia, but tending to concentrate on the lecture to architects, have produced 

45 



comprehensive arguments tying the notion explicitly to the birth of modernity (Hetherington, 

1997) as well as principles within post-modernity (Soja, 1995,1996). More widely, the 

notion has been used to underpin, supplement and invigorate a range of research from the role 

of imported prints in early colonial Calcutta (Eaton, 2003) to the process of organisational 

entrepreneurship within management theory (Hjorth, 2005). The notion of Foucault's 

`different spaces' can be found scattered across literary studies (see Bryant-Bertail, 2000 and 

Meerzon, 2007), science fiction studies (see Somay, 1984 and Gordon, 2003) and curriculum 

and childhood studies (see Sumaura and Davis, 1999 and McNamee, 2000). A dazzling 

variety of spaces have been explored as illustrations of heterotopia, which make Borges' now 
famous classification seem quite tame: 

1) Arab-Islamic architecture (Tonna, 1990) 

2) An environmental installation (Genocchio, 1995) 

3) The Museum of Pacific Island Culture (Kahn, 1995) 

4) The Citadel-LA - the civic centre of Los Angeles (Soja, 1995) 

5) The Palais Royal, masonic lodges and early factories (Hetherington, 1997) 

6) Vancouver's New Public Library (Lees, 1997) 

7) A performance prototype (Birringer, 1998) 

8) Local Exchange Trading Schemes (North, 1999) 

9) Women's colleges at the turn of the nineteenth century (Tamboukou, 2000) 

10) Sites in Fascist Italy (Burdett, 2000) 

11) Landscapes (Guarrasi, 2001) 

12) Gated communities in South African security parks (Hook and Vrdoljak, 2002) 

13) Buddhist Site of Swayambhu in Kathmandu Valley (Owens, 2002) 

14) Underground bandrooms in Hong Kong (Kit-Wai Ma, 2002) 

15) The Nineteenth century ship narrative (Casarino, 2002) 

16) Pornographic sites on the internet (Jacobs, 2004) 

17) The cybercafe (Liff, 2003) 

18) Chinatown in Washington DC (Lou, 2007) 

19) The shopping mall (Kern, 2008; Muzzio and Muzzio-Rentas, 2008) 

20) Masculinity practices along the Tel Aviv shoreline (Allweil and Kallus, 2008) 

21) Burial sites in Kinshasa, Congo (De Boeck, 2008) 

22) The vampire (Davies, 2008) 
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23) Patterns of disclosure among heterosexuals living with HIV (Persson and Richards, 

2008) 

24) The group dynamics of a Climate Camp (Saunders and Price, 2009) 

As Ritter comments, many of the various uses are `not only contradictory and opposed to 

each other but also in some cases completely incomparable' (1998: 14). A recent collection 

of over twenty essays by mainly architects, planners and urbanists, Heterotopia and the City 

(Deaene and De Cautier, 2008a), demonstrates clearly various contradictions both within 

individual essays and more profoundly between some of the contributions. One clear example 

centres upon the function of the shopping mall. Many of the writers include this site in their 

lists of typical heterotopias. The editors of the collection do so explicitly in their introduction 

(5). However in their substantive essay, the editors put forward an emphasis on `play' and 

holiday in all its guises, arguing that heterotopia is above all a liminal space, a break from 

normality (2008b). Drawing inspiration from the categorisations of space found in the ancient 

Greek city and specifically Hippodamus' triad of space, they argue that heterotopias are 

spaces of free time, both `anti-economical' and `non-political'. Does this square with the 

shopping mall? Possibly, but in another essay Muzzio and Muzzio-Rentas summarising much 

of the recent urbanists' debate, describe the mall as the `contemporary icon of American - 

culture, an exemplar of US social and commercial values', a space of `economic, social, 

cultural and political activity' (2008: 139). Kern confirms this reading, suggesting that in the 

`heterotopian world of the shopping mall, there is social homogeneity and social order' 

(2008: 106). Can the site be both socially homogenous and a break from normality? Perhaps, 

but this seeming contradiction is not addressed. It is more difficult to see how such sites can 

be both a centre of political activity and non-political, or at the same time commercial and 

anti-economical. Many authors in this collection tend to take one side or the other and leave 

an overall contradictory or at least confusing sense, although some essays hint at an 

underlying `double logic' within heterotopia, both sustaining and undermining normalcy (see 

Boyer, 2008: 54 and Heynen, 2008: 322). This double logic is I think a key aspect of 

heterotopia and one that I will attempt to tease out in the rest of this thesis. It returns to the 

crucial importance of the relational aspect of heterotopia. I go on to argue that in a sense 

heterotopias do not exist, except in relation to other spaces. Heterotopia is more about a 

point of view, or a way of using space as a tool of analysis. But first I want to turn to the two 

most comprehensive studies and applications of the concept of heterotopia. 
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2.7 Modernity and `neutral' space 

In The Badlands of Modernity (1997), Kevin Hetherington anchors his interpretation of 

Foucault's concept of heterotopia within the evolution of specific social spaces during the 

formative years of modernity. He explores three specific examples of heterotopia: the Palais 

Royal in Paris, Masonic Lodges and early factories of the industrial revolution. I will analyse 

Hetherington's interpretation and application of heterotopia in relation to, firstly, his 

definition of the concept, secondly, his placing of the concept within modernity and, finally, 

his conceptual underpinning. I will argue that although Hetherington opens up many fruitful 

features of and questions about heterotopia, particularly in the context of the late eighteenth 

century, his underlying arguments are in some respects unhelpful and confusing. 

Hetherington refers to little detail of Foucault's descriptions of heterotopia and uses the term 

rather loosely and generally. For instance, he assumes, without substantiation, that 

heterotopia has been implied through a range of notions such as ̀ paradoxical space' (Rose, 

1993: 150-155) and `marginal space' (Lefebvre, 1991 and Shields, 1991), even though the 

term has not been used by these specific theorists. He defines heterotopia as different places 

which provide either an unsettling or an alternative representation of spatial and social 

relations (Hetherington, 1997: 8). The sites are incongruous in some way and display 

`different modes of ordering'. Hetherington is particularly keen to distance heterotopia from 

notions of transgression and resistance, but unfortunately switches backwards and forwards 

between describing the sites as either `alternate' (one thing and then another) or `alternative' 

(one instead of another) in their ordering process. The distinction between the words is lost 

and the definition of heterotopia becomes confusing. By defining heterotopia very broadly, 

Hetherington also suggests that they are an important feature of Foucault's overall work. He 

makes some sweeping, unsubstantiated claims: 

... it is Foucault who has most clearly developed the concept of heterotopia and suggested its 

importance to understanding the spatiality of the social ordering of modernity (1977,1984,1986a, 

1989a, 1989b, 1989c)... (40) 

In the above quotation, I have included Hetherington's six references to Foucault's work. 

However, scant evidence is presented to suggest that Foucault developed the concept of 

heterotopia through these books. When the spatial aspect of Foucault's other major works are 
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discussed by Hetherington, the prison, asylum and hospital are lumped together and defined 

within a ̀ metaphor of the panopticon' without any indication of the subtle breadth and variety 

of Foucault's approaches to these spaces (111). In contrast, in the next chapter I will attempt 

to explore the relationship between some of Foucault's major projects and his concept of 

heterotopia. 

Overall, Hetherington describes heterotopia as laboratories for experimenting with new ways' 

of ordering society. His first example of a heterotopic site is the Palais Royal at the time of 

the French Revolution. The Palais Royal at this period is depicted as a diverse social space 

for the enlightened bourgeoisie, incorporating gardens, theatres, cafes and a range of new 

commercial activities. However, as Hetherington outlines, it was also the haunt for ordinary 

folk to find pleasure in festivities and spectacles as well as a centre for gambling, prostitution 

and political agitation. One of Hetherington's most powerful arguments is that the Palais 

Royal combined transgressive elements with subtle forms of control. In this he wants partly 

to critique those who, influenced by such writers as Bakhtin, have `valorized' the margins in 

terms of sites of resistance and otherness (see Shields, 1991). Hetherington, heavily 

influenced by Stallybrass and White's, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (1996: 18- 

34) wants to argue that these sites produced another `mode of ordering' rather than a radical 

break. Bakhtin and those influenced by his thought have tended nostalgically to overplay the 

freedoms allowed by the authorities and ignored the diverse manner in which the events were 

moderated and controlled (Hetherington 1997: 30). 

At first glance, Hetherington's description of the Palais Royal is suggestive and seems to 

chime with aspects of Foucault's examples of heterotopia, but he wishes to take things much 

further by making two big claims. Firstly, he argues that the Palais Royal can be seen as a 

`metaphor for modernity'. Secondly, he asserts that heterotopia, and by implication, 

modernity itself, are characterised by combining, in new ways, aspects of social control and 

expressions of freedom (6). Hetherington wants to replace the simple divide between social 

order/margins with a notion involving process, mobility and ambiguity: 

Ordering and disordering go together, as do centres and margins, in ways that are tangled, uncertain 
and topologically complex. (7) 
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One major difficulty here is that Hetherington does not corroborate his conception of 

modernity and social ordering. He outlines two broad and conflicting `traditions' and then 

mixes them up to provide his new conception. On the one hand, referring generally to 

Bauman, he depicts notions of modernity as linked to the ideas of the enlightenment that 

stress progress, order and control. On the other, referring broadly to Berman, he outlines a 

version of modernity that emphasises change, flux and transience (10). He wishes to replace 

these traditions with one that contains uncertainty and ambiguity, and which can be seen in 

the ordering processes that emerged at the time of modernity's formation. Jameson (2002), in 

discussing the recent upsurge of academic interest in modernity, argues that to apply the term 

always involves a disproportionate excitement. Such an intensity of feeling emerges through 

discovering a new angle or twist to the tale of modernity, reorganising what has gone before 

and setting out a novel schema or a breaking of traditional paradigms. The rewriting process 

takes priority over the historical insights that are offered. Modernity for Jameson is therefore 

a narrative category rather than a concept: 

What I want to underscore... is the way in which to affirm the `modernity' of this or that historical 
phenomenon is always to generate a kind of electrical charge.... to awaken a feeling of intensity and energy 
that is greatly in excess of the attention we generally bring to interesting events or monuments of the past. 
(Jameson, 2002: 35) 

Osborne argues that problems of dichotomisation undermine sociological theories of 

modernity; they `over-dramatise' and condense features of social change to one or two basic 

elements (1998: 19). To try to rewrite the story of modernity again surely requires utmost 

circumspection? To reduce modernity to a `middle way' between order and freedom seems 

too simple. Hetherington wishes to collapse a binary, but actually retains it through 

overworking each side too heavily. 

Hetherington also argues for a strong link between modernity, heterotopia and utopia. He 

argues that the most significant aspect of utopianism is its `translation into spatial practice' 
(1998: 11) within the development of modernity. He finds inspiration for this idea through a 

reading of Louis Marin's Utopics: The Semiological Play of Textual Spaces (1984). As 

Hetherington explicitly equates some of Marin's concepts with the notion of heterotopia, it is 

worth briefly looking at Marin's work in order to examine whether such equations can be 

justified. Marin provides a highly complex study of the textual play within Thomas More's 

Utopia, published in 1516. He explores the semiotics of More's text, producing a theory of 
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utopian practice or what Marin calls `utopics'. In particular, he deconstructs the endless play 

of ambiguities within the word `utopia', combining `ou-topia' (no place) and `eu-topia' (good 

place). Overall, he traces how the significance of More's book published at the dawn of 

modernity imaginatively reveals an ambiguous gap between representations of a worn-out 

Europe and a newly discovered America. Utopia for Marin is the semantic play that reveals 

an interval that is neither one world nor another, a force of difference that outlines, often 

negatively, the possibility, in this instance, of a forthcoming era of modernity or capitalism. 

Based upon conceptual underpinning provided by his analysis of Kant, Husserl and Derrida 

Marin (1984: 7-28), treats utopia as a literary form that has the potential to display something 

utterly different from ordinary discourse. He interprets More's Utopia on three levels: 

conceptually, as the historical presentation of various deep-seated contradictions; 

imaginatively, as a fictional `staging' of these contradictions; and aesthetically, as multiple, 

incongruous spatial play. Mann's work is therefore about the possibilities and limits of 

language. 

At the heart of Marin's analysis of utopia is the concept of the `neutral', literally that which is 

impossible to grasp, 'neither yes nor no, true nor false, one nor the other', a placeless 

contradiction that can only appear as a lightening flash: 

Utopia is thus the neutral moment of a difference, the space outside of place; it is a gap impossible either to 
inscribe on a geographic map or to assign to history (1984: 57). 

Marin returns to this complex and elusive concept in a lucid and wide-ranging late essay 

Frontiers of Utopia: Past and Present (1993). The essay interprets, at a semantic level, two 

photographs that are given to visitors to the observation deck of the Sears Tower in New 

York. One is taken from the top and the other from the bottom of the tower. The visitor is 

therefore given two views that confront each other: one `opens up space to the stupefied gaze 

led to its visual limit and to the spatial frontier of the horizon where gaze and earth seem to 

coincide', and the other views the tower as a giant formation that dominates and watches over 

the city. Crucially, one is dominating (imaginative, expansive, and open) and the other 

dominated (closed, constrained, law binding). In his `critical metadiscourse' Marin (1993: 

402) attempts to grasp the significance of these two visions by considering them not as 

simply opposing each other but `by locating one term into its opposite or reversely': a 

fundamental contradiction that formulates a neutral space. 
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For Marin the two visions correspond to the notion of `utopia' that has developed since the 

publication of Thomas More's book. Utopia is found in the gap opened up by a critical 

reading of the two photographs simultaneously: `an interval where our attempt of seeing 

together the dominating term and the dominated one, the beholding process and the fact or 
feeling to be seen, would change itself into a neutral or neutralising relationship'. In this 

instance, the two contradictory visions of the tower may herald something pregnant at the end 

of the twentieth century, which Marin postulates as springing from the tension between the 

American desire, dream or `utopian drive' of a completely homogenised world, a world 

without difference born from an unbounded desire to assimilate all cultures. The deep 

contradiction is expressed as, on the one hand, an indefinite expansion, and on the other, a 
law-binding, harmonious closing of frontiers (1993: 411-412). The present encapsulates the 

paradox of the speed of hyperliberalisation being matched by the rapid increase in national, 

religious and ethnic divisions. Marin also reflects on the network of significations of the 

French word lisiere, a word that combines aspects of the term selvage (relating to textiles) 

and edge (relating to a wood or village). The term overall refers to a pathless space, a fringe 

of an edge, a no-man's -land: 

The lisiere is the space of a gap, but uncertain of its limits, as when a land, an estate, a forest have simply 
their own edge, with no other limit in front of it, just a wild or an undetermined space (410). 

Mann's `semantic journey' returns to the notion of the neutral place, `neither this edge nor 

the other'. He considers that today we are in a process of becoming a lisiere, a fringe 

structure, one side with a defined edge and the other edge continuously fraying: `a chaos of 

frontiers that do not limit anything but manifest an obscure need for having frontiers, for 

making closures'. Marin sees here the possibility of hope, a period characterised by lisiere, 

the indefinite, the dawning of a new horizon that is no less than a `chance of utopia' (412). 

Marin's thought is often difficult and elusive, but a key point is that he wishes to grasp utopia, 

in its process, not as a settled image, representation, system, totality or ideology. In a 

stimulating summary of Marin's reading of More's text, Jameson (1988: 87) argues that 

utopia is an unsettling event or practice produced by the text's presentation of irreconcilable 

contradictions. More's text does not mediate between opposites or attempt reconciliation; it 

52 



exposes the limits of our customary thinking and leaves us with the empty space of the 

`neutral'. Utopia here is not about representing an ideal society; it is a textual space that 

creatively provokes the possibility of a fundamental transformation of society. For example, 

through a teasing play of historical references and detailed descriptions of an imaginary " 

community, More's text not only displays contradictions within the feudal system but also 

anticipates potential contradictions within the economic and political organisation of 

capitalism. Contradictions emerge through a continuous tension between trying to pin down, 

to describe or encapsulate a place and at the same time presenting that place as unsettlingly 

different. For instance, the cartography of More's utopia throws out many incongruities such 

as the impossibility of describing seating arrangements in the dining hall that encompass both 

the authority of the elders and the underlying principle of equality that is supposed to regulate 

the community (Jameson, 1988: 96-7). 

Hetherington's use of Marin is forced and unconvincing. Mann's semiological study is 

reduced to a loose presentation of the `neutral' and its equation with heterotopia: 

The space of the neutral, therefore, is the space of an alternate ordering; it is the space I have called, 
after Foucault, heterotopia. (Hetherington, 1997: 67) 

It is quite possible that the two concepts could be used together productively, but this would 

require a careful and sustained ̀ reading' of a specific site, applying at least some of Marin's 

semantic tools which he has appropriated from Derrida. Such a study would have to 

conceptualise how the neutral can be both `an impossible space, a realm of difference as 

Derrida would have it', or an empty space, and the encountered ̀ realm of social ordering' 

(Hetherington, 1997: 67). At most the analysis would require recognition that these two 

notions of `heterotopia' and the `neutral' stem from very different intellectual pathways, 

highlighted by the colourful and acrimonious exchanges between Foucault and Derrida (see 

Boyne, 1990). A concept of the `neutral' can be found in Foucault's essay on Blanchot but 

this is very different from its use within deconstructivists' accounts (Foucault, 1998b: 149). 

In general, Hetherington opens up a potentially fascinating linkage between Foucault and 

Mann's concepts, which I will return to in chapter four, but does not help his case through 

the bold assertion that they are `almost identical' (1997: 69). 
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Hetherington's misuse of Marin is compounded, I think, through another equation that he 

asserts between heterotopia, the neutral and `similitude' (43). Taking his cue from Foucault's 

essay on Magritte, This is Not a Pipe (1998c), Hetherington argues that these spaces work 

through similitude, or unusual and unsettling combinations and juxtapositions, rather than 

any sense of `resemblance' or forms of representation. Although this does chime with 
Foucault's literary account of heterotopia found in his preface to The Order of Things, it 

seems hard to connect the `monstrous combinations' of the surrealists with Marin's concept 

of the `neutral'. Put simply, the former defies classification and works laterally, whereas the 

latter is based on a rigorous dialectic. In a way, returning to a previous confusion in 

Hetherington's text between `alternative' and ̀ alternate', similitude is about various 
`alternative' orderings, whereas the neutral is a negative `alternate' ordering. One sparks off 

the imagination in baffling directions and affirms nothing (Foucault, 1998c: 202); the other 

affirms a contradiction and `a possible future reconciliation.... ' (Marin, 1984: 8-9). 

Hetherington wishes to pin down heterotopia to a particular role at a certain stage of history. 

Such an assertion goes against Foucault's argument that these sites can be found in all 

cultures and that their function changes throughout history, but Hetherington does expose 

some interesting questions regarding how heterotopia might work relationally and also how 

these sites might have a particular importance within the emergence of modernity. Although 

his supporting arguments are weak, Hetherington's conclusions are suggestive and worth 

exploring further. He outlines how these spaces have no intrinsic features; their distinction 

arises solely through their relation to other sites and they have `multiple and shifting 

meanings'. He also highlights the fact that many of Foucault's examples gain a particular 

power and influence during the different stages of the modern era: asylums, prisons, 

cemeteries, botanical gardens, libraries, museums and so on. In chapters seven and eight, I 

will return to these questions, exploring the development of the modern cemetery in the 

context of Foucault's notion of governmentality. In particular, I shall return to the question 

posed by Hetherington: why are these ambiguous spaces so productive at this period? 

2.8 Post-modernity and 'third' space 

In contrast to Hetherington, Edward Soja links the notion of heterotopia with post-modernity 

rather than modernity. In a range of studies, Soja uses Foucault's work generally, and the 

notion of heterotopia specifically, to open up and explore new approaches to the study of 
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human geography (1989,1995,1996). Soja wishes to overturn what he describes as a 

`persistent residual historicism' that distorts and blinkers much modem critical social theory 

(1989: 16). He makes a case for spatialising social theory and argues that Foucault was ahead 

of the game in this project. Soja often justifies these innovative approaches by explicitly 

aligning Foucault and post-modernity. For example, this bold statement about Foucault is 

found towards the beginning of Postmodern Geographies: 

He would no doubt have resisted being called a postmodern geographer, but he was one, malgre lui, 
from Madness and Civilisation to his last works on The History of Sexuality (1989: 16) 

Without going into an insular, if not sterile, debate about what is or is not post-modem, it is 

worth noting Soja's sweeping use of the term. What is missing in his work is any 

acknowledgement that the term `postmodem' is, to use Jameson's (1991: xxii) words, `not 

merely contested, it is also internally conflicted and contradictory'. Jameson argues that for 

better or worse `we cannot not use it', but unlike Soja, he is extremely cautious: 

Postmodernism is not something we can settle once and for all and then use with a clear conscience. 
The concept, if there is one, has to come at the end, and not at the beginning of our discussions about it. 
(1991: xxii) 

Soja makes massive assumptions about, and all-encompassing appropriations of, both the 

notion of post-modernity and the work of Foucault. It is within this questionable context that 

he uses Foucault's notion of heterotopia to underpin his arguments. Soja applies Foucault's 

ideas about `different spaces' in order to describe specific sites, for example, he analyses the 

Citadel-LA, the `urban fortresses found in the centre of Los Angeles and an exhibition held 

there in 1989 to celebrate the bicentennial of the French Revolution (1989 and 1996: 186). 

However, Soja's main application springs from Foucault's term `heterotopology' to describe 

a method of `reading' particular sites. This is built up into a whole new way of seeing and 

thinking about space, or the conception of `Thirdspace' (1996: 145). Thirdspace, embraces a 

range of what he calls `radical postmodern perspectives' and also includes an interpretation 

of Lefebvre's work, particularly The Production of Space (1991), combined with Foucault's 

concept of heterotopia. He claims that both `restructure the most familiar ways of thinking 

about space across all disciplines' (Soja, 1996: 11). But is it useful not just to contrast but 

actually incorporate Foucault's thumb-nail sketch within Lefebvre's dense, elaborate, 

complex reflections on space? It is worth briefly looking at Lefebvre's work before returning 

to Soja's use of it. 
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Throughout his studies, Lefebvre recognises the full complexity and plurality of space: ̀ how 

many maps, in the descriptive or geographical sense, might be needed to deal exhaustively 

with a given space, to code and decode all its meanings and contents? ' (1991: 85). He is also 

acutely aware that the practice of analysing space always contains the danger of missing or 
distorting its diversity and richness through some form of abstraction (93). Space develops 

like a spider's web, a network of boundaries. It is more like a texture than text (117-118). 

Gestures, traces and marks start to produce space before any intellect gets involved. For 

Lefebvre, space originates from, and is an extension of, the body. He sought ways of 

capturing how social spaces interpenetrate like rhythms or `waves colliding and mingling' 

(87), stressing the fundamental position of the senses, as opposed to mental constructions, 

language and the visual. The process of writing about social space makes ̀ nature' distant, 

displaced, ordered and abstract: 

Knowledge falls into a trap when it makes representations of space the basis for the study of `life', for 
in doing so it reduces lived experience. (230) 

Complementing this far-reaching spatial phenomenology, Lefebvre uses Marx as a `point of 
departure' (321). Lefebvre acknowledges that Marx recognised the importance of space, 

specifically land, towards the end of Capital, but Lefebvre wants to develop this theme, 

arguing that the `renewal of Marx's concepts is best effected by taking full account of space' 

(343). For Lefebvre, the whole of space is an object of productive consumption. All the 

earth's resources are part of the forces of production and the whole urban fabric, including 

transport and communication networks, are part of the means of production. Lived experience 

is crushed by abstract space through practices of the state, the military and commerce. He 

traces the start of the `space of accumulation' in the twelfth century in Western Europe (263), 

governing natural rhythms without becoming fully fledged abstract space. For Lefebvre the 

sixteenth century became the key turning point when, for example, the town overtook the 

country in economic influence and with its own rationality. At the same time, space was 

conceptualised differently. In the sixteenth century the accumulation process intensified and 

transformed space. Space is broken up, divided and localised and nature fades into the 

background. Capitalist space is characterised by fragmentation (segregation, division, 

separation) and homogenisation (coherence, conformity, uniformity). In a romantic and 

nostalgic vein, he considers that under conditions of modern industry and city life, abstraction 
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dominates the relationship to the body (205). However, nothing disappears, earlier forms 

always underpin what follows (229) and there still exist `spaces for play, spaces for 

enjoyment, architectures of wisdom or pleasure' (348). 

Lefebvre uses what he calls a tripartite, dialectical approach (see Shields, 1999: 109-115). His 

crucial and most well known classification hinges on the following three interconnected 

elements: 

Perceived space (espace percu) or spatial practice (e. g. daily, routine reality, how 

space is used: production and reproduction) 

Conceived space (espace concu) or representations of space (e. g. knowledge, signs, 

the space of scientists, planners, technocrats: linked to ideology) 

Lived space (espace vecu) or representational space (e. g. symbolic, imaginative, 

cultural space: the subject of ethnologists) 

Deliberately criss-crossing, jumbling and reformulating all three modes of space in order to 

capture its richness and diversity, Lefebvre analyses the various developments towards 

`abstract' space, a gradual formalisation or quantitative trend that `erases distinctions' (1991: 

49). But in contrast to these destructive trends, Lefebvre also articulates a strong utopian 

dimension within his reflections on the production of space, particularly towards the end of 

his major study. He asserts that to `change life ..... we must first change space' (190). His 

analysis leads to the possibility of a different, new and potentially revolutionary space or at 

least the possibility of a `counter space' (348-9 and see also Shields 1999: 58-60). He refers 

to spaces for contemplation and pleasure (Lefebvre: 1991: 379). `Leisure is as alienated and 

alienating as labour', however, through the spaces of leisure new beginnings may be found, 

as a tension, contradiction, arises that is not necessarily passive, and which may lead, 

however faint, to an attempt to foster an explosive new space (383-5). 

Acknowledging that Lefebvre went out of his way to avoid presenting a methodical theory of 

space, Soja nevertheless condenses and organises his thought systematically. He discusses 

Lefebvre's critique of a double illusion: the `realistic illusion' that concentrates narrowly 

upon natural, physical, objective, material or empirical space and ignores the space of the 
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imagination and the `illusion of transparency' that is fixated with mental, subjective, ideal, 

designed or cognitive space and ignores lived and social space (Soja, 1996: 61-63). Such a 

critique opens up the possibility of what Soja describes as a `trialectics of spatiality' that 

explodes the binary illusion and combines the physical, mental and social, with each feature 

conceived as ̀ simultaneously real and imagined, concrete and abstract, material and 

metaphorical' (65). Soja then turns to Lefebvre's spatial triad as indicted above: perceived 

space conceived space and lived space. He suggests that Lefebvre makes a political and 

strategic choice in implicitly privileging the last spatialisation. Lived social space is the 

`terrain for the generation of 'counterspaces', spaces of resistance to the dominant order' (68). 

For Soja this is a radical and open ̀ Thirdspace', both imaginative and real, and a space for 

`struggle, liberation, emancipation' (68). 

Soja also finds Thirdspace perspectives in Foucault's notion of heterotopia and goes as far as 

to equate the concept with Lefebvre's lived or representational space, building up a new, far- 

reaching, `transdisciplinary' approach. Soja's conflation `heterotopology of thirdspace' is in 

some ways surprising as he admits that Foucault's lecture is `rough and patchy' (154) as well 

as presenting `frustratingly incomplete, inconsistent, incoherent' examples (162). How 

therefore can Soja build from this shaky ground such large and embracing concepts? One 

way is to marry the ideas to others, for example those of Lefebvre. The other significant 

manoeuvre is to equate the lecture on heterotopia with Foucault's other work, especially with 

themes of knowledge and power: 

In `Of Other Spaces' is encapsulated the sites of Foucault's unending engagement with spatiality, with 
a fundamentally spatial problematic of knowledge and power (Soja, 1996: 162) 

This is significant because a few pages earlier Soja had addressed and rejected the idea of 

incorporating Foucault's other work in his notion of Thirdspace and states that it would be a 

risky procedure as "Foucault rarely addressed the `spatial problematic' directly and explicitly 

in his major writings (154). In turn, this does not sit comfortably with the extravagant claim 

that `hidden in the underbrush of the Thirdspace.... is the body and mind of Michel Foucault' 

(145). Soja seems in this sense to want it both ways. But by slipping in notions about `power 

and knowledge' it enables him to make the large claim that Foucault is envisioning an 

alternative approach to space, one that challenges and resists all established conceptions. This, 

procedure is also identified by Philo, who in making an even stronger case for aligning 
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Foucault's work with postmodern geography, nevertheless finds Soja incorporates ideas 

about power too easily and without attention to the detail of Foucault's varied historical 

studies. He argues that Soja misleadingly attempts to create something fundamental and total 

with regards Foucault's thought: 

... 
by claiming to find the `essence' of Foucault's postmodem geography and by in effect hooking up 

his own version of Foucault's geography to his own version of postmodernism, Soja ends up giving a 
misleading statement of Foucault's distinctive position (Philo, 1992: 41) 

Although Philo's own linking of Foucault with postmodernism does not address adequately 

the contested nature of the term, the above criticism is important as he acknowledges that 

Soja is one of the few theoretically minded geographers who has had any sustained 

engagement with Foucault. 

Soja's interpretation of Foucault is disappointing for a variety of reasons. He places 

Foucault's work within a spatial context by asserting that his historical studies were 

`proactively spatialised from the start' (1989: 18) and yet there is virtually no discussion or 

even detailed reference to these studies. In turning to Foucault's lecture of heterotopia, much 

is made of his brief comments about privileging space over time, but the detail of the text is 

merely summarised and contains no analytical reflection. He occasionally hints at some 

underlying heterotopian properties such as a `relational' quality (17) or an ability to be 

`combinatorial, microcosmic, concretely abstract' (1995: 14), but these stimulating ideas are 

not developed. Such a fragile framework is then equated rather than contrasted with 

Lefebvre's spatial preference, which in turn is reduced to a radical and open space for 

conflict, freedom, emancipation and `resistance to the dominant order' (68). To marry 

Lefebvre's far reaching spatial narrative, based upon a subtle reinterpretation of 

phenomenology and Marx, with Foucault's overall work and specific notion of heterotopia 

requires more than acknowledgment of potential differences (Soja, 1996: 162); it requires a 

detailed examination of Foucault's applications and studies of space. Taking up Soja's 

challenge, in the next chapter, I will investigate to what extent Foucault's historical studies 

are ̀ proactively spatialised from the start' (Soja, 1989: 18) or reveal an ̀ unending engagement 

with spatiality' (Soja, 1996: 162) and how such spatialised thinking might relate to his 

conception of heterotopia. 
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2.9 Conclusion 

Both Hetherington's sociology and Soja's geography attempt to adopt the concept of 
heterotopia in order to further a narrative about modernity and post-modernity respectively. 
In later chapters, rather than starting from a particular agenda within a disciplinary boundary, 

I use a more interdisciplinary and exploratory approach that starts by setting Foucault's 

briefly sketched ideas in the context of an overall spatial methodology within his early studies 

and then provides detailed investigations of the spatial dynamics of two of the sites 

mentioned by Foucault: the cemetery and the garden. I will argue that heterotopia is better 

understood if it is freed from the shackles of a specific narrative that attempts to define the 

key spatial features of an era or sensibility. I will substantiate my argument that heterotopia 

is more a strategic point of view, or a method of analysis. Throughout his lecture, Foucault 

stresses a variety of relational formations, which echo structuralist approaches, but are 

couched very broadly. Both heterotopias and utopias have: 

the curious property of being connected to all other emplacements, but in such a way that they 
suspend, neutralise, or reverse the set of relations that are designated, reflected or represented by them, 
(Foucault, 1998a: 178) 

The cemetery is a heterotopia because it produces an absolute rupture with conventional time 
but it is also `connected to all the other emplacements' as it houses someone known to many 
individuals and families (180). Other sites such as brothels function in relation to the 

remaining space to produce an `illusion' that, in turn, denounces the rest of human space as 

more illusionary, or as in the case of Puritan colonies, are so meticulously arranged that they 

highlight the rest of space as utterly jumbled (184). Foucault suggests that these extraordinary 

spaces can be described systematically or at least formally in relation to the remaining space 

and each other. This relational aspect is revealed in the way heterotopias formulate miniature 

worlds. In a brief, but exhilarating expose of Foucault's concept of heterotopia, loosely 

based on some biographical conjecture around Foucault's stay at Sidi Bou Said in Tunisia in 

1967 and the Castro District of California in 1983, Faubion contrasts heterotopias to the 

`mundane monotony.... of everyday life' and suggests they are `brighter, darker or more 

complex' (2008: 32). Revealingly, I think, he argues that this spatial intensity is produced in 

part by the fact that they are more macrocosmic or more microcosmic than everyday spaces. 
They replicate, exaggerate or reduce another world in such varied forms as the library, the 

prison, the cemetery and the Persian garden. Shakespeare's ̀globe' theatre catches the 
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microcosmic feature nicely, or the ideal asylums described by Foucault as ̀ independent 

microcosms' and an ̀ inverted mirror of society' (2006: 428) or prisons as ̀ the microcosm of 

a perfect society' (1997: 238). Heterotopias also generate worlds within worlds such as 

eighteenth century ships that were also floating prisons and brothels (see Rees, 2001). 

Casarino notes the microcosmic features in narratives of the ship, for example, Conrad 

describes a vessel as a `fragment detached from the earth' and `a small planet' (Casarino, 

2002: 19-20), a floating miniature replica, separated from and yet mirroring the world. 
Casarino explains Foucault's heterotopia par excellence in terms of `the paradox of a 

simultaneous becoming-monad and becoming-fragment' (26). 

But there is also a wider sense in which heterotopia can be viewed relationally. Hetherington 

tellingly notes that these spaces produce `different modes of ordering', but there is nothing 
intrinsic about them (1997: 8). What is important is the relation between sites. Soja pinpoints 

a similar `relational' dimension within and across these sites (1989: 17). Ritter, in a 

perceptive introduction to a series of essays on heterotopia, also states that `other space does 

not require its own territory, but rather emerges from an existing territory situatively on the 

basis of a certain configuration' (1998: 17 original italics). Taking this further, one method of 
looking at heterotopia as a group of sites might be through Wittgenstein's famous notion of 
`family resemblance'. This is not to equate it with anything Foucault said, but to explore it as 

a possible tool of analysis. During his Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein (1976) 

enquires whether there is anything that `games' have in common. He is thinking about all 

types of games, ball games, card-games, Olympic games and so on. He goes on: 

What is common to them all? -Don't say; "There must be something common, or they would not all be 
called `games"' - but look and see whether there is anything in common to all but similarities, 
relationships and a whole series of them at that.. 
(1976: 31) 

He continues to explain, that `we see a complicated network of similarities overlapping and 

criss-crossing: sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similarities of detail'. I want to 

propose that this may be a helpful way to begin looking at Foucault's notion of heterotopia 

generally and his examples specifically. There is nothing common, intrinsic or essential 

about them. Both the principles, and the examples which manifest them, may reveal an 

overlapping complex network of resemblances. Foucault's six principles in this sense are 

attempts to depict ̀ overall similarities'. The particular illustrations he gives overlap with each 
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other, creating a rich, diverse picture of `similarities of detail'. Such an approach to 

heterotopia would chime with the beginning of his lecture where he sets a relational context 
by stating that we are in an era of `the simultaneous, of juxtaposition, of the near and the far, 

of the side-by-side, of the scattered' like `a network that connects points and weaves its 

skein' (Foucault, 1998a: 175). When discussing social spaces generally, he refers to a `set of 

relations', `bundle of relations' and `web of relations' (178-9). 

In this respect, it is also interesting that Goffman (1968) uses a form of family resemblance in 

depicting the key feature of `total' or `encompassing' institutions (eg orphanages, prisons, 

psychiatric hospitals, POW camps, prisons, army barracks, boarding schools, work camps 

and monasteries). He lists five characteristics of these sites, but insists that none of the 

elements is `entirely exclusive' to total institutions and `none seems shared by every one of 

them'. What makes them unique is that `each exhibits many items in this family of attributes 

to an intense degree' (my emphasis). He describes these features therefore in a `weak' but 

`logically defensible way' (1968: 98). Similarly, Foucault's six principles may form clusters 

within certain sites, highlighting what he describes as intense or `fully functioning' 

heterotopia, as in the case of the cemetery (Foucault, 1998a: 182). Heterotopian sites emerge 

when and where certain attributes join forces, forming a cluster or network. As Defert (1997: 

280) suggests, there is a `monadic, Leibnizian dimension' to these spaces; they are complete 

little worlds that can be described formally and symbolically in themselves and in relation to 

each other. Their relational quality is also important in the way these spaces mutate. In many 

ways, his later study of the birth of the prison is a detailed examination of how this particular 

institution, along with all its associated plans, laws, administrative procedures and scientific, 

moral and philosophical discourses changed at a particular historical point and took on a 

specific `strategic function' (see Foucault 1980: 194-5). Prompted by Foucault's remarks in 

his lecture, I will in chapters seven, eight and nine explore the cemetery in this light through 

its `substantial mutation' (1998a: 180) during the early- to mid-nineteenth century. I will 

show how the modern cemetery opens up a new miniature world that both mirrors and 

transforms other spaces. 

These spaces are also in different senses relational within themselves in that they incorporate 

or manifest a certain spatio-temporal ambivalence, ambiguity or tension. As far as possible in 

my analysis, I try to explore the concept of heterotopia on its own terms and reflect on actual 

examples or case studies to draw out Foucault's principles and features. However, in the case 
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of spatio-temporal dynamics of certain sites, I use Deleuze and Guattari's relational notion of 

`smooth and striated space-time' (2004: 527-8) to try and tease out how these spaces might 

dramatise a certain relational play or tension. These two terms include and diversify dualisms 

that are traditionally associated with gardens and other heterotopian sites, for example, 

nature/culture, freedom/control, wilderness/order or opening/closure. For Deleuze and 

Guattari, the striated `intertwines fixed and variable elements' whereas smooth is the 

`continuous variation, continuous development of form' (528). Although this Deleuzian 

conception is in many respects far from Foucault's account, I think the spatio-temporal 

ambiguity is similar, particularly in the relational sense that smooth and striated spaces ̀exist 

only in mixture' as `smooth space is constantly being translated, transversed into a striated 

space; striated space is constantly being reversed, returned to a smooth space' (524). 

As well as being relational, I also argue that heterotopian emplacements are also interruptive 

with regard to both space and time. Some of these features are highlighted by De Cater and 

Dehaene (2008b: 90) in relating Foucault's concept to the categorisations of space in the 

ancient Greek city. They argue that such a space is not private or public, but more a sacred or 

cultural area for religion, the arts, sport and leisure. These spaces of `free time' involve key 

features: (1) interrupting the continuity of time, (2) breaking entrenched binaries such as 

private/public, virtual/real and nature/culture (3) creating centres of play, or a creative 

clearing (4) providing a protected space, refuge, haven, or sanctuary and (5) producing a 

space that cannot be `adequately described in economic terms'. Although I will go on to 

disagree entirely with their notion that `normality is suspended', I will investigate how, in 

Defert's words, heterotopias produce `transformations' or `ruptures' of ordinary existence 

(1997: 275). The mirror confirms and at the same time disturbs our sense of self; a holiday 

punctuates life; the cemetery encompasses an utter break with life; the brothel, theatre, 

cinema and fair open up an illusion or fantasy; the prison, asylum and old people's home 

transform their occupants. Overall, these spaces ̀ritualise splits, thresholds, and deviations' 

(275). It is perhaps here that the earlier discursive version of heterotopia found in the preface 

to The Order of Things overlaps with heterotopian social spaces. The former highlights 

textual spaces that disrupt the usual patterns and categories of thought, unhinging the familiar 

links between words and things, whilst the latter provides ambiguous or disconcerting places 

to inhabit. 

63 



Heterotopias are also formed through the productive play of the ideal and the real. In this 

respect, I will devote a chapter four to the relationship between utopia and heterotopia and 

then illustrate how this relationship is played out within gardens and cemeteries, but it is 

noteworthy that Foucault addresses this potent blend in his studies of asylums and prisons. 

We have noted how the ship of fools, both real and imaginary, provides a rich and intense 

metaphor. In a different historical context, Foucault opens his 1973-74 lectures on 

Psychiatric Power at the College de France with Fodere's fantastic description of an `ideal 

asylum' (2006b: 1-3). Such a fictional description captures the way in which individuals may 
be caught in a network of power, distributed in time and space. In Discipline and Punish, he 

suggests that the rich variety of actual applications of Bentham's Panopticon is due to its 

`imaginary intensity' (1975: 205). In a wider sense, asylums and prisons are realised dreams 

and fantasies, as are, in their different ways: gardens, brothels, libraries, festivals, theatres, 

utopian communities and exotic vacation villages. 

I also go on to argue that the relational features of heterotopias, coupled with their mixture of 

the ideal and real make them particularly productive `rich pictures' or tools of analysis. For 

Faubion heterotopian sites are both `concrete technologies' and `rhetorical machines' (2008: 

32). They generate a plurality of mutually reinforcing applications and meanings. Casarino 

notes a similar aspect in narratives of the ship. He explains how in White-Jacket Melville 

describes the ship as `a city afloat', `a garrisoned town', or `lodging houses in Paris, turned 

upside down'. For Casarino, the ship produces a `radically heterogeneous space capable of 
being all these irreconcilable spaces at once (2002: 33- 34). In later chapters, I will argue that 

these different spaces may form a `dispositit' in the sense that they relate to actual practices 

and, at the same time, act as a wider method of analysis or `grid of intelligibility' (Dreyfus 

and Rabinow, 1982: 121). They are in Deleuzian terms both an abstract machine and a 

concrete assemblage (see Deleuze, 1992 and Osborne and Rose, 1999: 739). Heterotopia as a 
dispositif transforms and generates functions; produces new effects, experiences, 

opportunities and dangers; incorporates a variety of contradictory or ambivalent principles 

and features; and highlights a network of resemblances. 

I also wish to propose that aspects of Foucault's later notion of governmentality are relevant 

to any study of heterotopia. I will devote chapter seven and eight to this topic in relation to 

the changing configuration of the cemetery in the nineteenth century, but it is worth noting 
here that certain features of governmentality may be a way of coming to terms with what 
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seem to be contradictory interpretations of how these spaces relate to questions of power. As 

noted above, some argue, like Soja, that heterotopias are liberating spaces. Hetherington 

argues that they bring together liberating and controlling forces. Foucault's reflections on 

governmentality elaborate such a tension with much more subtlety. Govemmentality 

concerns ̀ the conduct of conduct' and Foucault suggests that perhaps the `equivocal nature of 

the term conduct is one of the best aids for coming to terms with the specificity of power 

relations' (2001a: 341). The word in French implies both to lead, and in different ways, 

coerce others (conduire) and also to behave, or conduct oneself, in a particular manner within 

a range of open-ended possibilities (se conduire). It is about guiding or governing outcomes 

in relation to others and oneself. The broad term `government' as used in the sixteenth 

century, pinpoints this well. It is not a process of confrontation, but a complex play of 

possibilities involving a subject that is considered free: `power is exercised only over free 

subjects, and only insofar as they are free' (342). Placed in this broad context, rather than in a 

frame that considers power to work top-down, Foucault's bewildering examples of 

heterotopia do not seem so contradictory. All these spaces govern but in diverse ways from 

explicit modes of coercion (the prison or the asylum) to modes of trying out open-ended 

practices (the brothel or the garden), whilst acknowledging that one mode can contain, or 

transform or merge into, its opposite. 

In conclusion, I started by drawing out features of heterotopia from a close reading of the text 

that he presented to architects. What is most striking is the relational quality of the spaces 

outlined by Foucault. Some of the translations are misleading. He is not emphasising some 

deep sense of `Otherness' or radical alterity and, despite some structuralist-functionalist 

aspects to his account, spatial difference is not reduced to a transcendent totality. Difference 

is produced through a play of relations or resemblances rather than through sharing common 

or essential elements. Against Saldanha (2008), I argue that Foucault's notion of heterotopia 

celebrates the discontinuity and changeability of existence and is as much about the 

disruption of time as space. However, I have acknowledged that Foucault's account in many 

respects seems inconsistent and certainly incomplete. Genocchio (1995: 39) also raises an 

important question: can anything and everything be described as an example of heterotopia? 

Various interpretations of the concept also seem contradictory. For instance, some argue that 

the sites are socially homogenous and others argue that they break from fields of normality. I 

argue that these confusions can be tackled through providing a relational framework. 

Heterotopias do not exist except in relation to other spaces. Heterotopia is more about a 
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point of view, a way of looking at and connecting certain spaces and can be analysed as 
forming family resemblances, with different levels of intensity. It could be argued that all 

spaces are heterotopian to some degree, but various spaces become distinguished through 

combining certain of what Foucault calls `principles' with associated spatio-temporal 
features. Hetherington and Soja do recognise that heterotopias have no intrinsic features, but 

they both make sweeping unsubstantiated assertions about the link between heterotopia and 
Foucault's wider work, and they also equate the concept with other theoretical frameworks. I 

argue that many themes in the lecture do seem to mesh with his wider studies but that this 

needs to be corroborated through a detailed analysis of those studies, particularly in relation 

to the different ways in which Foucault uses space as a tool of analysis. Soja's asserts that 

Foucault's work is `proactively spatialised from the start' (Soja, 1989: 18) and reveals an 
`unending engagement with spatiality' (Soja, 1996: 162). The next chapter asks to what 

extent Foucault's thought is spatialised. Does exploring such a question help towards an 

understanding of his incomplete and sometimes confusing conception of heterotopia? 
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Chapter 3: Heterotopian strategies 

3.1 Introduction 

The history of philosophy is full of speculation about the fundamental ontological features of 

time and space (Grosz, 1995: 93-100; West-Pavlov, 2009: 17-19). As noted in the previous 

chapters, Foucault asserts that time has tended to dominate modern thought: `since Kant, 

what is to be thought by the philosopher is time: Hegel, Bergson, Heidegger' (Foucault, 

1980a: 149). There has been much recent sparring by theorists over which `side' has received 

the most consideration historically and which deserves the most attention today. Foucault's 

brief remarks seemingly in favour of space over time in his lecture to architects and the 

explosive response from the Sartrean psychologist in the audience, is often mentioned in this 

respect. Soja claims that despite Foucault's observations, time still pre-dominates the `critical 

consciousness of modern social theory' (1989: 10). He rails against the `persistent hegemony 

of historicism' (21). In complete opposition, Grosz claims that `representations of space have 

always had.... a priority over representations of time' (1995: 97). Thrift argues that space is 

`equally dynamic' as time (2006: 142). Massey would support this argument (1993: 141) and 

explores how the term `space' is often used as if its meaning is clear and uncontested. She 

also supports Foucault in attempting to `awaken space from the long sleep engendered by the 

inattention of the past' (2005: 13). She argues against those theorists, such as Bergson, de 

Certeau and Laclau, who not only set up an unhelpful dichotomy between time and space but 

also attempt to give primacy of the former over the latter. Whilst acknowledging the strength 

of Deleuze's elucidation of Bergson generative notion of temporality, she outlines how 

Bergson has a narrow derogatory conception of space as the `dimension of quantitative 

divisibility' which is out to conquer the richer and more productive qualities of time (23). For 

de Certeau, space is particularly associated with structure, representation and stabilisation, 

working against an engagement with the stream of `life' (45). According to Massey, both 

theorists conceive space negatively as a `residual-category' of the temporal (49). Using a 

wide range of perspectives, including modern physics, she argues that space and time are 

`inextricably interwoven' (1993: 152). Finally, Serres' sustained applications of `topological 

thought' rethink time and history as dynamic volumes, emphasising ̀connections, mediations and 

passages' (see Connor, 2004: 105). 
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But how does Foucault conceive space? Why does he insist on the importance of space in 

relation to time? How does Foucault's understanding and use of these concepts inform his 

outlines of heterotopia? Lefebvre asserts that `Foucault never explains what space it is that he 

is referring to' (1991: 4). Thrift considers that Foucault's conception and use of space is 

limited and he `tended to think of space in terms of orders' (2007: 55). Being blind to 

`space's aliveness', Foucault could not `imagine how different contents can inhabit the same 

space' and misses out many of the most vital ingredients of the world' (56). In this chapter, I 

want to question these assertions by going back to Foucault's earliest studies, starting with 

his history of madness, and trace in detail Foucault's different uses of, and approaches to, 

space. In particular, I want to take much further Elden's fruitful notion that Foucault uses 

space not just as an object of study but as ̀ part of the conceptual armoury we have for 

analysis itself' (2001: 6). In this chapter, I draw on the pioneering spatial and relational 

analyses of Deleuze (1988; 1992), Elden (2001), Flynn (2005), Serres (1997), and Veyne 

(1997). I also build on the theoretical reflections in many studies within human geography. 

Philo (2007: 343) notes the propensity of many geographers to treat Foucault almost 

exclusively as the `geometer of power', but he and others have attempted to rectify this bias 

with studies and applications of many of Foucault's major early works (see Hannah, 1993, 

2000 and 2007; Legg, 2007; Laurier and Philo, 2004; Matless, 1992; Philo, 1992,2000, 

2004,2007). 

After looking briefly at his use of space in his history of madness, the chapter concentrates oil 
how Foucault's reflections on modem literature, especially Blanchot and Roussel, help to 

formulate a spatial analysis that underpins his study of the history of clinical medicine (1973) 

as well as his complex theoretical explanation of his archaeological approach (1972). Here 

we can find the start of Foucault's productive and `unending engagement with spatiality' that 

Soja (1996: 162) mentions but does nothing to substantiate. Overall, I argue that Foucault's 

use of space in these early projects is strategic and on one important level this is how 

heterotopia can be conceived: a concentrated if playful display of the advantages of space as 

a tool of analysis. Space thoroughly undermines established time-based historical and 

philosophical reflections and opens up new connections. 

68 



3.2 The space of madness 

Foucault's initial use of a series of spatialisations within his study of the history of madness, 
first published in 1961 and only recently translated into English in its unabridged form 

(2006), is well documented (see Elden, 2001; Philo, 1987,2004; Serres, 1997). Philo has 

gone on to produce a hugely impressive `history of socio-spatial segregation' in terms of a 
diverse range of spatial relations that are involved in the `making of past mad-business' 
(2004: 39-41). Elden shares with Philo the use of the term `spatial history' and notes tellingly 

how Foucault's `conceptions of space - theoretical, medical, moral, and philosophical -often 
relate to the exercise of power over the mad'(2001: 133). Foucault's history of madness is 

his first major attempt to find some common ground or structure between scientific 
knowledge and institutional practice (Gutting, 

. 
1989: 79). Within this history, space helps 

Foucault to trace how our modem knowledge of madness became possible, without following 

orthodox narratives based on the evolution of ideas, or scientific or humanitarian progress. 

Veyne convincingly argues that madness is actually defined as a practice itself and in a sense 
does not exist except by the `practices that designate and concern it' (1997: 138). Serres also 

explains how the history of the separation of the two domains of madness and reason, and the 

relationship between them, becomes a `meditation on space' (1997: 39-45). 

According to Serres, Foucault uses a spatial analysis in order to overcome the difficulties of 

finding a suitable language to explore the notion of madness. Above all, spatialisations seem 

to avoid the use of the language of reason - looking at madness as something completely 

foreign, something already rejected by reason - as well as the impossible language of 

unreason that somehow has to be deciphered, unravelled and returned to sense. Foucault gets 

out of this difficulty by attempting to communicate through `geometry': an aesthetic and 

formalised spatial language. For Foucault, therefore, space here is not just an institution, an 

object, a theme, or a complex metaphor. He litters his study with spatial vocabulary (limit, 

situation, division, separation, closure) and uses a spatial style that mirrors these divisions, 

but also the whole history of madness becomes an attempt to find a fundamental description 

of variations of structure (Sexres, 1997: 41). Foucault's concern is to show how the lines are 
drawn that open, close, or connect the spaces of reason and madness. He provides a detailed 

analysis of actual modes, practices and institutions of confinement and segregation, but as 
Elden argues, these are intimately related to various spatial conceptualisations of madness 
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(2001: 133-134). Indeed, these conceptions of space are often placed before questions of 

confinement and the huge policing process that took place across Europe throughout the 

seventeenth century. This is, to borrow a term made explicit in The Birth of the Clinic 

(Foucault, 1973: 9), the `primary spatialisation' of Foucault's analysis. Madness is firstly 

about a conceptual or imaginative division, and modes of confinement are considered as `the 

institutional version' of this primary relationship (Foucault, 2006: 206) or the condition of 

possibility of specific practices (1989a: 13). However, as he later elaborates, the practices, 

sites or institutions of confinement in turn help to establish and support a division between 

reason and madness: laboratories and associated discourses of `veridiction' that both capture 

and define madness (2008: 19 and 33-34). 

Nevertheless, there is ambivalence within Foucault's spatial depiction of madness and the 

remnants of a phenomenological stance of trying to grasp, or assuming the existence of, an 

authentic `experience' of madness (see Philo, 2004: 36-7). The recent publication in English 

of the unabridged version of the book makes this ambivalence more explicit (Foucault, 2006). 

As Hacking (2006: xi) in his forward to the book observes, Foucault on occasions dabbles 

with a `romantic fantasy', conceiving madness as the moral confinement of `unreason' with 

the latter depicted as an unfathomable danger, or in Foucault's own words, `the threatening 

space of absolute liberty' (2006: 157). The suppressed 1961 version of the preface puts it 

more excessively: `an inaccessible primitive purity' (xi). Unreason is set adrift within the 

`incendiary' (511) work of such writers as Nietzsche and Artaud. Foucault's first major 

study is therefore inconsistent and somewhat contradictory in its presentation of madness. 

Even the severely abridged version, despite the relational underpinning, does not avoid 

altogether a `flirtation with hermeneutic depth' (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 12). As 

explained by Blanchot, more significant than Derrida's famous attack on the work (see 

Boyne, 1990), Foucault reproached himself for being `seduced by the idea that there is a 

depth to madness, that it constitutes some form of fundamental experience situated outside 
history' (Blanchot, 1987: 67). Hacking (2006: xi) concludes that we are therefore left with 

two books, one that is an impossible search for the raw experience of madness and another 

that points forward to a focus upon the practices of discourse. Gutting, on the other hand, 

argues that the `naive idea of a privileged experience of madness' is not a primary object of 

the book (1989: 103). But, whatever the prominence of Foucault's early flirtation with depth, 

there is no doubt that following the initial publication of his book, Foucault considers that 
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madness cannot be found or presented in its `raw state'. In an interview given as early as 

1961, he makes this explicit and also offers the interesting remark that the major influences in 

his project were the literary works of Blanchot and Roussel (1989b: 7-8). Whereas certain 

literature encouraged a nostalgic claim of uncovering a pure expression of unreason, other 

readings provide clues to discovering `new connections' (Serres, 1997: 52). I want to go on to 

argue that his reading of some forms of modern fiction helps Foucault to find new spatial 

mechanisms that eliminate traces of an appeal to a fundamental depth or natural object. 

3.3 The space of literature 

Several of Foucault's essays published in the 1960s investigate the specific relationship 

between forms of modem literature and space. For example, in `The Language of Space' 

published in 1964, he asserts that `the gap, distance, the intermediary, dispersion, fracture and 

difference' are no longer the themes of literature; such spatialisati6ns have become the form 

through which language is presented to us, or `what makes it speak' in the first place (2007a- 

163-4). As he remarks in an essay on Blanchot, fiction `bears a profound relation to space' 

and it is necessary to think through fiction (1998c: 153 - my emphasis). But why is this 

space of modern fiction important? Crucially, as Robbe-Grillet argues, such a space 

acknowledges the `destitution of the old myths of profundity' (1965: 75). The space of 

literature helps to break with certain traditions of thought and holds the promise or possibility 

of avoiding an explanation of things in terms of something else, of tracing some origin, 

interior motive or developmental history (Flynn, 2005: 6-7). It also offers a particular spatial 

style of thinking. As Foucault says towards the end of The Order of Things, `literature in our 

day is fascinated by the being of language' (1970: 383). This attraction was marked by trends 

within structuralist thinking (see Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 12 -15), but for Foucault 

certain modern fiction contains other interesting, wider experiments with language, especially 

those that stretched and tested the limits and possibilities of words, and the relationship 

between words and things. In an article, `Distance, Aspect, Origin', published in 1963, 

Foucault (1994: 273) traces several ̀ isomorphisms' between the texts of Robbe-Grillet and 

writers who had been published by the journal Tel Quel. With some echoes of his first 

account of textual heterotopia, these isomorphisms also indicate some of the spatialisations 

that he will go on to use in his wider work. For example, the writers describe multiple, 
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fragmentary features rather than exploring an `original' expression; they refuse to seek a 
hidden reality and manifest instead points of connection; they undermine the process of 

dialectics which splits the interior and exterior; and they break down the division between 

reality and imagination. Overall, these spaces of literature help to expose a new field of 

analysis (see Flynn, 2005: 104-105; Major-Poetzl, 1983: 104). Reflections on fiction open 

up, in various ways, the possibility of a new, different or even transgressive analytical space. 

For Foucault, one aspect of such writing is that it breaks traditional disciplinary boundaries, 

particularly between philosophy, literature and art. For instance, Breton is a `writer of 

knowledge' who reveals a new space of experience (Foucault 1998d: 174). In an essay on 
Bataille, Foucault suggests that his work, along with Blanchot's and Klossowski's, provides a 

space for exploring a radically new philosophy that is not based on dialectics (or 

anthropology) but embraces the endless process of limits and transgression (1998e: 76). He 

asserts that we must try to `assimilate' this experience. Such a `mad philosophy' replaces 

totality with limits and contradiction with transgression. Importantly, transgression must be 

detached from any oppositional sense. As he will later reiterate in his conclusion to The 

Archaeology of Knowledge (1972: 205), this is a process of affirming difference rather than 

always seeking to oppose one thing to another: 

Transgression, then, is not related to the limit as black to white, the prohibited to the lawful, the outside 
to the inside, or as the open area of a building to its enclosed spaces. Rather, their relationship takes the 
form of a spiral that no simple infraction can exhaust. (1998e: 74) 

Foucault reflects on the consequences of incorporating such spiral or labyrinthine language 

within thought, or working through a `dispersion of points' rather than a dialectic of 

conflicts. 

For Foucault, `Blanchot made possible all discourse about literature' (1998f: 287). 

Blanchot's fiction manifests the exteriority of words. He uses spatial images and metaphors 

that light up an `irredeemable incompatibility' between language as it appears and notions of 

consciousness or subjectivity. Moreover, Blanchot's discourse critically refuses any use of 

reflexive language that always tries to move toward some inner certainty; it holds no secret 

but merely dances across a `neutral space' -a dispersion without any foundation. In this way, 

language is let loose from the `old myths by which our awareness of words, discourse, and 

literature has been shaped' (Foucault, 1998c: 167). Blanchot's spatial techniques avoid a 

privileged point of view, offering a possible escape from the power of these foundational 

72 



conceptions. Foucault outlines how, as Sade and other writers did in the margins of literature 

in the nineteenth century, Blanchot's thought shatters Hegel's `interiorisation of the law of 
history' (Foucault, 1998c: 151). The space of fiction sheds light on other possible relations 

and explores whether there is a site for language that is undialectical and depthless. For 

Foucault, this feature lights up a space of discourse that does not reveal anything except 
itself. Crucially, the `thought of the outside' brings attention to what will remain a constant 

preoccupation for Foucault, an archaeology that focuses on `what in language already exists, 
has already been said, imprinted, manifested' and the space through which it is presented to 

us: 

a discourse appearing with no conclusion and no image, with no truth and no theatre, with no proof, no 
mask, no affirmation, free of any centre, unfettered to any native soil, a discourse that constitutes its own 
space as the outside toward which, and outside of which, it speaks. (Foucault, 1998c: 153). 

Such conceptions seem to prise an opening for Foucault's spatial analyses: tactics that focus 

on discourses as real actions that have a manifest impact. Although Blanchot remarks that 

Foucault may have shared in an `illusion of autonomous discourse' (1987: 80) his study of 

these forms of modern literature nevertheless seem to disclose within an imaginative and 

literary context, spatial possibilities for an analysis that shows or describes without revealing 

or explaining, or affirming. Such ̀ influences' are perhaps not as crucial as those of, say, 

Bachelard and Canguilhem (see Gutting, 1989), or Husserl, Heidegger and Nietzsche (see 

Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982; Elden 2001), yet they play a significant role in opening up a 

tactic, an overall spatial approach to Foucault's studies that emphasises dispersion, 

discontinuities, thresholds and mutations in examining the exterior impact of discourse, as 

events (Flynn, 2005: 51-57). 

The discovery of new connections is perhaps most clearly seen in Foucault's sustained study 

of Roussel's experimental novels, plays and poems in Death and the Labyrinth (1987). In his 

groundbreaking essay on 'Foucault's geography', Philo (1992: 144-147) highlights how 

Foucault's account of Roussel's painstaking and exhausting descriptions of everyday objects 

emphasises an `existential' quality, in that there is nothing beneath or beyond the existence of 

the objects and their distribution. Whereas Blanchot presents a space of discourse that does 

not reveal anything except itself, Philo illustrates how for Foucault, Roussel manifests a 
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space of objects that are ̀ designed to circumnavigate essentialist modes of thought in which 

essences (deeper levels, layers) are revealed or work themselves out progressively through 

time'(146). Robbe-Grillet reaffirms the argument that in Roussel's work `no transparency, no 
humanist `going beyond' can be imputed to the series of objects, exploits and events' (1965: 

97). Roussel's seemingly ridiculous experimentations leave the reader instead with `total 

transparency' with `no inside, no secret, no ulterior motive' and, tellingly, we are left with 
investigations of language that are `concrete but theoretical' (1965: 98). 

In particular, Roussel plays with the fact that the possibilities of describing a single object are 
infinite and the possibilities of interpreting different levels of meaning of the description of 
that object are also endless. Roussel, like Blanchot, exposes a space in which reflexive 
language is undermined, where endless commentary and interpretation to seek an interior 

motivation or core meaning is shattered. But Roussel achieves this rather differently and 

teasingly through the application of a complex formal `process' or matrix of language. 

Reflecting upon How 1 Wrote Certain of My Books, Roussel's (1995) last text that was 

published after his death. Foucault questions whether this final text is constructed through 

`multilevels of secrecy', each ordering the other, but without any having a common value. 
(1987: 7) Foucault seems captivated by how Roussel's discursive games and experiments, in 

different ways, both open and close spatial and visual possibilities, offering an essential 

ambiguity that is both an `access and barrier' (23-26). Roussel's work seems to play out the 

dance of hermeneutics `filled and emptied by the possibility of there being yet another 

meaning, this one or that one, or neither, but a third, or none' (11). Interpretation is an endless 

occupation. As Philo notes, Roussel's work formulates no central point, fundamental nature 

or core meaning to be discovered, but rather an endless ambivalent playfulness of the spatial 

possibilities of language (1992: 145). Such reflections recall Foucault's own flirtation with, 

and utter dismissal of, hermeneutics. He censures Breton's simplification of Roussel's work, 

closing `on a secret whose forbidden nature alone would indicate its existence, essence, 

content, and necessary ritual' (Foucault, 1987: 10). Breton and others seek to interpret the 

texts in the `correct' way and therefore miss other vital perspectives: ̀ it would be comforting 

to close them off, to suppress all the openings, and to allow Roussel to escape by the one exit 

that our conscience, seeking respite, will grant him' (30-31). To attempt to find a single key 

or governing thematic that opens the secret of the texts simply dries up Roussel's work at its 

source. Likewise in Foucault's later proposed history of medicine, economics and grammar, 
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he will resist the lure of the `permanence of themes, images and opinions' and `play different 

games' (1972: 37). Roussel's books, something like Nietzsche's `effective history', work 

negatively and rather than leading to a secret, or primary meaning, leave us `disarmed' (1987: 

3) or introduce `discontinuity into our very being' (1989g: 380). 

At the heart of Foucault's study of Roussel is the complex relationship between words and 
things. In different ways, Roussel's books play out a game of identity and difference, or the 

same and the other. Such experiments again recall Foucault's reference to Borges' 

bewildering Chinese encyclopaedia at the beginning of his preface to The Order of Things 

(the original French title Le Mots et les Choses, or `words and things'). As discussed in the 

previous chapter, this heterotopian discourse shakes ̀ all the familiar landmarks of my thought 

- our thought' (1970: xv-xx). The disorder provokes a space in which `fragments of a large 

number of possible orders glitter separately' (see Defert, 1997). Borges' classification reveals 
for Foucault the customary ways in which we tame and control the wild abundance of things, 

shattering the way in which `words and things.... `hold together' (1970: xviii). Foucault's 

overall concern in The Order of Things is to establish the ground from which we produce 

classifications and order, the foundational `codes of a culture'. Textual heterotopias help to 

expose this ground, `unthinkable' spaces that reveal the limits of our language and splinter 

the familiar. 

It is here that we might trace a direct link between heterotopian textual spaces and physical 

spaces. The `space' [espace] of literature has a distinct meaning, as the English translator of 

Blanchot's The Space of Literature explains thoroughly (1982: 10-11). Although the meaning 

of this word has the sense of a domain or realm, it also `implies the withdrawal of what is 

ordinarily meant by "place"; it suggests the site of this withdrawal'. Literature's space is 

deeply ambiguous and similar to Foucault's description of the heterotopian mirror: nowhere 

and here. It is most often described as the outside [le dehors] that is both unreachable and 

unavoidable. Literature presents a void or interval `in place of the place it takes'. It is cut 

through with a different time and is never quite itself. These different spaces provide, as 

Foucault remarks in his study of Roussel, a `passage which is an enclosure' (1987: 76). Like 

the ship of fools, both types of heterotopia form enclosures that are a passage to somewhere 

else, detaching us from ourselves: a placeless place. Textual spaces have the freedom to be 

utterly different and to undermine all traditional unities of language and their attachment to 
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things. The `different' non-discursive spaces, as outlined by Foucault in his lecture, in their 

own way both reflect, and at the same time, interrupt or disrupt the spaces that surround 

them. Each space is at variance somehow and ̀ never quite itself'. However, I do not wish to 
force the comparison; there are also distinct differences between the two types of space. 
Borges' textual space is truly `heteroclite' in that elements are placed in sites so utterly 
different from one another that it is impossible to find a common `place of residence' for 

them (Foucault, 1970: xvii). Roussel's literary spaces are somewhat closer to Foucault's 

non-discursive heterotopia, presenting a bewildering play of representation, contestation and 

reversibility, yet this is still the realm of the imagination, a fictional `game by which things 

and words designate one another, miss one another, betray one another, and hide one another' 
(Foucault, 1987: 150). Roussel has the freedom to conjure up his own `strange space', 

experimenting playfully with the simplest manoeuvre of language and creating the most 

complex diversions of order and chance. Foucault's `real' heterotopias are both `concrete 

technologies' and `rhetorical machines' (Faubion, 2008: 32). They are embedded in different 

cultures, mutate through history, have multiple meanings, but with a tangible impact. 

3.4 The space of the body 

With some strong echoes of Foucault's study of Roussel, The Birth of the Clinic (1973) 

provides a meticulous empirical study of a `strange event' (Foucault, 1998h: 308) as played 

out within a specific historical period: the development of medicine over a period of less than 

50 years, starting around the end of the eighteenth century. Spatialisations are applied in a 

variety of complementary ways in attempting to trace, through detailed examination of 

medical documentary evidence, a shift in approach to, and perception of, disease: a formal 

redistribution of discourse about disease. Overall, the study exposes and unsettles the close, 
familiar and self-evident space of the body. It reveals, through an analysis of Bichat and his 

disciples, how modem medicine, based on pathological anatomy, spatailises illness in a 

particular way: `a space whose lines, volumes, surfaces and routes are laid down, in 

accordance with a now familiar geometry': 

This order of the solid, visible body is only one way - in all likelihood neither the first, nor the most 
fundamental - in which one spatialises disease. There have been, and will be, other distributions of the body. 
(1973: 3) 
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To reveal the singularity of pathological anatomy, which involves a certain economy of 
language, Foucault begins by tracing three inter-related spatialisations of medicine. Philo, 

noting that despite frequent and explicit references to geography and spatial features, the text 

has been disregarded by medical geographers (2000: 11-19), has helpfully teased out these 

three formations, but they do not fully exhaust the spatial reach of the book or encompass the 

profound points that Foucault makes regarding death and the significance of Bichat. Philo 

(2000) explains that there is no simple progression from one formulation to another, but 

rather there develops a series of reconfigurations. Classificatory medicine, historically just 

before anatomo-clinical period, is outlined as the primary or `free spatialisation'. Here the 

localisation of a disease is a minor concern. It is about `system of relations involving 

envelopments, subordinations, divisions, resemblances' (Foucault, 1973: 4). Disease is 

pictured without depth, along one plane, without any sense of progression. As with Roussel's 

work there is no privileged point of reference (see Philo, 1992: 145). It is a spatialisation of 

resemblances, where `analogies define essences'. Differences and similarities are measured 

within a table of class, genus and species. It is an idealised space separate or dislodged from 

the patient's body and the intervention of the doctor. In a sense, disease only exists in that 

space; it is defined by its place within a family rather than a specific organ. Elden tellingly 

describes this as ̀ imaginary' space (2000: 140-142). Although this primary spatialisation is 

identified outside any social context and unaffected by any institutional environment, 

practices or techniques, such a configuration of disease nevertheless coincides with economic 

imperatives. The patient tends to be left in the care of families and friends, as this is both 

inexpensive and avoided spreading the sickness. Hospitals are perceived as a breeding ground 

for illness, an enclosed space that protects and nourishes disease rather than the patient. 

In contrast, the secondary space of `localisation' involves perception, a subtle qualitative gaze 

that attempts to assess differences between cases. The individual patient is given a positive 

status within a close relationship with an individual doctor. Here the eye governs. It is the 

gaze of a `doctor supported and justified by an institution, that of a doctor endowed with the 

power of decision and intervention' (1973: 89). This restructuring of disease, echoing in a 

different context Roussel's torturous experiments, brings a profound visibility or a new 

relationship between space, perception and language. Foucault traces in painstaking detail the 

different attempts to bind and match language to this visibility of the gaze, but finds the shift 

towards pathological anatomy arrives when touch and sensation replace the labours of 
description, along with a paradoxical return to some of the basics of the primary 
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classificatory spatialisation. What alter are the objects that are allowed significance, that are 

literally brought to light: the redistribution of the body through a relationship to a positive 

gaze. Here imaginary and real spatialisations reinforce each other. Foucault shows how the 

restructuring of the environment of the clinic towards the final years of the eighteenth century 

brought this new visibility and closeness to the actual body. The medical gaze within the 

clinic is as demanding and thorough as that of natural history. It is the gaze of an expert, a 

doctor, supported by an institution and provided with new tools to intervene and calculate. 

The third spatialisation involves practices, institutions, political and economic confrontations 

and struggles. Although underdeveloped in this book, Foucault does mention briefly 

institutional methods of dealing with epidemics at the end of the eighteenth century and a 

concern with overall health, involving regulations of housing, abattoirs, and cemeteries 

(explored later in his lectures on governmentality- see Elden 2007: 67-81). All this requires 

general policing, involving supervision and constraints, including the appointment of health 

inspectors and a wide-ranging concern with `healthy living'. Foucault also looks in some 

detail at the political ideology of the revolutionary reformers that in many ways prevents the 

development of hospitals and the introduction of clinical medicine. Ideals evolve around 

decentralising assistance rather than providing a privileged location. Revolutionary dreams 

of equality include `restoring medicine to liberty' and the wholesale `dehospitalisation of 

illness' (1973: 66). However, Foucault traces how all three spatialisations are superimposed 

to produce what we know as pathological anatomy or the `technique of the corpse' (141). 

This is crucial to his study. He undermines attempts to write a historical narrative around the 

gradual development of enlightened thought that finally banishes old beliefs. Rather, it is 

about conflicts and compromises between different forms of spatialisation or modes of 

knowledge (126). With again some possible mirroring of Roussel, this is particularly apparent 

in his analysis of Bichat's reconfiguration of anatomy. Moreover, as Deleuze argues (1988: 

93-95), Bichat's imaginary spatialisation fascinatingly reflects Foucault's own spatial 

techniques and: 

.... 
imposes a diagonal reading of the body carried out according to expanses of anatomical 

resemblances that transverse the organs, envelop them, divide them, compose and decompose them, 

analyse them, and at the same time, bind them together'. (Foucault 1973: 129 - emphasis in original). 

Bichat's clinical analysis concentrates on perceptible, thoroughly organic, space. The surface 

gaze traces resemblances and connections and forms generalities that have the same 

78 



arrangement as classificatory thought. And it is death, specifically the corpse, which provides 

a new spatio-temporal mode of analysis for Bichat. Death, like disease, is dispersed in time. It 

is no longer conceived as an absolute end, but is distributed throughout life, or put another 

way, life is a struggle with death. Curiously, this also resembles a key aspect of Foucault's 

study of Roussel. Foucault feels that Roussel's eventual suicide drives the `process' in his 

work (1987: 58). In a sense both The Birth of the Clinic and his study of Roussel are books 

`about space, about language, about death' (1973: ix). For Bichat, the medical field that has 

been dominated with themes of eliminating disease, cure, prolonging life, finds itself 

immersed in death. Through this conception, degeneration is at the heart of life. 

According to Foucault's irony, death becomes the answer that medicine had been searching 
for over thousands of years: a definition of the relationship between life and disease. The new 

game also involves a different signification. There is no longer a natural expression or display 

of the symptoms of disease that needs to be read correctly; instead it involves the posing of 

questions, a projective gaze that is mapping a volume rather than a series of events. The 

approach becomes three-dimensional, the ear and the finger can now trace on the living body 

that which could be traced by the dissection of a corpse (73). Crucially, death provides the 

foundation for a new spatialisation of disease: ̀ embodied in a space that coincides with that 

of the organism; it follows its lines and dissects it; it is organised in accordance with a 

general geometry' (159). Bichat is therefore involved in `nothing more than a syntactical 

reorganisation of disease in which the limits of the visible and invisible follow a new pattern' 

(195). In his study of Roussel, he reveals how words produce new things. Both Bichat and 

Roussel ̀ discover an unexpected space, and cover it with things never said before' (Foucault, 

1987: 146). As Gutting remarks, for Foucault clinical medicine is founded on an `ideally 

exhaustive description' that requires `both perception that omits nothing and language that 

precisely expresses all that is perceived' (1989: 125). Language is exposed to a completely 

different space, a new game between the visible and the expressible. 

Foucault's technique involves no implication of meaning outside of these spatialisations. The 

study of illness, like his study of madness at times struggled to effect, is a description 

through, and of, relational space. As Veyne argues, there is no constant object here that is 

gradually understood or modified. One distribution does not necessarily find its meaning in a 

preceding one (1997: 181). Neither is there anything to be discovered through identifying any 

requisite trait or some hidden explanation. The truth of disease is not posited in terms of 
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something other than itself; it is displayed as a new spatialisation. In The Birth of the Clinic, 

this can be seen as part a structuralist manoeuvre (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 12-15), but it 

also works within the space opened up by certain forms of avant-garde literature (Foucault, 

1998c: 153). Moreover, as revealed again by Deleuze, the method and object of study are 

always intertwined. Deleuze's reference to Boulez's description of Webern's music applies 

equally to Foucault, Roussel and Bichat: 

He created a new dimension which we might call a diagonal dimension, a sort of distribution of points, 
groups or figures that no longer act simply as an abstract framework but actually exist in space'(cited in 
Deleuze. (1988: 22) 

It is this link between method and object that I wish to explore further in relation to 

heterotopia. I go on to argue that heterotopian sites are particularly productive as spatial tools 

of analysis because their relational quality both reflects and at the same time interrupts or 
disrupts the spaces that surround them. 

3.5 The space of discursive practice 

In The Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault attempts to clarify this elusive diagonal 

distribution as both a working concept and object of research (1972: 9). The book is 

Foucault's most methodical work, an attempt to survey his previous studies, indicate mistakes 

and clarify his method. Yet as Gutting points out, although it looks back at previous books, it 

also `appropriates them for his present and future purposes' (1989: 234). Although individual 

chapters are systematically presented, the development of the book avoids any linear 

progression, moving in different directions and refusing any `rigorous theoretical model' in 

order to free a `coherent domain of description', or expose a different space (Foucault, 1972: 

114). As he remarks mischievously in a later lecture at the College de France, `I am like the 

crawfish and advance sideways' (2008: 78). Foucault describes it as a tentative experiment or 

adventure, forming a `labyrinth into which I can venture' (1972: 17). 

The book works spatially but also negatively through a process of purification (Dreyfus and 

Rabinow, 1982: 106). In attempting to identify what unites and distinguishes certain 

discourses such as economics, medicine, grammar and natural history, Foucault repeatedly 

and rather laboriously contrasts his archaeological method with various orthodox modes of 
history. In particular, as his reading of Nietzsche reinforces, he believes that: 
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The traditional devices for constructing a comprehensive view of history and for retracing the past as a 
patient and continuous development must be systematically dismantled. (1989g: 380) 

Such a dismantling is apparent in his studies of madness and modern medicine, and continues 

in his study of the birth of the modem prison. Blanchot suggests such conventional 

approaches were already threadbare, but somehow the process, form and style of rejection 

seem more important than further undermining already moribund traditions (1987: 74). Such 

a relentless asceticism or `negative theology' may produce something new, a new space 

through which to work. Put briefly and schematically (see also Foucault, 1972: 172-3 and 

Flynn, 2005: 6-13), the modes of history that he utterly rejects are grounded in one way or 

another on a psychological model (the subject's intentions, motivations, interpretations and 

meanings); a spirit of the age model (a continuous, total, unified, idealised world view); a 

biological model (rational progress, historical development, influences, returns and 

completions); or, finally, a theological or aesthetic model (transcendence, creation, 

originality, invention). 

Again and again, he rehearses the elimination of these paths, an utter refusal that almost 

becomes utopian in upholding the promise of an impossible methodology. His previous 

books, particularly The Order of Things (1970) with its focus on certain spatialisations of 

knowledge in the history of various human sciences, are seen as somehow incomplete 

attempts to throw off a variety of constraints. He now attempts to cleanse systematically his 

method of any remaining notions linked to `genesis, continuity, totalisation' and to forge a 

new more rigorous practice (Foucault, 1972: 138). In place of the well trodden paths in the 

history of ideas, Foucault proposes archaeology, a Rousselian form of scrutiny `that is not 

intended to reduce the diversity of discourses', that has a diversifying rather than unifying 

effect or presents ̀ a scattering... a decentring that leaves no privilege to any centre' (205). 

Such an approach clearly resembles aspects of early structuralism (see Dosse, 1997a: 238), 

but Foucault also explicitly couples it with the further development of `new history' which 

emphasises ̀discontinuity (threshold, rupture, break, mutation, transformation)' (Foucault, 

1972: 3 and see Dosse, 1997a: 260-1 and Flynn, 2005: 13-17). 

Foucault's scrutiny of discourse is based on the ̀ law of rarity'. Its founding principle is that 

`everything is never said' and, reiterating a key point about Roussel's work, very little is said 
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in relation to the wealth of words that are available. As seen in his study of the history of 

clinical medicine, at any given time there are certain limited modes of perception and 

description. Rather than moving from the level of statements to another exterior level and 

resorting to, for example, `an explanation by social conditions, mentality, world view', 

Foucault tries a different game, rigorously and systematically remaining at the level of 

description, a notable feature played out in different ways across the spaces of Blanchot and 

Roussel's space of literature. Every move away from description is renounced and each 

statement or group of statements is treated as an intense event fixed within history (1998h: 

305). As noted at the end of the last chapter, Foucault's approach, in this respect, has some 

striking parallels with Wittgenstein's method. Foucault avoids all interpretation and does not 

`question things said as to what they are hiding, what they are really saying, in spite of 

themselves' (Foucault, 1972: 109). For both Wittgenstein and Foucault, there is no 'sub-text- 

(119). 

Overall, the Archaeology of Knowledge explores the condition of possibility rather than the 

content or meaning of discourse. Specifically, Foucault questions and examines the links 

between four possible sets of discursive practices relating to the emergence of `objects', the 

particular `style of enunciations', the organisation of `concepts' and the interconnection of 

various `strategies' or points of choice. In the `summary' for his initial course at the College 

de France, 1970-71, he sums up his focus upon a domain of systematicity that is neither 

`logical nor linguistic': 

Discursive practices are characterised by the demarcation of a field of objects, by the definition of a 
legitimate perspective for the subject of knowledge, by the setting of norms for elaborating concepts 
and theories. Hence each of them presupposes a play of prescriptions that govern exclusions and 
choices (2000a: 11). 

For Foucault, discursive practice does not refer to the activity of the subject; it involves the 

rules and regularities to which the subject is subjected (Dosse, 1997a: 243). He explains the 

spatial and relational functioning of these practices and how they relate to his previous 

studies. For example, with regards to the history madness, Foucault now claims that the 

intention was to avoid any notion of an enduring and `singular object' of madness and to 

replace this with `the common space in which diverse objects stand out and are continuously 

transformed' (1972: 313). He deliberately supposed madness did not exist and concentrated 

on all the discourses, events and practices that focussed around something called `madness' 
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(2008: 23). Similarly, as noted in the last section, the history of clinical medicine does not 
involve the emergence of a new single, unified way of seeing things, but rather incorporates a 

wide range of `enunciations' that mesh with a range of sciences but also embrace political, 
legislative, administrative and ethical reflections and measures (1972: 323), later described as 
`a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble' or dispositif (1980b: 194). 

Foucault's archaeological approach has been explored and applied productively within 

Anglophone human geography. Philo argues that Foucault's approach to history encourages 

`researchers of the past taking seriously the importance of space, place, and geography' and 

that Foucault embraces ̀a spatialised perspective on what history actually is' (Philo: 1992: 

140). He highlights Foucault's conception of a concept of history that embraces ̀ the 

fragmented (the particular, local, specific) ontology of social life... ' (143). Linking to the 

study of Roussel, Philo (19992: 149) illustrates how Foucault `proceeds by imagining a 

hypothetical space or plane across which all of the events and phenomena relevant to a 

substantive study are dispersed'. Philo (2004) draws upon Foucault's method in his own 

hugely impressive study of the geographical history of madness. However, a certain 

ambiguity emerges here. Whilst noting that Foucault embraces an attention to `details', to 

difference and therefore to geography, Philo (2004: 70) also manages to agree with Lemert 

and Gillan (1982) that there is a `failure to register the rootedness' of his spatial history and a 

lack of geographical materialism in his substantive histories. This is taken up in the 

conclusion in terms of Foucault's lack of `spatial specificities' and the claim that Foucault's 

history of madness is `highly inspecific' (652-657). In an article with Laurier, Philo suggests 

that archaeology'is a `style' rather than a set of exact research procedures (2004, page 428). 

Hannah (1993: 354) agrees that The Archaeology of Knowledge is primarily a demonstration 

of a certain style of analysis, but suggests convincingly that Philo (at least in his early essays 

on the topic) tends to underestimate the full complexity of the analysis. Hannah argues that 

the actual categories, or organising concepts, of Foucault's archaeological method - 

regarding objects, subjects, concepts and strategies- can provide useful descriptive tools for 

analysing discourse (2007: 86-87). He systematically applies these categories in an empirical 

study analysing the discourse of governmentality as it emerged in late nineteenth-century 

America (2000). Similarly, Legg incorporates and reinvigorates Foucault's rules of discursive 

formation within his analysis of Delhi's urban governmentalities (2007). 
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Legg argues that Foucault's archaeological method, with its focus on discursive formations, 

needs to be combined with his genealogical method, with its stress upon power relations, 

non-discursive practices and subjectivities (2007: 40). This broad position is also taken by 

Dreyfus and Rabinow (1982: 79) in their account of the excesses and ambiguities in The 

Archaeology of Knowledge. They argue that the book ultimately cannot find an adequate 

description of the relationship between discursive and non-discursive elements. Others have 

argued more strongly but less persuasively that genealogy rectifies a deficit or ambiguity in 

archaeology (see Lemert and Gillan, 1982: 55; Megill, 1985: 232-233). Some commentators 

suggest it is more a matter of orientation within different projects and, in earlier and later 

studies, Foucault deliberately provides a different focus upon the relationship between 

discursive and non-discursive practices (see Flynn, 2005: 144-45; Hannah, 1993: 357; Philo 

and Laurier, 2004: 428). As I go on to argue, this more integrative interpretation seems 

compelling. In The Archaeology of Knowledge, the spot-light is upon the discursive, and 

Foucault is seeking an `intrinsic description' (1972: 28), but the problem of capturing the 

interplay with the non-discursive is always present (45). As he says in an interview, he deals 

with `practices, institutions and theories on the same plane and according to the same 

isomorphisms' (1989a: 13). When he tries to concentrate on discourse and the formal rules of 

statements, there is `no reason for describing this autonomous layer of discourse' (1972: 67), 

except to the degree that it relates to other practices. 

This intimate relationship between discursive and non-discursive practices runs through all 
his histories, with their emphasis upon modes of rationality that organise our ways of `doing 

things' (Foucault, 2000: 317). Central to the method is a determination to `treat the instances 

of discourse that articulate what we think, say and do, as so many historical events' (315). 

From his earliest studies, Foucault distinguishes between discursive and non-discursive 

elements, but treats them both as equally forceful practices. The endeavour, as revealed 

through certain spaces of fiction, deliberately highlights the complex and mutative 

relationship between words and things, the said and the unsaid (Foucault, 1972: 28-32). As 

we have seen, Roussel manifests the multifaceted relationship between them, whilst Blanchot 

displays the exteriority of words, or words as things. Both produce literature that stresses the 
functionality of discourse, or how spoken and written words are in themselves practices with 

multiple, material effects (Flynn, 2005: 51). Words form objects that we `produce, 

manipulate, use, transform, exchange, combine, decompose and recompose' (Foucault, 1972: 
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105). As much as Wittgenstein, Foucault recognises that words cannot be divorced from their 
`fields of use' (see Davidson, 2001: 181). 

3.6 The overlapping space of archaeology and genealogy 

To summarise, Foucault displays diverse events and practices spatially in order to free 

himself from various orthodox approaches to the history of ideas, particularly those grounded 
in terms of `genesis, continuity, totalisation' (1972: 138). In various essays, he explicitly 

couples his approach with Nietzsche's genealogy (Foucault, 1998g), but I have tried to reveal 

wider spatial techniques that stem at least in apart from his reading of certain forms of avant- 

garde literature. However, if Foucault deliberately suspends all notions of causal analysis, it 

is not in order to `guarantee the sovereign, sole independence of discourse; it is to discover 

the domain of existence and functioning of a discursive practice' (1972: 164). Moreover, 

ideas and discourse, institutions and practices are displayed or described spatially in order to 

trace regular and common features. Although The Order of Things deliberately concentrates 

on the discursive field, neutralising the `whole practical and institutional side' (2000b: 6) the 
intimate link between archaeology and genealogy, can be found in The History of Madness 

and The Birth of a Clinic and is spelt out in The Archaeology of Knowledge where `material 

documentation includes: `books, texts, accounts, registers, acts, buildings, institutions, laws, 

techniques, objects, customs etc. ' (1972: 7). Such an inclusive approach is made more 

explicit in his later notion of a dispositif, a concept that perhaps most thoroughly integrates 

the archaeological and genealogical methods (Deleuze, 1992). As Foucault says in an 
interview following the publication of the first volume of the History of Sexuality, a dispositif 

is: 

'a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, 
regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and 
philanthropic propositions' (1980b: 194). 

A dispositif facilitates the tracing of the connections, modifications, intensifications and shifts 

that occur through this ensemble of discursive and non-discursive elements. Foucault goes on 

to say that these sets of relations respond to an `urgent need', taking on a specific `strategic 

function' which in turn is continuously readjusted or elaborated according to the effects it 

produces (195). Examples here would be the policing of a disruptive population in the 
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context of the delineation of madness in the seventeenth century and the policing of health 

matters in the context of the delineation of disease in the late eighteenth century. 

Another application of `strategy' perhaps provides the clearest example of how his 

archaeology is embedded in his later work, particularly around questions of governmentality. 

In The Archaeology of Knowledge we find a key passage that reflects on spatial strategies that 

replace a history of ideas based on time: 

Rather than seeking the permanence of themes, images, and opinions through time, rather than 
retracing the dialectic of their conflicts ...... 

Could one not rather mark out the dispersion of the points 
of choice, and define prior to any option, to any thematic preference, a field of strategic possibilities. 
(1970: 36-37). 

Here is an explicit explanation of why he endorses space over time in his introduction to 

heterotopia. As he says later in answer to `questions on geography' in the journal Herodote, 

to analyse discourse solely in terms of `temporal continuity' inevitably leads to postulating 

some form of explanation based on the `internal transformation of an individual 

consciousness' (1980c: 69). Space, as in Blanchot's literature, critically refuses moves 

towards uncovering a unified or foundational explanation; it offers a way to display a neutral 

dispersion of possibilities. As I will explain in later chapters analysing the emergence of the 

modem cemetery in the context of the `art of government', this spatial framing of questions 

continues as a working method throughout his studies. As an example here, I will take his 

1978-1979 lectures at the College de France, entitled `The Birth of Biopolitics' (2008). He 

starts his course by underscoring his constant methodological rejection of any attempt to treat 

an object as something primary, original or already given (2-3). However, his approach is 

more radical than merely questioning these ̀ universal' conceptions; he rejects them in the 

first place and concentrates on what he terms `concrete practices' (3). He is not suggesting 

that something like madness, disease, delinquency or sexuality are mere illusions or the stuff 

of ideology that can be exposed by reason, but he shows by `what conjunctions a whole set of 

practices' construct or mark out a particular reality or effect. These ̀ transactional realities' 

(297) do not have a single cause; they stem from multiple connections at a particular moment 

in history. He persists in his rejection of temporal concepts and embraces a spatial method of 

analysis, or archaeology. For instance, he argues for `heterogeneity' but insists that this is 

`never a principle of exclusion; it never prevents coexistence, conjunction, or connection' 

(42). Reiterating the point quoted above from The Archaeology of Knowledge, he proposes a 
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`non-dialectical logic' or a `strategic' logic. Dialectical logic puts to play contradictory 

elements within the homogenous; whereas strategic logic attempts to `establish the possible 

connections between disparate terms which remain disparate' or a `whole series of bridges, 

transits, and joints' (42-43). 

It would be easy to summarise all this as some form of post-modernist or post-structuralist 

method, but one has to be careful. Philo notes how Foucault's 1976 course of lectures at the 
College de France focuses upon the discourse of politics, struggle and war. He suggests that 

Foucault's approach to `bellicose history' is about `accentuating heterogeneity over 
homogenisation, fragmentation over coherence, multiplicities over singularities', forming a 
fundamental assault on modernist reasoning (Philo, 2007: 360). However, Philo is wrong to 

simply concentrate on forms of division and discontinuity within these lectures. In the 

following year's lectures on `Security, Territory, Population', for example, Foucault 

discusses the possibility of finding intelligibility in history that `does not lie in assigning a 

cause that is always more or less a metaphor for the source', but here the emphasis is upon 
displaying `phenomena of coagulation, support, reciprocal reinforcement, cohesion, and 
integration' to replace dialectical notions based on conflict or duality (2007: 238-9). To 

repeat, for Foucault heterogeneity never excludes ̀ coexistence, conjunction, or connection'. 

McHale, in summing up post-modernity through Foucault's technique, suggests that 

`impossible spaces... fragments of disparate discursive orders.... are merely juxtaposed, 

without any attempt to reduce them to a common order' (1992: 250). But this misses the 

whole point. Discursive and non-discursive elements are spread out spatially in order to see 

new connections. Spatial thinking provokes an alternative mode of decipherment or analytical 

grid that above all replaces the dialectics of time, but also provides a different `point of view' 

as part of a, `critical morality', for example, avoiding entrenched and commonplace 

concepts of the `state' shared by both neo-Marxists and neo-liberals (Foucault, 2008: 186- 

187). 

Flynn embraces Veyne's reading of Foucault as an `historical nominalist' or `historical 

positivist' (2005: 33). For Veyne (1997: 147-153), Foucault's geography helps to formulate 

attempts to describe objectively historical practices with an unyielding Rousselian 

concentration on particular events and `without presupposing anything else at all, without 

presupposing the existence of any goal, object, material cause'. From the start, Foucault 

sticks to the relationships between what is said and done, both counting as equal events, with 
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multiple effects. Veyne emphasises this thoroughly relational dimension throughout 

Foucault's work: `nothing exists in history, since in history everything depends on 

everything else' (1984: 170). Echoing Wittgenstein somewhat, Foucault famously declared: 

`what is interesting is always interconnection, not the primacy of this over that' (2002: 362). 

Spatial techniques, approaches or styles of thinking are used in order to avoid any sense of 
the `primary', to embrace wholeheartedly `interconnection' and to destroy various ingrained 

methods and conceptualisations within, for example, the history of ideas, or the analysis of 

govemmentality, or the history of subjectivity. It is an endeavour to test the possibility of 

thinking about these problems differently and to capture something that is missed by 

`readymade syntheses'. Spatial thinking helps to formulate a different `point of view', a 

method of analysis that for Foucault concerns the on-going quest for a `critical morality', the 

avoidance of various `critical commonplace' positions that postulate an essential, universal, 

autonomous or interior cause (2008: 186-87). 

Moreover, these spatialisations are always both a method and an object of research. This, as 
helpfully clarified by Dreyfus and Rabinow (1982: 121), is a crucial aspect of his notion of 
dispositif. It is a `grid of analysis' produced by Foucault but it is also practices themselves: 

`the method of the effective historian as well as the structure of the cultural practices he is 

examining'. Drawing upon Blanchot and Roussel's literature, space is more than a recurring 

metaphor and an object of study in Foucault's work; it is used as a primary form of attack, a 

mode of dispersion and exposure, and a prevalent mechanism of analysis. This is not so much 

a `radical hostility toward the existing order' (Megill, 1985,183-193), as Foucault rarely 

offers such a destructive, simplistic or authoritarian dualism, but it is a matter of disturbing 

and undermining particular orthodox ways of thinking. It is about trying to create a new space 

to think rather than attacking the very notion of objective reason (see Foucault, 2000b: 313). 

Megill argues that Foucault's project is fundamentally an aesthetic one and that he is `caught 

up within a spatial metaphoric'(1985: 232), but Foucault's spatial reflections are always 

attempts to untie certain established threads of reasoning and find new strategic instruments 

to describe the concrete functioning of discourse. As Dosse concludes, Foucault `incessantly 

sought out truth even if it meant passing for a contrabandist (sic) of knowledge' (1997b: 143). 
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3.7 Conclusion 

So how does all this analysis help in understanding the concept of heterotopia? I think 

various features emerge that will be worth exploring in much more detail, and in relation to 

concrete examples, in later chapters. The analysis illustrates that Hetherington's and Soja's 

casual remarks concerning the extent of Foucault's spatial analysis across his studies, do not 

in any way address the origins, degree, complexity and subtlety of Foucault's spatial 

reasoning. It perhaps confirms Soja's claim about 'Foucault's unending engagement with 

spatiality' (1996: 162) but my argument suggests that this engagement reaches beneath and 

beyond his concern with explicit questions about `knowledge and power'. Foucault's use of 

spatialisations is perhaps much wider and deeper than he acknowledged himself (see 

Foucault, 1980c: 77). The above analysis provides an insight into why Foucault opens his 

lecture on heterotopia with an affirmation of the importance of space over time. His overall 

method does not attempt to trace the dialectical play of conflicts (1972: 36), or try to `obey 

the temporality of the consciousness as its necessary model' (122). 'A spatial approach allows 

Foucault to make new connections, as he explains in his `Candidacy Presentation' at the 

College de France: 

..... 
it is a matter of identifying the different ensembles that are each bearers of a quite particular type 

of knowledge; that connect behaviours, rules of conduct, laws, habits, or prescriptions; that thus form 
configurations both stable and capable of transformation. (2000b: 9) 

Ensembles, connections and configurations do not reject time; they provide a fresh handling 

of history. His account of heterotopia, presented at the time he was writing The Archaeology 

of Knowledge, can be seen in the context of an overall spatial attack. In a sense, the lecture is 

perhaps an opening up of the possibility of a field of study, but also promoting a mode or 

style of study. Put another way, Foucault is proposing heterotopian thinking as a form of 

archaeology, the exposure of different spaces and new relations. Perhaps an understanding of 

Foucault's spatialisations in his early work therefore provides some clues as how to `read' his, 

examples of heterotopia. As we have seen, Foucault's method does not reveal and explain; it 

meticulously shows and describes. Moreover, his method does not attempt to uncover 

something essential, pure, radical or `other'. As he argues, heterogeneity is `never a 

principle of exclusion'. Similarly, heterotopian sites do not sit in isolation as reservoirs of 

freedom, emancipation or resistance; they coexist, combine and connect. They are not stable 

entities; they are contingent qualities. In this sense, heterotopology attempts to `establish the 
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possible connections between disparate terms which remain disparate' (Foucault, 2008: 42). 

It introduces a way of looking at and diversifying space. 

In The Archaeology of Knowledge, the task is to `make differences: to constitute them as 

objects' (1972: 205 original emphasis). Heterotopology indicates an approach of 

diversification, decentring, a scattering but also a regrouping. It makes differences, unsettles 

spaces, sometimes exposing the extraordinary in the most ordinary of places. In this light, the 

lecture to architects is perhaps a brief, marginal text that highlights how our world is full of 

spaces that fragment, punctuate, transform, split and govern. Life is full of different `worlds': 

miniature, transient, accumulative, disturbing, paradoxical, contradictory, excessive, 

exaggerated. These spaces are heterotopian to different degrees of intensity and are always 

changing. There is nothing primary about them; they are particularly adaptable and versatile. 

But these spaces are worth highlighting because of their position; they seem to reflect or 

gather in other spaces and yet unsettle them at the same time. The concept of heterotopia is a 
form of attack, an overall strategy, but also heterotopian sites have a special strategic 

position. 
In summary, Foucault uses space as a tool of analysis, as a way of looking at discursive and 

underlying non-discursive practices without relying upon conventional approaches to the 

history of ideas, particularly those grounded in terms of `genesis, continuity, totalisation' 

(1972: 138). In a sense, this is a very negative exercise. Space is a crucial form of attack, 

undermining both the philosophical enterprise that runs from Hegel through to Marx and 

eventually Sartre, and an approach to history that implies a conscious, inevitable progression 

of humanity. Foucault is well known for his `spatial obsessions' (1980c: 69), but I hope to 

have shown the range, pervasiveness and complexity of his spatial thinking that runs through 

his history of madness, his reading of certain avant-garde literature, his history of the clinic 

and his archaeological approach generally. His brief thoughts on heterotopia can be seen in 

this context, asserting the importance of space over time and then suggesting a way of 

looking at what might seem ordinary spaces but which contain a multitude of changing 

functions and meanings. 

Building upon the argument developed in the last chapter, I am suggesting that his account of 

heterotopia mirrors his overall spatial strategy, presenting a relational dispersal of actual 

spaces that brings to light new connections, a formal regrouping. Heterotopia is both a spatial 

style of thinking and a way of looking at spaces. Foucault refers to the prospect of a more 
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methodical `heterotopology', a formal description or `reading' of these spaces. In the lecture 

(1998a), he refrains from calling this a `new science' as he had done in the previous radio 

broadcast (2004), but nevertheless suggests the possibility of a `systematic' approach. In later 

chapters, I will attempt a systematic account, or heterotopian reading, of a range of historical 

and contemporary spaces, but working towards this, I first want to distinguish between a 

heterotopian and a utopian approach to cultural and social spaces. In all of Foucault's three 

accounts of heterotopia, he seems to draw an important distinction between these two 

concepts. Does an understanding of Foucault's wider use of space as a tool of analysis, as 

substantiated in this chapter, help to define the relationship between the two ? Does the 

relationship help towards a better understanding of Foucault's formulation of a more formal 

approach to these spaces, a heterotopology. 
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Chapter 4: A question of localisable utopia? 

4.1 Introduction 

Foucault describes heterotopias as ̀ localisable' utopias or `actually realised' utopias. In the 

preface to The Order of Things, Foucault opposes utopian to heterotopian textual spaces 
(1970: xviii). The former are coherent, ordered imaginings, whereas the latter disrupt and 

shatter speech. In his later lecture to architects, both notions are described as ̀ spaces which 

are linked with all the others, and yet at variance somehow with all the other emplacements' 
(1998a: 178). Here the distinction is drawn rather simplistically between `unreal' utopias and 
`real' heterotopias. The two terms are not opposed; they form a continuum with the `mirror' 

placed in between as an `intermediate experience', somewhere between the real and the 

unreal. (179). Most of the examples that Foucault provides of heterotopia include various 

utopian aspects. The Puritan communities founded by the English in America and the Jesuit 

colonies in Paraguay are obvious instances, but both prisons and asylums are also described 

in utopian terms in Foucault's wider work (see 1975 and 2006a respectively). Moreover, as I 

will discuss in more detail later, Foucault's `oldest' heterotopia, the garden, and the `highly' 

heterotopian cemetery have significant utopian features. 

Yet the relationship between these two concepts has tended to be neglected or underplayed in 

interpretations of heterotopia. In chapter two, I argued against Hetherington's (1997) 

equation of Mann's (1984) utopic play and Foucault's concept, and I will return to this 

theme. Defert (1997) does discuss the disquiet in the 1960s and 70s regarding the utopian 
features of the rationalisation of space within urbanism. He asks rhetorically whether 
heterotopias could `trace a furrow in the dominant discourse that unfolded seamlessly in the 

space of utopia' (1997: 277)? Ellin argues that heterotopias might provide an example of a 

movement from technocratic modernist urban designs to something more humble, apolitical, 

sceptical and anti-utopian. He suggests the latter spaces are like `vest pocket utopias' (1996: 

92). Others have tended to link utopia with modernity and heterotopia with the heterogeneity 

of post-modernity (see Siebers, 1994: 20). Vattimo evocatively encapsulates the emergence 

of post modernity as a transformative aesthetic experience that moves `from utopia to 

heterotopia' (1992: 71). The former is based upon some unitary, essential expression of 

truth, whereas the latter insists on multiplicity and the ungrounded, ambiguous, transient 
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event. However, all these writers who link utopia and heterotopia tend to take for granted the 

meaning and scope of the former term. Unlike Levitas (1990), they do not recognise that 

utopia is as thoroughly problematic and contested a concept as heterotopia. In contrast, I 

provide a methodical account of the similarities and differences between these two contested 

concepts. In terms of utopia, I outline broad Blochian approaches. Bloch (1986a, 1986b, 

1998 and 2000) seems to provide a possible link between utopia and heterotopia as he 

discusses the utopian qualities of a diverse range of cultural productions. In this light of 

embedded utopian features, I go on to discuss some of Lefebvre's (1991,2003) 

considerations of utopia. I then examine some of Jameson's (1982,1988,1998,1991) work 

on utopianism, also influenced by Bloch, as his notion of a `disruptive' function seems to 

reverberate somewhat with Foucault's formulation. Finally, using Harvey's (2000) work on 
`dialectical utopianism' and `spaces of hope', I argue for a clear distinction between 

heterotopia and utopia. The former is not anti-utopian, but provides a sideways analysis of 

existing material spaces in order not to anticipate the future, but to reflect upon and disturb 

the present. 

4.2 Bloch's inclusive concept of utopia 

Amongst all the debate about appropriate definitions of, and approaches to, utopia (see 

Levitas 2003a: 1-8) the origin of the word is certain. It was invented by Sir Thomas More as 

the title of his book published in Latin in 1516. The newly minted term was a conflation of 

Greek expressions (ou - not; eu-good or well; topos - place; is - region). From the start 

therefore, the word is full of playful irony and ambiguity. It refers both to the good place and 

no place. Contrary to Harvey's reading (2000: 106), there are strong spatial themes and 

elements of nostalgia in More's book but it is also full of paradoxes and ambiguities. Kumar 

argues that the book contains a tension between, on the one hand, a political tract, an 

indictment of Tudor England, and on the other, light-hearted dreaming of an impossible 

future (1991: 3). Kumar provides a generally narrow definition of utopia; it is essentially a 

story, a piece of fiction about an imaginary good society. In this view, More's invention sets 

out the territory of utopia for the following five hundred years, including a range of 

conventions for telling the story. However, Kumar does, somewhat reluctantly, allow for a 
further `supplementary' category that he calls `utopian thought' (28). He allows this by 

arguing that some types of social theory are similar to fiction and rest on a belief in the 
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malleability or perfectibility of humanity. This permits him to include a wide range of texts 

within the overall utopian enterprise, including the great nineteenth century works of Robert 

Owen, Saint Simon and Fourier. Nevertheless, the definition remains tight in that he is 

adamant, for example, that utopia is essentially a Western concept (see Kumar, 1991: 35 and 
Levitas, 2003a: 4). 

Levitas argues for a much wider Blochian concept of utopia (1990 and 2001: 27; and see 
Hudson, 2003: 111-112). She provides an analytical and inclusive approach that is able to 

trace the utopian aspects of different cultural expressions rather than trying to pin the concept 
down to firm categories of thought or representation. Levitas opens up the opportunity to 

explore utopian features such as form, content and function and how these features change 

and develops historically (1990: 123). `Form' may include literary models, but also filmic, 

religious, political and spatial descriptions of alternative societies. ̀ Content' refers to 

normative notions of the good society, for example, various projections based on scarcity, 
distribution, class, gender or ethnicity. The `functions' of utopia are various and include: 

`compensation', for example, daydreams and fantasies; ̀ critiques' of existing conditions; and 
`change', or the capacity to provoke the desire for transformation (2001: 28). Levitas argues 

that utopia is expressive and broadly about the desire for a better way of life. She refers to a 

crucial quotation by Abensour, which is referred to by E. P. Thompson in his book on William 

Morris: to `teach desire to desire, to desire better, to desire more, and above all to desire in a 
different way' (Thompson 1976 cited in Levitas 1990: 122). For Levitas, this quotation 

captures a core aspect of utopia: to think and feel outside existing normative and conceptual 
frameworks, or to desire differently. 

In The Spirit of Utopia (2000), first published just after the First World War, and in three 

volumes of Principle of Hope (1986a and 1986b), published in two stages in the 1950s, as 

well as in later essays (1998), Bloch presents an intoxicating blend of Marxism, romanticism 

and mysticism. For Bloch, imaginative thought is the foundation of hope: `thinking means 

venturing beyond' from the mediated present (1986a: 4). He traces a diverse spectrum of hope 

in popular entertainment, architecture, literature, music and art. Glimmers of hope can also be 

found in day dreams: 

Most people in the street look as if they are thinking about something else entirely. The something else 
is predominantly money, but also what it could be changed into. (1986a: 33) 
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Day dreams have the presentiment of what we want, need and lack, what we hope to find. 

Unlike dreams, they are not repressed or forgotten desires and experiences, they point to real 

possibilities (1998: xxxii). Day dreams can be escapist and mundane but they also contain a 

`provocative' element that can be nurtured and clarified. Importantly for Bloch, hoping is 

`teachable' (1986a: 3). Popular entertainments that express hope are described as ̀ wishful 

images in the mirror' and include fairy stories, detective novels, fairs, circuses, gardens, 

dance and film. Although often merely reflecting `how the ruling class wishes the wishes of 

the weak to be' (1986a: 13), nevertheless they can also provide a `transition' stage and 

display 'a drive towards a better life. Unlike Mannheim's distinction, utopian expression and 

moments can be found in ideological productions (Hudson, 1982: 55) which contain an' 

indicative cultural surplus. For example, the popular adventure story may reflect the dream of 

which is `never again be trapped by the routine of daily life' (1998: 183). These wishful 

images will involve escapism but fleetingly reveal an essential quality of hope, the possibility 

pointing beyond existing reality. We can learn to extract `hope-content' from these images. 

Bloch explores how `strange-utopian meanings', despite being `shrill and fraudulent, cheap 

and uncontrolled, manifest a `yearning for a constellation in the world, made out of the 

esoteric and weird things, the yearning for the curious.... ' (181). 

However, day dreams and popular entertainment are not enough; they need to be connected 

to the intellect and imagination, illuminating something better and rejecting an inhibiting 

reality. For Bloch, utopia is found in `illusionary expectations and wish-fulfilment, but its 

naivety has a heuristic function and belongs to the logic of discovery' or a `method of 

delivery of new ideas' (Hudson, 1982: 54). In tracing all these forms of hope, he depicts a 

necessary movement from the subjective `not-yet conscious' to the objective `not-yet- 

become'. `Not yet' refers to a present, a search or desire for something better in the lived 

moment, but also an anticipation. `Concrete' utopia must be extracted from what he terms 

`abstract' utopia, such as forms of compensation or unworldly dreams. As Levitas explains, 

`the unfinished nature of reality locates concrete utopia as a possible future within the real' 

(1990: 89). Concrete utopia refers to features of an `anticipatory illumination' (Vor-Schein) 

which is on the `horizon of every reality' but tends to evade attempts to comprehend directly 

(Bloch, 1986a: 223). As the world is open and incomplete, the problem of being therefore 

needs to be understood as a `journey problem' (Hudson, 1982: 23). Ultimately for Bloch, 

concrete utopia finds its scope and foundation in Marxism, the real possibility of 
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transforming the social (Bloch, 1986a: 208). Dreaming, and other forms of the not-yet- 

conscious, is seen as necessary in the journey to a better future and nourishment for the 
`revolutionary imagination' (Hudson, 1982: 49). 

Levitas critiques Bloch's essentialist notion of `a utopian impulse, an anthropological given 

that underpins the human propensity to long for and imagine a life otherwise' (Levitas, 2007: 

290), but argues that utopian principles are nevertheless ̀ embedded' in a wide variety of 

practices and diverse cultural forms. In a recent article, she gives illustrative examples within 

contemporary culture around the theme of `looking for the blue', a quotation from Dennis 

Potter's play Pennies from Heaven, and concludes that `the prevalence of utopian yearning in 

contemporary culture is...... inescapable' (291). She goes on to examine the complexities of 

moving from the pervasive existential quest for utopia to questions of political practice, from 

the imaginative, speculative realm to the socially possible, or in her words a move from `blue 

to green' (295). Levitas considers that conceiving utopia as a `method' may help to facilitate 

the move from blue to green. Such a method concerns the' imaginary reconstitution of 

society'. In her Inaugural Lecture (2005), she outlines distinct but related utopian 

methodologies. An `archaeological' approach entails digging out, exposing, engaging with 

and critiquing various utopian features of political positions found in a spectrum programmes 

across the left and right. An `architectural' mode involves the construction of alternative 

overall models of a better society, connecting up short-term, piece-meal political policies and 

making the utopian aspect more explicit and constructive. The third mode is described as 
`ontological' and returns to the theme of `educating' desire. The `imagination of society 

otherwise involves imagining ourselves otherwise' (2005: 20). 

A thorough critique of Bloch's hugely stimulating and diverse work would take this thesis 

well beyond the focus upon heterotopia, but are there any links or distinctions that might 

throw light on the latter concept? As explored in the last chapter, Foucault's work, from the 

start, thoroughly rejects essentialist and totalising thought, but do the sites of heterotopia 

provide any glimpse of hope? Do any of them offer `wishful images in the mirror', 

embedding a yearning towards a better life? Bloch discusses a number of spatial illustrations 

of hope, including the garden and in the next chapter I will examine this example in much 

detail. But overall, the range of examples of heterotopia does not fit well in terms of 

embodying utopian hope. Utopian communities, gardens and festivals may encompass hope, 

but how is it possible to incorporate prisons, asylums, cemeteries and brothels? I go on to 
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argue that there is a relationship between utopia and heterotopia, but rather than `reading' 

certain spaces as containing an essential quality of hope, pointing beyond existing reality, 

heterotopia conceives them as an actual manifestation of utopian features. Heterotopia is a 

way of looking at and relating certain spaces in terms of the result of utopian thought and 

imagination, as utopian remnants as it were. Foucault's famous exploration of Bentham's 

Panopticon, for instance, conceives the ideal space as a form of utopia with an `imaginary 

intensity' that allows multiple applications across various institutions for criminals, patients, 

schoolchildren, the insane and workers (1977: 205). In Foucault's words, they are ̀ localisable 

utopia' and they have changing functions in different cultures and at different stages in 

history. Their importance, from a heterotopian perspective, is what they actually do and their 

effects. In a very difference sense from Bloch's usage, they are `concrete' utopia, already 

present and tangible. I also go on to argue that heterotopias can equally be used as a 

`method' in a variety of ways, but this is in terms of using the spaces as both a `concrete 

technology' and a `rhetorical machine' (Faubion, 2008: 32), a means of illuminating a wider 

range of meanings and effects within a specific cultural and historical context. 

4.3 Lefebvre's `heterotopy' and everyday utopianism 

Lefebvre develops some aspects of Bloch's work within the conception of `everyday 

utopianism' (Gardiner, 2004). Lefebvre calls for `a philosophical inventory and analysis of 

everyday life that will expose its ambiguities - its baseness and exuberance, its poverty and 

fruitfulness - and by these unorthodox means release the creative energies that are an integral 

part of it' (Lefebvre, 1984: 13 cited in Felski, 2002: 607). Felski explains how the notion of 

the everyday involves a range of activities - sleeping, eating, working and home-making - 

but also a certain form of routine, habitual or unfocused subjectivity (2002: 607). In a sense 

reworking some of the Blochian themes discussed earlier, utopia is expressed as some form 

of dialectical tension, affirming and negating; the quotidian is alive with dormant or 

embryonic utopian promise. Here the potential of the everyday is at the same time masked by 

its pervasive debilitating drudgery: According to Felski, such thinking authorises a certain 

superior intellectual `knowingness' which is often claimed to be the opening towards a 

radical transformation. The `all too prosaic {is} made to reveal its hidden subversive poetry' 

(2002: 608). She suggests that followers of Lefebvre, such as Gardiner, encapsulate this 

broad tendency in urging critical theorists to problematise everyday life and reveal its 

contradictions and hidden potentialities' (614). 
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In turn, Gardiner has responded to Felski's argument that Lefebvre denigrates everyday life 

and promotes an `incipient transcendentalism'. Felski highlights essentialist tendencies, 

dualisms and dichotomies within Lefebvre's thought, but Gardiner (2004: 238) argues that 

Lefebvre explicitly avoids these features and indeed that he actually `abjures the Messianic 

hubris' of some critiques of everyday life Lefebvre's genuine dialectical thought integrates 

the concrete and universal; `it must embrace both form and content, the distant and near-at- 

hand, sensuous and abstract' (238). Moreover, as becomes clearer in Lefebvre's later work 

regarding `rhythmanalysis', certain `bodily process, desires and intersubjective relations ... 
inhere in the often obscure rhythms and activities of daily life' (238) and escape theoretical 

and abstract thought. Gardiner illustrates this reading through contrasts made by Lefebvre 

between linear and cyclical time. Such a distinction is not a simple binary that contrasts 

modernity's linear forms of organisation and progress with pre-modem natural rhythms of 

cyclical time, but a `conflictual unity' in which each temporality interacts and sustains the 

other (240). Gardiner attempts to clarify this integrative approach to the linear and cyclical, 

the mundane and the exceptional, through Lefebvre's' theory of `moments' or `flashes of 

perception into the range of historical possibilities that are embedded in the totality of being, 

but cannot be disentangled from the activities of everyday life' (243). He suggests that these 

moments are like Bloch's novum, manifestations of `immanent transcendence', or `everyday 

utopianism'. Shields describes moments as: ̀ those times when one recognises or has a sudden 
insight into a situation or experience beyond the merely empirical routine' (Shields, 1999; 

cited in Gardiner, 2004: 58: 243). Such moments do not negate the everyday; they are 

intimately connected to it. They temporally, expose, disrupt or intensify it. Lefebvre, as a 

Marxist, inevitably links this to the increased routinisation and subsequent alienation 

involved in the reproduction of global capital which needs to be exposed and transformed. 

Again referring to Bloch, it involves a sensitive awareness of `utopian possibilities'. 

Lefebvre comes closest to Foucault's concept of heterotopia in The Urban Revolution, a book 

that first appeared in 1970 but was not translated into English until 2003. With what appears 

to be a direct engagement with Foucault's concept (see Smith, 2003: xii), Lefebvre provides a 
distinctive use of the related terms `heterotopy' and `utopia'. Lefebvre depicts heterotopy in 

two specific ways. Historically, it is formulated as the `place of the other' in terms of 

marginality. An example he provides is the ambiguous spaces of exchange and trade found 

outside the city in the sixteenth century. Such activities are both excluded from and 
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interwoven within the city. These heterotopic parts of the city are populated by an underclass 

of semi-nomads who are viewed with suspicion: traders, cart drivers and mercenaries as well 

as ̀ carvansaries and fairgrounds' (2003: 9). They are inhabited by `dangerous' people who 

are easily sacrificed at times of war. Apart from this historical formulation, heterotopy is also 
defined formally within a conceptual grid, as distinct from `isotopy' and `utopia', within his 

favoured tripartite dialectic (38). Crucially, heterotopy and isotopy provide an explanation for 

how the utopian urban dimension emerges dialectically by `uniting difference'. Unlike 

Foucault, Lefebvre concentrates on this utopian dimension produced by the clash of 

heterotopy. However, at first sight, Lefebvre's description of utopic spaces may also seem to 

resemble Foucault's notion of heterotopia. The utopic is a non-place and a real place, `half- 

fictional and half-real', closed and open, concentrated and dispersed, near and far, present 

and absent. It is a paradoxical, contradictory space, opposite the everyday. 

Lefebvre's' anticipatory conception of utopia incorporates elements from Bloch. For 

Lefebvre, utopia is the central conception of urban space that cuts through capitalist 

spatialisations, resisting homogenisation and rationality. He conceives urban space as a 

generative unification of differences. Something is always happening through assembly and 

reassembly and creative encounters: ̀ contrasts, opposition, superpostions and juxtapositions 

replace separation, spatio-temporal distances' (2003: 125). It is a space where centres are 

continually created and destroyed. For Lefebvre this creativepotential of urban society can be 

seen most clearly in vast exhibition space. He mentions such an emplacement in Montreal, 

where `an ephemeral city rose up from a transformed site, a magnificent city, where 

everydayness was absorbed in festival' (131). His critique of urbanism -a politics of space 

that imposes homogeneity through a process of rigorous planning, suppressing ̀ symbols, 

information and play' - highlights these utopian spaces that break up this order: holidays, 

festivals and celebrations. Such a conception does seem to link with a particular type of 

heterotopia that Foucault describes as ̀ absolutely chronic', for example fairs: 

... those marvellous empty emplacements on the outskirts of cities that fill up once or twice a year with 
booths, stalls, unusual objects, wrestlers, snake ladies, fortune tellers. (1998a: 182-3) 

For Foucault, fairs and festivals capture time in its most `transitory and precarious aspect'. 

But for Foucault this is just one dimension of heterotopia, a specific spatio-temporal unit that 
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is not connected to a unifying framework that depicts the revolutionary and illuminating 

`virtuality' within the urban (Lefebvre, 2003: 97- 107). 

Lefebvre's work in this respect contains some of the naive optimism found in Bakhtin's 

utopianism. In Rabelais and His World, Bakhtin explores the writer's description of 

medieval festivals (1984: 218). He reveals the `carnivalesque' as a way in which laughter 

and the mocking of authority inverted civil and ecclesiastical traditions through the 

celebration of idleness, dissipation and debauchery. During these festivities there is a 

momentary disruption of hierarchical distinctions and barriers, norms and customs, official 

ordering of time and space, and other forms of political coercion. For a short while 

established order is replaced by a space of freedom and the self dissolves into a collective 

spirit (Webb, 2005: 122). Bakhtin's reading of Rabelais has in turn inaugurated much 

research into popular cultural practices that are said to reveal transgressive, liberatory and 

utopian features. What ensues often seems to be a competition to find the authentic utopian 

spirit that is destroyed, sidelined, dissipated or hidden by dominant and coercive socio- 

economic and political forces. For example, Shields argues, that the pleasure beach, and 

similar sites, can become ̀ an open field of social innovation', displaying rituals of resistance 

and providing a social space that `liberates' subjects from disciplinary `micro-powers' whilst 

acknowledging that such displays are compromised or tempered through various political and 

socio-economic controls (1991: 94-6). Stallybrass and White thoroughly and convincingly 

critique Bakhtin's interpretation of the carnivalesque (1986). They find Bakhtin's reading is 

too simplistic and nostalgic, resting upon unchallenging binary oppositions between high and 
low, classical and other, top and bottom (see also Hetherington, 1997: 15). They object to 

viewing the carnival as something that is always opposed to official order and ideology. 

Instead, they argue that it was a heterogeneous gathering that mixed up opposites in a much 

more complex configuration (Stallybrass and White, 1986: 18). 

4.4 Jameson's disruptive utopia within post modernity 

As discussed in chapter two, Soja and many others (Connor, 1989: 8; Lyon, 1994: 99; 

McHale, 1992: 250; Siebers, 1994; Vattimo, 1992: 68) have linked heterotopia with some 

formulation of post modernism. If heterotopia and utopia are closely related somehow, could 

the notion of a post modem utopia reveal something about the relationship? In terms of 

utopia, Jameson has probably offered the most sustained account of the link with what he 
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admits is a contested conception of post modernism. (1991: xxii). In this brief section, I want' 

to tease out some of his thinking in this respect, in order to see if it throws any light on the 

concept of heterotopia. Within Jameson's writing on utopia, the process of imagining society 

and ourselves as otherwise is crucial. In Marxism and Form, Jameson argues that the classical 
Marxist analysis, which saw utopia as a diversion of revolutionary energy into idle wish- 
fulfilment, has ̀ undergone a dialectical reversal' (Jameson, 1971, cited in Moylan, 2000: 90). 

Paradoxically, it is now practical thinking that is a `capitulation to the system'. Jameson's 

`most infamous articulation' (Wegner, 1998: 60-6 1) and `most fruitful and troubling 

intervention' (Fitting, 1998: 10) is that utopian texts function `to bring home, in local and 

determinate ways, and with a fullness of concrete detail, our constitutional inability to 

imagine Utopia itself (Jameson, 1982: 153). For Jameson, utopias are related to failure; and 

highlight our limitations and weaknesses. Failure is inevitable, but you `can't fail unless you 

try to succeed' (Jameson, 1998: 74). The incapacity to conceive utopia is a productive and 

instructive failure. As he asserts in his book on postmodernism, `it is the failure of 

imagination that is important, and not its achievement' (1991: 209). The fundamental 

function of utopian visions is to `explore the structural limits of such imaginings' and to `get 

a better sense of what it is about the future that we are unwilling or unable to imagine' (1998: 

76). He therefore thoroughly problematises the relationship between utopian hope and 

political practice and commitment. In this respect, utopia is crucial in our present era: 'if post 

modernism is the substitute for the sixties and compensation for their political failure, the 

question of utopia would seem to be a crucial test of what is left of our capacity to imagine' 

change at all' (19991: xvi). The limits, gaps, restrictions that are evident in utopian writing, 

mark the ways in which culture imprints itself on the most `visionary minds' and therefore 

points toward some form of transcendence. The restrictions or boundaries of thought can 

only become apparent though the utopian attempt to grasp something different. In this way, 

the literary and cultural analysis of failure takes priority over philosophical and ideological 

approaches (209). 

Jameson deconstructs texts in a radical way; utopia becomes the reading process itself, a 

practice. In Of Island and Trenches (1988), Jameson suggests that utopia is `analogous to the 

riddles or koan of various mystical traditions, or the aporias'of classical philosophy, whose 

function is to provoke a fruitful bewilderment, and to jar the mind into some heightened but 

unconceptualizable consciousness of its own powers, functions, aims and structural limits' 

(82), or as Wegner summarises, ̀ to think in ways alien to our own particular historical 

101 



enclosure' (1998: 62). Utopia is not about this or that alternative but more a methodical tool. 

In a recent paper (Jameson, 2004), he traces how utopias tend to have two dimensions that 

can be analysed in different ways. One dimension is causal or existential and is based on the 

elimination of some identified `root of all evil', such as private property in More's utopia, or 
individual possession of the means of production in Marxism. The other dimension is to do 

with organisation, civic order and political arrangements. Applying Blochian terminology, 

the first perspective can be characterised as ̀ wish-fulfilment' and the second as playful 

`construction' (2004: 40). Jameson argues that utopian thought has tended to concern a 

tension between opposites, for example: city and country, planning and organic growth, 

asceticism and pleasure, space and time, intervention and freedom. He asserts that one side 

or the other are related to class position and underpinned by ideology, but the unique function 

of utopian oppositions is that they negate each other or `provide an ideological critique of its 

opposite number' (50). For example, the vision of nature undermines the `complacency' of 

the city, and the vision of the city undermines the weak nostalgia of those who celebrate 

nature. Contrary to Harvey (2000), Jameson argues therefore that utopian thought is 

essentially dialectical in terms of its themes and its destructive logic. It is not about putting 

two halves together; the two halves are already there in tension, Jameson argues that utopian 

thought keeps alive a promise that things can be different; it `negates all that is, a negative 

dialectic, impossible and yet necessary. In Marin's terms, utopia is the possibility that 

everything that is possible hides (Marin, 1984: 197). Jameson's negative dialectic, a `zero- 

degree' utopianism, voices a total systemic change: something that disrupts the foundations 

of what we presently do, think and feel. It faces us with the `terror of obliteration' of what we 

hold on to within our class and ideological positions. For example, it may totally undermine 

the process of commodification and our present addiction to consumption. For Jameson, this 

destructive force is an essential prerequisite for any notion of transformative politics. 

Confrontation with the impossibility of imagining utopia gives us the necessary courage for 

revolutionary change (2004: 35-54). 

Jameson acknowledges that a `spatial turn' has frequently been used to distinguish post 

modernism from modernism (1991: 154) and the spatialisations of the former involve 

fundamentally a pervasive `textualisation' of the world, deconstructing everything (he 

mentions the body, the state, consumption) as text (158). Whatever the successes and failures 

of modernist architecture, music, literature and art, Jameson argues that post modernism 

offers a new possibility, a ̀ Utopian anticipation' that is `foregrounded in a theoretical, non- 
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figurative way', the production of a new concept of space that is embraced by certain art 
installations, such as those created by Robert Gober. These installations take on the 

unrealised promise of various avant-gardes that attempted to transform the world, as found in 
Cubism, Dada and Surrealism (173). "Jameson's readings of various art installations, paintings 

and photographs are complex and beyond the reach of this thesis, but in relation to 

heterotopia, it is interesting that he considers that postmodernist art is often characterised by a 
fundamentally relational process, the presentation of various objects that `are themselves 

constructed by their relations to each other' (168). In the last two chapters, I have described 

the relational quality of heterotopia. What Jameson describes as post modernist utopian art is 

also linked to a provocation, a `fruitful bewilderment' that has some resemblance to the brief 

account of textual heterotopia that opens Foucault's The Order of Things (1970). However, 

Jameson's and Foucault's concepts of space are very different. Jameson traces the destructive 

or disruptive utopian potential of various modernist and post modernist cultural spaces, 

suggesting there may be an unacknowledged, underground `party of Utopia' (Jameson, 1991: 

180). 

Yet despite the wonderful dialectical gymnastics of his thought, post modernist cultural 

spaces still retain for Jameson the promise of modernism and certain forms of the avant- 

garde, the Blochian `novum, as the breakthrough onto new forms of life itself' Jameson, 

1991: 163). As traced in the last chapter, Foucault's thought stems in part from a reading of ' 

avant-garde literature that concerns itself with Blanchot's `thought of the outside' that 

dismisses any sense of a ̀ breakthrough' to something else. Heterotopias are not aesthetic 

spaces and they are not limited to, or defined through, a post modern era. They set 

themselves in contrast to the upper case ̀ Utopia', offering a more modest role, but 

nevertheless, as I hope to show in later chapters, providing an alternative `reservoir of 

imagination' (Foucault, 1998a: 185). Heterotopias are not related to failure, or the 

restrictions, or boundaries of thought. They excite thought to look at existing spaces 

differently, to learn from their achievements. 

4.5 Harvey's spaces of hope 

in Spaces of Hope (2000) Harvey presents an analysis of the relationship between space and 

utopia. Celebrating the 150th anniversary of the publication The Communist Manifesto, 

Harvey provides a reappraisal of that `extraordinary document', a critique of contemporary, 
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notions of `globalisation' and the `body', an argument for a dialectical interpretation of 

utopianism and, finally, a range of suggestions for a new approach to political activism. It is a 
diverse text but one with unifying themes particularly, for instance, continuously challenging 

and undermining Thatcher's infamous phrase: ̀ there is no alternative' (Harvey, 2000: 17). 

Having charted in chilling detail the `mess' of growing geographical disparities in the his 

home city of Baltimore city and its stark economic and social decline that occurred during the 

mantra of the free market, he repeats Roberto Unger's question: `why is it we seem to be such 
helpless puppets of the institutional and imaginative worlds we inhabit? ' (1987: 37 cited in 

Harvey, 2000: 155). It is this question that turns Harvey towards the hope held within the 

utopian tradition. His project becomes one of attempting to critique and revitalise utopianism 
in order to discover `spaces of hope'. 

Harvey broadly discusses two dimensions of utopia: firstly, explorations of spatial, 

organisational forms, such as More's Utopia, which Harvey concludes is permeated with 

modes of authority and control; and secondly, social processes based on temporality, such as 
Adam Smith's dream of laissez-faire, or free trade (176). Put simply, Harvey traces the way 

that spatial utopian thought tends to lack any sense of social change and dynamism, whereas 

process-oriented utopias tend to produce destruction and degeneration in the ways he has 

detailed earlier in his book. Harvey argues that to revitalise utopian thought requires a 

completely different approach that combines the utopias of spatial form and social process, or 
`dialectical utopianism'. He finds promise within more recent utopian novels, for example, 
Marge Piercy's Woman on the Edge of Time (1979). Here the vision of a new society 

contains a variety of spatial forms but also includes social struggle of the protagonist, Connie, 

and an explicit recognition of the process towards a better world: a `spatial-temporal 

dynamic' (Harvey, 2000: 189). For Harvey, the time is now ripe to use such dynamic utopian 

visions to try and shape an alternative to the present destructive elements of global and local 

neo-liberalism. Such an approach would build on the dynamic potential at the heart of 

capitalism, particularly its imaginative and diverse ability to build innovative institutions and 

practices. It would, to quote Marx's famous assertion: ̀ set free the elements of the new 

society with which old collapsing bourgeois society itself is pregnant' (Marx and Engels 

1972, cited in Harvey, 2000: 206). 

Unfortunately, Harvey does not provide a coherent or comprehensive definition of, or 

approach to, utopia; or at least acknowledge that it is a thoroughly contested concept (see 
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Levitas, 2003c: 143). His project of revitalising the concept of utopia rests on often narrow 

and misplaced interpretations of the tradition. For example, he interprets More's Utopia very 

crudely. He emphasises the spatial dimension of the book and asserts, ̀the dialectic of social 

process. .. 
is repressed' in favour of `a happy stationary state' (Harvey, 2000: 106). Harvey 

does not discuss the common view that utopian fiction often works in at least two essential, 

often ambivalent ways, providing both a critique of contemporary society and a promise of 

something better. More importantly, although highlighting the strong spatial themes and 

elements of nostalgia in More's book, he misses the full range of paradoxes and ambiguities 

that it entails. Far from revealing More's vision of utopia as stationary, Bloch's sustained 

account of the text argues that it is an `example of the utopias of freedom' (1986b: 530). 

Harvey compounds his narrow reading of More's text by massively misusing the work of 

Louis Marin. Harvey claims that Marin interprets More's text as a way of selecting a specific 

spatial ordering to `represent and fix a particular moral order' (Harvey, 2000: 161). As 

discussed earlier in my critique of Hetherington's interpretation of heterotopia, a central point 

is that Marin treats Utopia as a literary form that has the potential to display something utterly 

different from normal discourse and, based on his experience of Paris in May 1968, concerns 

what he calls `utopian practice'. The exhilarating experience at that time produced an 

insightful and critical space, fleetingly exposing and opposing the existing ideology. 

Similarly, More's text marks the breaking point between the feudal world and the change to 

capitalism but rests on the brink, neither one nor the other, empty and yet alive with 

something qualitatively different. Harvey, on the other hand, via an oblique reference to 

Foucault's `panopticon effect', suggests that Marin's `imaginative free play is somehow 

inextricably bound to the existence of authority and restrictive forms of governance' (Harvey, 

2000: 163). Yet Marin explicitly argues that More's text has a disruptive function, revealing 

endless contradictions and a chance to get beyond ourselves and confront a possible future 

(Marin, 1984: 48). Marin contrasts More's inspirational text with what he calls `degenerative 

utopias' such as Disneyland. He provides a semiotic reading of this existing `utopia'. Harvey 

is right in confirming unsurprisingly that such a space ̀offers no critique of the existing state 

of affairs' (2000: 167), but turns this conception into the inevitable result of all spatial forms 

of utopia. The conclusion is that all utopias of spatial form inevitably seek stability and 

control (173). 

In supporting his overall argument, Harvey gives insufficient examples of other spatial 

utopias apart from the plates depicting the architectural plans of, for example, Fourier and 
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Robert Owen (Harvey, 2000: 161). Both of these utopian socialists would have been worth 

exploring further in terms of Harvey's proposed dialectic. Although we are now dealing with 

projections of utopian communities rather than fiction, again Harvey overplays the spatial 

constraints. Fourier, for example, did compile hundreds of minute spatial plans for his 

communities, but the organisation and practice within these proposals were based on 
diversity, creativity and freedom (Beecher, 1986). Here passions become the law, a liberation 

of instincts that break the bonds of `civilization'. The key to integration is the organisation of 
life into a multitude of passional groups or series, a melting pot of diverse individuals in 

terms of age, wealth, character and intelligence. Whether these ideas are treated as fiction, or 

as Fourier proposed, real plans for communities, they do offer imaginative ways of 

envisaging new relationships between space and time, closure and openings, authority and 
freedom. There is an innovative, unconstrained energy at the heart of his vision which, 

paradoxically, reverberates with Harvey's `utopianism of process' which he associates with 
Adam Smith in which `individual desires, avarice, greed, drives, creativity ... could be 

mobilised' (2000: 175). In other words, Fourier could be used as an example of what Harvey 

seeks - dialectical utopianism - rather than as an example of restrictive spatial organisation. 

To briefly turn to the other side of Harvey's dialectic, different questions of definition and 
interpretation start to emerge. . Put simply, he sets out to identify a `utopianism of process' 

and asserts that idealised versions tend to be articulated in temporal terms outside of any 

sense of spatial constraint (174). He finds this type of utopianism in Hegel's notion of 
`historical unfolding', capitalism's liberation of markets and Marx's identification of the class 

struggle at the heart of historical transformation. He does not engage with those who 

explicitly discuss the complexities of utopian `process' and its relation to practice including, 

as discussed earlier, Bloch, Lefebvre, Mann, Jameson and Levitas. Moreover, although 
beyond the scope of this thesis, his remarks concerning the contradictions around the degree 

of state intervention to sustain liberal and neo-liberal economic and social development 

(181), do not do justice to the complexities and ambivalent tensions embedded in the history 

of liberalism and the emergence of neo-liberalism as elaborated, for example, in Foucault's 

1978-1979 lectures (2008). Levitas argues that the distinction between spatial and temporal 

forms may have a useful analytical application, but used descriptively, as Harvey does, 

involves a crude classification. His schema is based on a narrow, selective range of examples 

and approaches. Whilst recognising the many strengths of this book, Levitas concludes that 
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Harvey does not address the wide, complex, evolving and contested concept of utopia 
(2003c: 143). 

Harvey briefly addresses Foucault's concept of heterotopia within his proposed dialectical 

utopianism. He suggests that in Foucault's lecture `the problem of Utopia could be 

resurrected and simultaneously evaded' (183). Despite Foucault's reference to prisons, 
hospitals, old people's homes, museums and cemeteries, Harvey also suggests that `escape' 

underpins Foucault's account. He calls on Hetherington's notion of `alternative ordering' in 

suggesting that these spaces allow `the other' to flourish. He acknowledges some of the 

strengths of Foucault's notion: highlighting the various material utopian forms that have 

emerged and are not `mutually exclusive'; celebrating spaces where `life is experienced 

differently'; and overall, insisting on the' heterogeneity of space'. However, in building up a 

critique of heterotopia, Harvey claims that these spaces: (1) provide for Foucault a place for 

mounting a `critique of existing norms'; (2) oppose or contrast with `dominant social order'; 

(3) splinter 'power/knowledge' formations; and (4) make whatever happens in them 

`acceptable or appropriate'(184).. He attacks Foucault for being both naively critical and 

complacently uncritical. Harvey implies that Foucault is going beyond description and 

making various implicit value judgments about these spaces. He then questions where we 

stop in identifying spaces of difference: concentrations camps, shopping malls, torture 

chambers, militia camps, Disneyland? For Harvey, the idea of these spaces is either trite or 

menacing. Foucault challenges and disturbs but does not present an idea of an alternative, 

spatio-temporal utopianism. As I argued in chapters two and three, this is not the purpose of 

heterotopia. The concept works strategically, offers an analytical framework and encourages 

us to use actually existing utopian spaces as a tool, a dispositif, to examine, highlight and 

reflect upon changing cultural and historical relations, functions and effects. As I go on to 

argue, Harvey's critique of heterotopia is therefore important in a negative way as it helps to 

distinguish it by highlighting what it is not. 

4.6 Utopia and Heterotopia 

So what are the similarities and differences between utopia and heterotopia? Rephrasing 

Defert's question more widely (1997: 277), is it conceivable that the `minor literature' of 

Foucault's description of heterotopia could `trace a furrow' in the diverse and substantial 

discourse on utopia? Some of Lefebvre's utopian thought may seem to overlap with the 
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concept of heterotopia, particularly the mixture of the extraordinary and ordinary, and yet 

certain distinctions need to be made at the outset. As outlined in chapter two, heterotopias are 
fundamentally unsettling places. Children's games, holidays, festivals, brothels, prisons, 

asylums, cemeteries and ships alter, or at least interrupt, to different degrees what might be 

described as everyday existence. These spaces have the ability to enclose or dramatise an 

unsettling spatio-temporal play. In describing generally the space in which we live, as 

opposed to Bachelard's inner space, Foucault refers to that which `draws us out of 

ourselves'(1998a: 177). This is crucial. Heterotopias draw us out of ourselves in peculiar 

ways; they display and inaugurate a difference and meddle with our sense of interiority. They 

are somehow out of step and in step at the same time. There is no pure form of heterotopia, 

but different combinations, different intensities, each reverberating with all the others. In a 

sense, they do not function fully except in relation to each other. Lefebvre's formulations of 

utopia capture this to some extent but with Foucault there is no inevitable relationship with 

spaces of transformation or revelatory utopian moments. Although Foucault describes 

heterotopias as ̀ actually realised utopias', the conception is not tied to a space that promotes 

any promise, any hope or any primary form of resistance or liberation. In keeping with the 

notion of heterotopian strategies as outlined in the last chapter, Foucault's account 

undermines all such essential or primary notions. There is a negative quality about 

heterotopia, but not in terms of a negative dialectic. Heterotopia refuses to settle. The 

examples that Foucault presents are entangled with each other but in a way that disrupts any 
dialectical sense. Harvey, although providing a damning caricature of Foucault's notion, is 

therefore completely right when he argues that heterotopia gives no idea as to `what a more 

spatio-temporal utopianism might look like' or `how any kind of alternative might be 

constructed' (2000: 185). This is not the purpose of Foucault's conception which remains at a 

strategic, descriptive and exploratory level. 

Is Marin's utopic play, or Jameson's development of the idea, any closer to Foucault's 

conception? Marin is explicit in confirming that utopia `does not have its foundation in hope' 

(1984: 274). However, as with Bloch's novum, and Lefebvre's spatial dialectic, utopia is 

pregnant with `expectation' and is concerned with constructing signs of the future from the 

present. There is a sense of anticipation: the new will spring from the old. The new is 

something deeply conflicting and `other' which is masked by the present and rests upon a 

revelation of novelty. In contrast, Foucault's notion of a different space is not revelatory in 

any deep sense. Put another way, for Marin `utopia is not realisable' (275) except as a 
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formulation of a contradiction, whereas for Foucault heterotopia is a concrete expression of 

utopia. These spaces are important because they are a formulation of the imaginary and 

actually exist; their virtuality has a local impact with actual effects, rather than embracing a 

promise. Heterotopia turns back and questions and explores the changing functions and 

effects of specific spaces. Heterotopia works through a family of principles and produces 

various thresholds or spaces of ambiguity and discontinuity, but what is important is their 

position and force at different stages of our lives and their specific reach and capabilities. 
Seemingly everyday spaces are presented as extraordinary without positing something below, 

behind or absent. Foucault offers them as concrete examples within his overall spatial 

strategy. As I will explore in chapter 8, their difference from, and similarity to, other spaces 

gives them a particular power both in their impact and their illustrative role as a dispositif or 

analytical device. 

But if heterotopia holds no underlying promise, perhaps it does connect more to the 

disruptive process of utopia as envisaged by Jameson. Do both utopia and heterotopia have 

connections with the riddles or koan of mystical traditions, or the aporias of classical 

philosophy, provoking a `fruitful bewilderment' (Jameson, 1988: 82)? Certainly, Foucault's 

account of literary heterotopias would seem to fit here and Borges' baffling encyclopaedia, 

but Foucault sets this conception up in contrast to utopia. It is a provocation to think about 

our established codes of order and test the limits of our thought. Although Foucault's notion 

of utopia here and elsewhere is simplistic, nevertheless there remains a crucial distinction 

between the two concepts. With heterotopia, the function is not to highlight `our 

constitutional inability to imagine Utopia itself' (Jameson, 1982: 153). Heterotopia may work 

negatively but it is not about failure or weaknesses of our imagination. It is about the results 

of our imagination, which although not anti-utopian, would include the dangers and all other 

accomplishments of utopian conceptions. Both approaches are concerned with thinking about 

and perhaps undermining our `historical enclosure' (Wenger, 1998: 62), but heterotopias 

concern the ability, not the inability, to imagine utopia. 

Levitas argues that utopian models are ̀ holistic, imaginary, critical, normative, prescriptive 

and (often) future-oriented' although most of them do contain `descriptions of the present' 

and are `present oriented' (2005: 14). I wish to argue that heterotopias reflect the results of 

these utopian models and at the same time offer a distinct lens. As argued in chapter 2, 

heterotopia is a way of looking at spaces relationally rather than holistically. The emphasis, 

109 



as I go on to explore in the following chapters, is on the concrete results of the imaginary 

and the normative and prescriptive effects of these spaces, particularly in relation to what 
Foucault calls the `arts of government' (2007b: 88). As argued in the last chapter, Foucault's 

approach to heterotopia is in keeping with his wider spatial analyses in that it is primarily 

strategic, descriptive and exploratory. Heterotopias are always open and reversible. As 

illustrated in the following chapters devoted to gardens and cemeteries, they can be used for 

reflection because they are manifestations of aspects of utopian imagination that are local and 

real and packed with history. Many of Foucault's examples of these different spaces have 

been formulated as forms of utopia and are often replicated in many guises, including the 

prison, asylum, garden and cemetery, as well as the actual utopian communities that he refers 

to. Other examples might be much more loosely described as ̀ utopian' spaces such as the 

brothel, festival, museum, sauna and vacation village. Heterotopias are fragments of utopia, 

or utopian debris. Foucault provides a sideways analysis of these existing material spaces in 

order not to anticipate the future, but to reflect upon the present. It is therefore a mistake to 

try and assimilate the two concepts, as Hetherington attempts to do, or like Harvey, to look 

for signs of `alternative' utopian values in heterotopia. The latter is not anti-utopian, or a 

critique of utopianism. It simply takes strangely related spaces - that are often described in 

real and imaginary terms as ideal, perfect, idyllic, heavenly, complete, intense, excessive - 
and, as well as tracing other common features, uses them as a tool of discovery of both their 

history and their relation to the present. Foucault's wider strictly historical work, whether to 

do with psychiatric power, disciplinary mechanisms, or governmentality, was conducted with 

the hope that it would produce `important and even invaluable political effects' and to `let 

knowledge of the past work on the experience of the present' (Foucault, 2008: 130). In a 

modest way, heterotopia contributes to this process, or opens up the field of possible 

productive spaces of analysis. It suggests we learn from these fragments of utopia. 
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Chapter 5: The Garden 

5.1 Introduction 

Having attempted to tease out some of the similarities and differences between the concepts 

of utopia and heterotopia, I now want to turn to an example of what Foucault describes as a 
`localisable utopia' in his account of heterotopia. As mentioned previously, in his wider 

writings he describes the asylum and the prison (both mentioned in his list of heterotopias) as 

actual concrete examples of utopia. But what about a space listed by Foucault that is more 

commonly described as utopian: the garden? In his tantalisingly brief comments, he suggests 

that gardens are perhaps one of the oldest examples of heterotopia and possess a rich spatial 
incompatibility, highlighting the sacred Persian gardens which encapsulate ̀ the smallest 
parcel of the world and the whole world at the same time' (1998a: 182). In this section, I will 
briefly examine the general history and philosophy of the garden and explore some of the 

garden's rich spatial ambiguities. This is largely a descriptive exercise to establish the extent 

to which these spaces are embedded in different cultures and to tease out some of Foucault's 

`principles' of heterotopias that make them both ordinary and extraordinary, or somehow `in 

place' and ̀ out of place'. Such an analysis will then allow me to investigate, firstly, possible 

links between the spatial dynamics of the garden and features of utopia and, secondly, the 

specific conception of heterotopia as localisable or realisable utopia. In the following chapter, 

I will explore four diverse examples of gardens in terms of their spatial ambiguities, their 

links with utopia and their use as heterotopia. 

5.2 An enclosure of spatial ambiguities 

Gardens are involved in the histories of leisure, of social classes, of religious symbolism, of utopia and 
paradise, of jokes and festivals, of journeys and exploration, and of theatre; and they touch on the 
theories of sculpture, painting, perspective, geology, botany, medicine, and hydraulics, to name a few 
(Elkins, 1993: 189). 

The history of gardens is marked with complex cultural differences in both conception and 

perception (Tuan, 1974: 30), but evidence does confirm that gardens and gardening are' 

entrenched in diverse ancient cultures (see, for example, van Zuylen, 1995: 12-24 and Turner, 

2005). The notion of a garden with aesthetic as well as utilitarian features spread to Europe 
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from the East. Royal gardens in Mesopotamia date from the third millennium BC and the 

oldest images of gardens are found in Egypt. The Greeks were inspired by the pleasure 

gardens of Persia and in turn the Romans melded Greek, Egyptian and Persian elements into 

a `sophisticated hybrid aesthetic' (van Zuylen, 1995: 19). Influenced by Persian conventions, 

the Islamic garden, an enclosure symbolising hope and abundance, spread from the eighth 

century into Africa, Asia and parts of Europe. In contrast, as discussed in more detail in the 

next chapter, ancient Chinese culture gave a central place to gardens and, in turn, particularly 

through the influence of Buddhism, strongly shaped Japanese garden design. 

Hunt points out that landscape architecture generally, and gardens specifically, have no 

explicit intellectual or conceptual tradition in the West (1999,2000). Elkins suggests that the 

lack of any coherent conceptual underpinning within garden history mirrors the experience of 

gardens, involving a free range of diverse references and associations (1993). Despite the 

heterogeneity in writing on gardens, Hunt attempts to provide a theoretical framework and 
begins his project by tracing the diverse etymologies that surround the concept of the garden 

through different eras and cultures (see also van Erp-Houtepen, 1986: 221-227). Hunt's 

analysis of comparative etymology focuses primarily on conceptions of gardens based upon 

some form of emplacement or marked off space (2000: 17-21). The Old Persian term 

pairidaeza derives from pairi (around) and daeza (wall). The word was Hellenised as 

paradeisos and then incorporated into various modem languages as ̀ paradise'. The derivation 

of the English word `garden' itself is also closely associated with notions of a boundary: Old 

English geard (fence), Indo-European gher (fence) and ghort (enclosure), and Vulgar Latin 

gardinum (enclosure). The original Hebrew of the Old Testament also provides an insight 

into the ancient idealisation of the garden. Here the verbs ̀ to defend' and ̀ to deliver' have 

significance, for example, the protection by God is related to the way a tree in the desert 

protects people and provides security. The Hebrew origin of the word `garden' carries a range 

of connotations linked to enclosure: ̀ to protect, to shelter, to save, or to be passed over and 

survive as one survives a storm in the desert' (Hunt, 2000: 38). The sense of a space marked 

off for a particular protective purpose seems to be at the heart of all these definitions of 

gardens and supports Foucault's notion that they are perhaps one of the oldest examples of a 

special space marked off from the everyday. 

Foucault notes a certain spatial incompatibility, but the history and philosophy of gardens 
indicate a much more complex and diverse sense of ambiguity and uncertainty. The most 
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frequently discussed, commonplace notion concerns a tension, conflict or overlap between 

`nature' and ̀ culture', or wilderness and ordere. This dualism was well established at the time 

of the Renaissance. Hunt traces the idea to Cicero, conceiving a hierarchy of intervention 

into the physical world with `second' nature referring to agricultural land and `first' nature to 

some formulation of `wilderness' or totally unmediated nature( 2000: 33). With regard to 

garden history, Prest provides many examples of how notions of order and wilderness were 

contrasted, combined or held in tension. (1981: 100-102). However, Dove emphasises how 

conceptions of nature vary between societies and change over time. (1992). Prest also 

outlines how the belief in the wilderness as a `place of trial and expurgation, of refuge and 

contemplation' (1981: 23-24) sparked a bewildering range of contrasts and similarities 

between the concepts of the garden and wilderness. The garden could be seen as the sacred 

space of paradise, removed from the postlapsarin world or, in an opposing interpretation, the 

wilderness or desert outside the comfort and indulgences of the garden could be viewed as 

the authentic paradise: ̀ the words Paradise and Wilderness, which start out as clearly defined 

opposites, then change places' (24). Tuan describes how this ambiguity -a place to battle 

with temptation and a place of potential bliss - continued through various ascetic traditions 

(1984: 109-112). For instance, for the New England Puritans, the church would blossom like 

a garden in a `protective' refuge of the wilderness, but the garden would also be conceived as 

a place of danger and demons. Up to the end of nineteenth century, changing ambivalent 

meanings continued, for instance, linking the wilderness and the sublime and the paradoxical 

concept of `preserving the wilderness' (104-105). As Foucault suggests in his account of 

heterotopia, gardens have an intense plurality of meanings, richly symbolic spaces. 

Schama has also explored the ambiguities of the garden space. In teasing out layers of 

meaning across landscapes, he deliberately collapses the `mutually exclusive character of 

Western culture and nature' and instead describes the `links that have bound them together' 

2 Traditionally nature and culture have been divided and opposed within Western thought (see Ellen, 1996: 3), 

but this dualism has been thoroughly challenged by: a variety of critiques of customary western philosophical 
dichotomies (in contrasting modes see: Deleuze, 1994 and Haraway, 199 1), various reformulations of the 

concept of nature within anthropology (Ellen and Fuki, 1996), sociology (Lash et al, 1996; Macnaghten and 
Urry, 1998; Franklin, 2000) cultural geography (Harrison, 2004), art history (Schama, 2004) and a diverse range 
of scientific research covering, for example, biological evolution, biotechnology, genetic engineering and high 

energy physics (Descola and Pälsso, 1996). As Ellen observes, ̀ that nature is culturally constructed and 
defined ... 

has become a commonplace in anthropology and the history of ideas'(1996: 3), moreover, `the 

complexities of biological reality, enhanced by the insights of modern ecology and genetics, make drawing the 
frontiers between organism and environment, between what is cultural and what is natural, almost impossible' 

(15) 
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(2004: 14). Schama attempts to find `a way of looking; of rediscovering what we already 
have, but which sometimes eludes our recognition'. He does not produce another history of 

what we have lost but `an exploration of what we may yet find' (see also Meinig, 1979). 

Within this exercise, Schama draws out two forms of arcadia: 

There have always been two kinds of arcadia: the shaggy and smooth; dark and light; a place of bucolic 
leisure and a place of primitive panic (2004: 517) 

He suggests that it is tempting to conceive these two arcadias as always opposing each other. 
But in tracing their history, he believes they are ̀ mutually sustaining' (525). He illustrates 

how the first pre-selenic Arcadian myths were associated with Pan, a god half-human and 
half-animal, practising bestiality and representing the fecundity of nature. Such a conception 

was overturned by poets from Virgil to Sir Philip Sidney. In the new poetic spaces, animals 

now conducted themselves ̀ like citizens of a perfect political economy' (529). In short, 

`arcadia redesigned was a product of the orderly mind rather than the playground of the 

unchained senses' (Schama, 2004: 530 and see also Williams, 1973: 153-156). The 

changeability and reversibility of these spaces will be returned to later when turning to 

specific example of gardens. But what seems clear is that gardens illustrate some of the 

heterotopian themes discussed in chapters two and three, in that they can possess a playful 

ambiguity, but their function an effects can alter dramatically. 

Franklin sets the ambiguities of the garden in the context of sociological and geographical 

research. He acknowledges the now widespread assumption that nature and culture 

interpenetrate, but he also asserts that within recent sociological literature, there has been a 

trend to conflate nature with the environment (2000: 4-5). Research has tended to be 

dominated by the `big' and urgent political and scientific environmental issues. He cites 

Macnaghten and Urry (1998) as reversing this trend to frame questions within the 

environmentalist agenda. They attempt to outline how the different responses to and 

engagements with nature are diverse and ambivalent. However, Franklin argues that they in 

turn tend to ignore human-nature connections that go on within everyday settings such as in 

towns, industrial and commercial landscapes, local parks or the home. Franklin's concern is 

with the `hybridity' of nature, those spaces where it is impossible to disentangle the human 

and the non-human. He argues that `one of the most staggering nature-human interfaces, 

gardening, has been ignored almost completely' (2000: 9). However, this neglect seems to be 
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changing. Longhurst argues that `currently, gardens, gardening and horticulture - plots and 

plants- are receiving increasing attention from geographers and others interested in spatial 
disciplines' (2006: 581 and see also Bhatti, 2006). Bhatti and Church exemplify this new 

research focus, examining the `ambiguous tensions between privacy and sociability' within 

the garden (2004: 39). Longhurst describes gardens as ambiguous and ̀ paradoxical spaces 

that trouble binary thinking' (2006: 581-2). In the next chapter, within various case studies of 

gardens, I will look at this spatial ambiguity in some detail from a Deleuzian perspective, a 

rich intertwining of `smooth' and striated' space. 

This rich complexity of gardens is also emphasised by Frances and Hester (1990). They argue 

that traditionally the garden has been examined separately as an `idea' by design theorists, 

theologians and philosophers, as a `place' by historians, landscape architects and geographers 

and as an ̀ action' by medical researchers, psychologists and sociologists. But they argue that 

the power of the garden is found in its simultaneous existence of all three aspects, a `complex 

ecology of spatial reality, cognitive process and real work' (8). It is this mix of a rich 

intensity of form, function and meaning, along with a deep spatial ambiguity, that seems to 

characterise these marked off enclosures. 

53 Theoretical approaches to gardens 

Despite Hunt's (2000) remarks concerning the lack of any conceptual tradition within the 

study of gardens, Cooper (2005,2006) and Rotenberg (1995) provide two contrasting 

theoretical approaches. Cooper presents a somewhat lightweight phenomenological analysis 

that nevertheless highlights an important ethical dimension of gardens and gardening that will 

be returned to in later chapters. He deliberately avoids concentrating on famous, grand 

gardens and instead investigates wider everyday practices of gardening. Overall, he reflects 

upon the entity of a garden and finds that they have certain distinct ontological features, for 

example, it is usual to identify specific garden spaces within wider spaces (2006: 16). He 

argues for a distinction between the analysis of gardens from both the study of aesthetics and 

the appreciation of nature, or indeed any `factorising' thesis based on combining the two. He 

dismisses what he considers are popular conceptions about merging, fusing, integrating or 

uniting these two elements. Following the thought of Merleau-Ponty and other 

phenomenologists; he argues that the distinctive feature of a garden is `atmosphere', or a 

certain deep ̀ elusive feeling' (49). Gardens possess a presence. In attempting to capture this 
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sense of the garden, he refers to remarks by Scruton, echoing Heidegger: a `tree in a garden is 

not like a tree in the forest or a field. It is not simply there... accidental. It stands and 

watches... converses.... with those who walk beneath it'. Trees ̀ gather' other aspects of the 

garden in a network of `between-ness' (Scruton, 2000, cited in Cooper, 2006: 58). In this 

light, a garden unites different dimensions of our reality. Ultimately, Cooper puts forward a 
`modest proposal' for the garden as ̀ epiphany'. He emphasises how the `experience of 

natural features in the garden or its vicinity is dependent on human artistry' (139). The garden 

alters our relationship with our surroundings, evoking a `co- dependence of creative activity 

and nature'. Essentially, this is about an interdependency typified by garden practices that are 

an exercise of `virtues'. He argues that gardens are conducive to the `good life' because 

garden practices are virtuous, involving patience, care, hope, selflessness and pleasure (see 

also Howett, 1990: 254). I will later highlight diverse ethical features of gardens, for 

example, in the context of utopian themes, in relation to aspects of Japanese gardens and 

within recent trends in what is called `horticultural therapy' which is said to help, for 

example, the sick, the elderly and the disabled. In a more general sense, Cooper underlines 
how garden spaces are marked off from the ordinary, richly ambiguous and, at the same time, 

often intimately connected to questions of conduct. 

Cooper addresses those who complain that gardens have lost any specific sense of meaning 

and lament the loss of Renaissance gardens that were designed as specific emblems of nature. 
He argues that although some contemporary gardens, such as Ian Hamilton Finlay's, have a 

strong intentional symbolism, gardens generally have meaning in wider senses. They can 
depict features directly as in some forms of Japanese gardens; they can allude to or evoke 
features metaphorically; or they can contain `symptomatic' meaning, in the sense of saying 

something about their social, economic and cultural context. Rotenberg takes up this last 

sense of meaning and provides a totally different account of the significance of gardens, 

undermining any attempt to find some over-riding ontological entity (1995: 17). He produces 

an ethnography of gardens in Vienna, specifically researching how each historical period of 

garden design provides layers of cultural meaning and contributes to the metropolitan 

experience and understanding of the Viennese. For each historical period, he outlines garden 
features through a certain `landscape voice', styles and tastes, social interactions, political 

and religious ideals and, particularly, how status and power are displayed (6). Rotenberg's 

research teases out the `social meaning of form', how the landscape produces a specific 
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means of discussing and reacting to nature, the city and power relations. He concludes that 

gardens have a variety of changing and conflicting functions and forms. 

Rotenberg's (1995) work is particularly interesting because he acknowledges that gardens are 

`extraordinary places' and discusses each epoch through the framework of Foucault's six 

principles of heterotopia. He uses the principles in order both to distinguish `ordinary' and 

`extraordinary' places and to provide some consistent bench marks over time. Overall, 

through tracing how powerful groups have used municipal resources to shape public space, 

he highlights `the persistence of an unresolvable opposition between the symbols of order and 

the symbols of liberty' (1995: 9). He argues that from the second half of the eighteenth 

century this opposition has shaped the thinking of each new landscape regime. He produces 

many compelling accounts of how the philosophy and design of gardens incorporate, display, 

and legitimate dominant political forces. Unfortunately, although he makes some convincing 

points about these different spaces of contradiction, spatio-temporal ambivalence and fantasy, 

his central dichotomy seems to be too simple and tends to jar with his use of heterotopia. 

Garden philosophy and practice are reduced to a battle between those who promote tidy 

geometrical designs (e. g. Absolute monarchists within the `French' style) and those who 

promote the uninhibited growth of nature (e. g. libertarian Republicans within the `English' 

style). This leads to self-evident, overblown generalisations, such as ̀ through this imposition 

of control, the aristocratic proclaimed his limitless power' (54) and `the baroque landscape in 

Vienna dwarfed the individuals, reducing their wills and desires' (62), or provocative but 

unsubstantiated comments, such as the English landscape is a `delusion of freedom which 

hides the gravest inequities of the industrial transformation of capitalism' (85). 

Although he explains how these dichotomies were played out in contradictory ways, for 

example, how the gardens of liberty were `elaborate stage sets' and as deliberate as the 

baroque gardens they `annulled' (86), his argument hinges on the crude distinction between, 

`places of control and places of power'. The former are public spaces where those ̀ who 

control the agenda for metropolitan planning use landscape to enshrine their model of the 

relationship of the person to the state', and the latter are `domestic gardens in which 

individuals use landscape to display their model of the relationship of the person to nature' 

(17). Here the simple antithesis misses the rich couplings that can take place between the two 

modes of power and how people can be governed through these couplings. Put another way, 

the use of Foucault's notion of heterotopia is set within a non-Foucauldian, top-down notion 
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of power. In chapters seven and eight, using the example of the garden cemetery, I will 

attempt to set heterotopia within Foucault's more subtle understanding of power relations and 

governmentality. The garden cemetery will be used as a spatial device that spotlights the 

complexities of power. 

5.4 Garden utopia 

Gardens are marked off enclosures, an emplacement, to use Foucault's favoured term in his 

account of heterotopia, which are spatially and functionally ambiguous and possess an 
intense plurality of changing meanings. They are also persistently related to utopian thought, 

form and desire. Utopias have `frequently invoked the special and resonant spaces of gardens, 
just as gardens have often been utopian in impulse, design and meaning' (Hunt, 1987: 114): 

The garden provides an image of the world, a space of simulation for paradise-like conditions, a place 
of otherness where dreams are realised in an expression of a better world. (Meyer, 2003: 131) 

The garden features strongly in Thomas More's original account of utopia. The conversations 

that form the basis of the book take place in a garden in Antwerp (1965: 17); the narrative 

suggests that the founder of utopia must have had a `special interest' in gardening; and the 

inhabitants of utopia are said to be particularly fond of their gardens (53). Bloch goes so far 

as to suggest that in More's utopia, `life is a garden' (1986b: 475). Mosser and Teyssot assert 

that `nostalgia for the Garden of Eden has provided garden designers throughout history with 

a model of perfection to aspire to' (1990: 12). Elsewhere, Mosser claims that garden 

enthusiasts seem ̀ devoted to creating the impossible' (1990: 278). Bauman asserts that 

gardeners ̀ tend to be the most ardent producers of utopias' (2005: 4). A recent exhibition at 

the National Art Museum of China (2008) entitled `Garden Utopia' articulates the traditional 

perspective of a Chinese garden as a space for `contemplation, a borderland between reality 

and fantasy to escape the trappings of the modern world and reconnect humanity with 

nature'. Within his outlines of `wishful images in the mirror', or manifestations of hope, 

Bloch includes a piece on `castle gardens and the buildings of arcadia'. The garden outside a 
house is described as ̀ the open air shaped in accordance with our wishes' (1986a: 387). In 

particular, he traces the influence of the Arabian garden with its proximity to the pleasures of 

the harem and nearby intricate mazes. Illustrating a much wider argument that he conducts 

elsewhere about the complexities and ambiguities of the notion of `freedom' and ̀ control', he 
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describes the Baroque park or garden as ̀ half mathematical entity, half tamed fantasy', a 

wishful world that produced `an ensemble of both convention and strangeness'(1986a: 388). 

In the next chapter, I will explore a simple example, Jarman's garden in Dungeness, which 

typifies this odd mix of the conventional and strange, of formality and fantasy. 

But what lies behind these persistent and prevailing links between the seemingly innocuous 

garden and some form of utopian space? The roots are perhaps found in the conception of 

paradise both as origin and destination and found in Greek, Roman and Oriental thought. 

Heinberg finds evidence of this myth in Mesopotamia, Iran, Egypt, India, China, Australia, 

North America and Africa (1995: 49-54). The word `paradise' reaches us through 

Xenophon's Oeconomicus in which Socrates recounts that Persian kings excelled not only in 

the art of war but also the creation of pleasure gardens ̀ filled with all the fine and good things 

that the earth wishes to bring forth' (King, 1979: 22). Socrates retells a story of Lysander's 

visit to Cyrus the Younger at his palace in Sardis. Lysander was full of wonder at both the 

beauty and the order of his pleasure garden. Cyrus, who claimed to have both helped in the 

design and planting, called his garden pairidaeza. On the other hand, in Christian tradition, 

the garden holds significance in relation to both Eden and Christ's agony at Gethsemane. As 

Thomas argues, gardening was one form of labour which was deemed necessary even before 

the Fall, as Adam and Eve were placed there `to dress it and to keep it' (1983: 236). As 

discussed earlier, this led to the notion that it might be possible to return to a state of pre- 

lapsarian grace through the cultivation of a garden or an earthly paradise which prefigured a 

heavenly one (Prest, 1981: 20). Through the Christian story, the Virgin Mary became 

associated with paradise through the notion of the hortus conclusus, or enclosed garden, of 

the Song of Solomon. As Prest explains the equation of the enclosed garden with the Garden 

of Eden had major consequences for the Western history of gardening (21). For example, in 

medieval England, Eden, earthly paradise, or the `perpetual Spring', and the purity of the 

Virgin Mary all became centred upon a protected, or even secret space, surrounded by a 

hedge, fence, paling or wall. 

The early botanic gardens are one clear example of an attempt to construct or reconstruct the 

scope and density of paradise. In Europe, Islamic scholarship helped preserve botanical 

learning from ancient Greece and established new forms of plant collection, identification 

and research (van Zuylen, 1995: 29). But the discovery of the New World heralded the great 

age of the botanic garden and notable instances from the sixteenth and seventeenth century 
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were founded in Padua, Leyden, Montpellier, Paris, Oxford and Uppsala. Spanish and 

Portuguese explorers believed they could discover Eden in central or southern America. As it 

happened their expeditions found new plants, fruits and animals which were brought home 

and were made to form an encyclopaedia of creation, a replica of the first Garden of Eden 

(Prest, 1981: 32). The botanic gardens identified the whole world of creation within a 
levelled and scrupulously ordered enclosure, usually rectangular and divided into four 

quarters. The ancient Persian garden plan that represented the four quarters of the world was 

now, since the discovery of America, specifically related to the four continents. In turn, each 

quarter was formally divided and subdivided to produce individually ordered and numbered 

units for each family of plant. Each plant could be named along with its nutritive and 

medicinal properties (Prest, 1981: 62). Schama, echoing Foucault's point about Persian 

gardens, claims that Renaissance botanical gardens were `driven by the desire to reconstitute 

the whole world in a walled enclosure' (2004: 562). He also refers to Bernard Palissy, a 

protestant Platonist who produced a secret garden that was both scientific and mystical: 

a garden where the totality of creation could be represented in its essentials, rather like the reduction of 
liquids to perfect crystals'.. (537) 

Hunt (2000: 90) argues that botanical gardens reveal the most intense form of representation 

within garden history. Reiterating a key feature of heterotopias that was discussed in chapter 

two, he describes botanical gardens as the `representation of the macrocosm itself within the 

smaller (epitomized) microcosm'. In summary, gardens are embedded in utopian myths 

concerned with our origins and destination as well as in attempts to capture and preserve 

forms of paradise in the present. In the next chapter, I will explore a contemporary example 

of a botanical garden: the Eden Project in Cornwall. 

Gardens have also become prominent in more recent writings about utopia. Atkinson outlines 

how gardening has gained an `unprecedented amount of narrative attention within the utopian 

imaginary' (2007: 237). She discusses various writers, for example, how Marge Piercy 

places gardens and gardening as a creative part of her utopian vision in Woman on the Edge 

of Time (see, for example, Piercy, 1979: 130- 131). Atkinson also looks specifically at Kim. 

Stanley Robinson's Mars trilogy, in which gardeners are aligned to an insurgent movement 

and suggest the `possibility of a collective, open-ended and self created world' (2007: 242). 

She notes how in Blue Mars gardening itself becomes an `epiphanic moment as a shorthand 
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for the whole process of terraforming', or planetary engineering (see Robinson, 1996: 89-91). 

The invention and production of a new planet is expressed through the creation of a dazzling 

range of gardens: 

Some of the gardeners.... worked according to the precepts of Muso Soseki, others according to other 
Japanese Zen masters; others still to Fu Hsi, the legendary inventor of the Chinese system of geomancy 
called feng shui; others to Persian gardening gurus.... (Robinson, 1996: 90-91) 

Terraforming illustrates for Atkinson, Jameson's shift from `the exhibit of an achieved 

Utopian construct' to the `story of its production' (Atkinson, 2007: 217). With explicit 

reference to Levitas, Atkinson argues that gardening becomes the utopian `process' itself, in 

this case, the never-ending attempt to generate a totally artificial paradise. Outside literary 

forms, Atkinson also outlines what she perceives as a utopian impulse in the recent 

development of `guerrilla gardening', the often clandestine practice of creating gardens in 

neglected and derelict spaces, conceiving horticultural potential in the most unlikely places 

(2007: 248). Drawing parallels with the Situationist International movement, Reynolds a 

leading guerrilla gardener, suggests that the practice involves a utopian vision, transforming 

and recreating spaces in abandoned areas of cities (2008: 58-59). Such practices of 

terraforming are again about process as much as product, fleeting glimpses of what Schama 

might call `shaggy' arcadia, produced playfully and daringly without permission. But as 

Reynolds admits, the attacks on these spaces requires planning, design and a protected 

enclosure. Different types of terraforming will be explored in the next chapter, as both 

Jarman's garden and the Eden Project are built in the most unlikely places. 

Returning to a previous theme, these practices perhaps support Burrell and Dale's (2002) 

focus on garden utopias that are `riven with paradoxes and contradictions' Indicating what I 

have described as the heterotopian features of utopia, they suggest that `utopian space is 

always ambiguous', presenting and obscuring forms of organisation and control. They argue 

that gardens are exemplary in embracing organising and disorganising tendencies, involving 

boundary, formality, planning and design, as well as spirituality, fecundity, pleasure, 

transgression, playfulness and unpredictability (2002: 107). Each tendency sustains the other 

in a concentrated enclosure. . As discussed earlier, notions about how gardens formulate 

contradictions or paradoxes are widespread. For example, Dean suggests that the experience 

of a garden overcomes the customary distinctions between `head and heart, ratio and 

emotion, instinct and intellect' and encapsulates a `utopian time' (1997: 175). But Louis 
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Marin, a key forerunner of Jameson's utopian thought, offers perhaps the most complex and 

rigorous reflection of these utopian ambiguities and possibilities of the garden. 

Drawing on Marin's work, Bann has produced some stimulating essays that concentrate on 

certain contemporary gardens sites, in particular, Ian Hamilton Finlay's Stockwood Park 

garden and the landscape designs of Bernard Lassus (Bann, 1993,1994 and 2003). All these 

essays usefully highlight Marin's conception of utopia. Bann's analysis uses in particular 

Marin's study3 of the textual play within Rousseau's ̀ Le Jardin de Julie' -a letter within 

Rousseau's epistolary novel La Nouvelle Heloise (Mann, 1992: 64-87). The letter in question 
is written by Saint-Preux, Julie's frustrated lover, and recalls his first visit to the garden at 
Claren, accompanied by Julie and her husband, Wolmar. Marin delights in the ambiguous 

textual play within the description of Julie's garden. He travels through the text as if taking a 

stroll. The garden, Rousseau's text and Marin's own commentary become digressions, simple 
delight and pleasure, a form of daydreaming, a certain idleness. Marin reflects on how the 

garden in Rousseau's text is an intensely ambivalent place, rehearsing themes that I have 

discussed earlier: A typical example is found in the way Julie describes the construction of 

the garden: `nature did it all, but under my direction, and there is nothing here that I have not 
designed' (83). Each character criticizes the formal and pretentious gardens that were 

fashionable at the time in France, for example, incorporating Greek follies such as temples 

and statues, or following strict geometrical designs, but Julie's garden is just as carefully and 

artfully constructed. This points to `the antique paradox' of a garden: 

the unsurpassable contradiction, where art and nature, artifice and truth, imagination and the real, 
representation and being, mimesis and the origin, play hide-and seek. (Marin, 1992: 70) 

For Marin the logic of the garden mirrors the logic of the text where the `displacement of the 

space of nature', an infinite diversity and profusion, are condensed into a product, a 

representation: `a substitute and a replacement' (see also Bann, 1993: 106). Marin goes on to 

conceptualise Rousseau's text as capturing a non-place, without perspective, neither inside 

nor outside, both opening and enclosing. The garden becomes, like the play of text, an 

ambiguous `immobile voyage' (1992: 65). Bann considers that Marin's notion of the garden 

as utopia is linked to the self-reflexivity of the `English' garden rather than the spectacle 

The study, under a section Utopiques: Lejardin de Julie, appears amongst a series of essays in Marin's 
Lectures traversieres (1992). The translations are my own. 

122 



dominated `French' style. The garden offers us a `Utopian moment' defined by `a certain 

sensory effulgence, by a sudden reversal of the terms of signification which habitually govern 

our experience' (Bann, 1994: 834). 

Mann also explores how Rousseau encapsulates the otherworldliness of the garden, that is, 

through a `promenade-reverie' he describes a place that ruptures both time and space. For 

instance, Saint-Preux recounts that the garden is hidden from the house and `cannot be seen 

from anywhere' and once it is entered the gate is so masked that `I could no longer see where 

I had entered' (Marin, 1992: 67). He found himself there as if `dropped from the sky'. The 

garden is described as ̀ Elysium', a `desert island', and the `end of the earth or `utterly outside 

the earth'. It is the essential utopian topoi, `between Eden and Paradise, between heaven and 

earth, between here and there' (65). At the heart of Marin's practice is the concept of the 

`neutral', which I discussed in chapter two in the context of Hetherington's work. The neutral 

is impossible to grasp, ̀ neither yes nor no, true nor false, one nor the other', a placeless 

contradiction that can only appear as a lightening flash: 

Utopia is thus the neutral moment of a difference, the space outside of place; it is a gap impossible 

either to inscribe on a geographic map or to assign to history (Marin, 1984: 57). 

Mann's thought is often difficult, intense and elusive, but a key point as discussed in the first 

section of this chapter, is that he wishes to grasp utopia in its `process', not as a settled image, 

representation, system, totality or ideology. He highlights utopia as the work, practice, play, 

voyage or digression of the imagination. It is in this context that we need to place the plea, 

highlighted by Bann (2003: 112), to designers: ' 

You who build gardens, don't make parks or green spaces, make margins. Don't make leisure and 
game parks, make places ofjouissance, make closures that are openings. Don't make imaginary 

objects, make fictions. Don't make representations, make empty spaces, gaps, make neutrality. (Marin, 
1992: 87) 

It seems a plea to produce an utterly different space, an unsettling placeless place of pleasure 

and discovery. However, I diverge from Bann in his use of Mann in relation to the work of 

the French contemporary landscape designer, Bernard Lassus. Referring to specific projects, 

Bann outlines a development within landscape design that incorporates the traditions of both 

utopia and arcadia. (1992: 67). Bann goes on to trace how Marin's instruction to garden 

designers is incorporated within specific projects undertaken by Lassus. Bann makes many 
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stimulating references to Marin, but tends to turn Marin's thought about utopia into a range of 

simple dichotomies, for example, between `the domesticated and clipped vegetation 

appropriate to the town' and its antithesis within a wild, pathless landscape produced by 

Lassus. In other words, Bann refers to `disjunctions' and `margins' within Lassus's various 

projects, but ultimately this comes down to oppositions: 

The relationship can be seen as a critical, or ironic one; or indeed it can simply be represented as a 
utopian `other side' of the disciplinary structures of modern urbanism (2003: 112). 

Bann does not address the utopian aspects of much `modem urbanism'. Although a critical 

and ironic relationship is mentioned, generally Lassus's strategy is seen as ̀ entirely opposed 

to the conventional practices stigmatised' by Mann or a `counterpoint to the functional, 

dynamic and linear movement'. It is possible that such designs by Lassus are in keeping with 
Marin's thought, but the evidence produced does not confirm that it is `beyond question that 

Lassus's highly inventive descriptions of garden projects function as utopian texts' (117). 

This is because Bann in this essay, although hinting at Marin's complex thought on utopian 

spatial play, does not fully engage with it and therefore is left instead with a simple 

oppositional framework in which to undertake his analysis. The garden designs produce 

`dislocations of space and incitements to the imagination', but Bann does not explain how 

they are utopian except in their opposition to dominant trends (109). 

5.5 Conclusion 

The qualities and features of gardens described in this chapter highlight their distinctiveness: 

(1) a state of bliss, contentment or happiness, as found in the myths of Eden or some form of 

paradise; (2) a place of fecundity, or as Tuan (1974: 145) suggests a symbol of the `vulva of 

the earth, expressing humanity's yearning for ease and the assurance of fertility'; (3) a site 

that is set apart or different from the ordinary, designated as sacred, idealised or total space; 

(4) a pause, an interval or punctuation in time; (5) a place that imaginatively plays out 

paradoxes and ambiguities. These spaces are often expressed in terms of utopia, but how 

would a heterotopian framework differ? I wish to argue that heterotopias are examples of 

utopias but looked at from a certain point of view. Heterotopias are localisable utopias with 

multiple changing and conflicting functions, meanings and effects. Heterotopology takes 

actual examples of these spaces, fragments of utopia, and examines them within a network of 
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other spaces that share certain features and principles. Both Marin's proposed fictitious, 

`neutral' garden, and Bann's interpretation of it, set them outside, as ̀ other' in some way, but 

heterotopias mirror, connect and invert the surrounding spaces. In an article that explicitly 

addresses the link between the garden and utopia, Levitas (2003b: 146) argues that alternative 

values surface in `interstitial spaces - the gaps and fissures that are not yet incorporated into 

or temporarily unwanted by or reclaimed from the dominant order'. For Levitas such fleeting 

but `demonstrative and constitutive' spaces are not just utopic they are also heterotopic: `they 

provide alternative spaces that enable the self to be otherwise - spaces, therefore, for the 

education of desire' (146). In contrast, I argue that heterotopic spaces are particular utopian 

spaces that do not exist in themselves but absorb, reflect, reiterate and transform aspects of 

other spaces. From a heterotopian perspective, a space may educate desire but that is only one 

functional strand. Even if utopia is defined very broadly, diversely and pragmatically, as 

Hudson proposes (2003: 31), heterotopia is distinct in that it is not about `envisaging 

changes'; it concerns analysing how certain spaces embody, manifest, transform and apply 

aspects of utopia. As I go on to argue in the rest of this thesis, Foucault's lecture invites us 

to examine how they function and their actual effects or, in the widest sense of the term, how 

they are particularly effective forms of `governance'. Their diversity and range have a special 

place in the way we conduct ourselves. 

This is not to dismiss any utopian function of gardens, but heterotopology casts a different net 

and seems to work across three interrelated levels. In keeping with Foucault's spatial 

analyses as outlined in the last chapter, there is a playful nominalist element, a scattering or 

dispersion of spaces -a strategic level. At the same time, he introduces a rather pedantic 

formalisation - an analytical level, with relational elements of early structuralist thinking. 

We end up with a series of spaces that have a family resemblance, but nothing that anchors 

them together. These spaces share utopian features, or are envisaged as utopian, but a 

heterotopian lens reveals how they are actually embedded in different cultures. As I will 

argue in a later chapter, this mix of the ideal and real make them effective dispositifs, 

particularly in a historical context and in relation to forms of governance. Heterotopology 

highlights what might be called interruptive social spaces that can be analysed in the way 

they incorporate something different, which is often expressed in terms of utopia or an ideal, 

with effects and functions that metamorphose at various stages of history. To link to my 

argument in chapter three, to look through these spaces provides a certain point of view, a 

vantage point based on concrete examples. The concept of heterotopia is about thinking 
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through (strategy), about (analysis) and with (dispositij) different spaces. The remaining 

chapters attempt to link all three levels of heterotopia through specific and diverse examples 

of the `localisable utopias' of the garden, concluding that the modem garden cemetery 

encapsulates a heterotopia par excellence. 
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Chapter 6: The Garden: towards heterotopia. 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I examine gardens through the lens of heterotopia. I concentrate on specific 

examples, actual gardens in practice, and tease out spatio-temporal features that Foucault 

outlines within his `principles' of heterotopia and which I have attempted to clarify and 

develop further in previous chapters. In some cases, this is a process of tracing how utopian 

aspects are played out, applied or even manipulated. Vattimo uses the suggestive term 

`distorted utopia' to describe heterotopia (1992: 69). Overall, I argue that these spaces enact a 

contest between the real and the imaginary and set themselves apart from the `ordinary' 

world and yet they are deeply embedded in various cultural traditions, taking on different 

functions and framing certain modes of conduct, which includes but goes beyond the practice 

of gardening. However, as argued above, unlike many utopian imaginings, they do not posit 

any sense of an ̀ other', however nuanced; they are almost the exact opposite of Marin's 

neutral `empty space'. As discussed in chapter three in regard to discourse, Foucault's 

concern is with the existence, the impact, the effect of words and things. Gardens can hold, 

out the possibility of some form of heightened experience (Howett, 1990: 254) and evoke 

something magical or sacred (Hunt, 2000: 144) or `blissful' (Foucault, 1998a: 182 ) but I go 

on to argue that heterotopology reveals their adaptability and utility, particularly regarding 

forms of conduct. I argue that gardens form a potent mix with interrelated aesthetic and moral 

effects. 

In order to explore in detail the heterotopian features of gardens, I have selected four distinct 

case studies. In the following chapters, I will look at the related space of the modern garden 

cemetery from a historical and also a contemporary point of view. With so many varieties of 

gardens across history and cultures, selecting something like a representative sample is an 

impossible task. I have tried to choose examples that build up a complexity of heterotopian 

features and illustrate clearly the relational qualities of the concept of heterotopia. The 

selection may appear somewhat of a hotchpotch, but in a sense this is inevitable when dealing 

overall with the concept of heterotopia, as Foucault's examples are so diverse, fragmenting 

and relating at the same time. Using Foucault's framework, my initial example, Jarman's 
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garden, concentrates on one main principle; the others progressively add further principles as 
illustrated by the following: 

Jarman's garden 
Core example 

Principle 3 

Japanese gardens 
Indicative example 
Principles 1,3,5 

The Eden Project 
Relational example 
Principles 2,3,4,5 

Therapeutic gardens 
Mutative example 

Principles 1,2,3,5,6 

The modem garden cemetery 
Governmental example - historical 

Principles 1,2,3,4,5,6 

The modem garden cemetery 
Concentrated example - contemporary 

Principles 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Principles: 

1. become established in all cultures but in diverse forms 

2. mutate and have specific operations at different points in history 

3. juxtapose in a single space several incompatible spatial elements 
4. encapsulate spatio-temporal discontinuities or intensities 

5. presuppose an ambivalent system of opening/closing, entry/ exit, distance/penetration 

6. have a specific operation in relation to other spaces as, for example, illusion or 

compensation 

This framework shows the connectivity of the different spaces and how they form a family 

resemblance, with the final illustration, the cemetery, revealing what might be called a 

heterotopian intensity. Derek Jarman's garden is a ̀ core' example. I concentrate on 
Foucault's third principle concerned with spatial ambiguity and incongruence. This remains a 
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constant element in all the gardens discussed. To take this characteristic further than my 

discussion in the last chapter, I apply aspects of Deleuze's spatialisations, as I think they shed 

light on the underlying spatial complexity of gardens. Jarman's garden also offers a good 

`general' or illustrative example for a variety of reasons. Firstly, the seeming simplicity of 

Jarman's landscape which is part allotment, part leisure pursuit and part pleasure garden 

incorporates many of the diverse rudimentary elements of gardens. It is an extraordinary site 

but at the same time involves the simple, private, everyday practice of gardening. Secondly, it 

represents, in a fairly uncomplicated manner, Hunt's notion of a hierarchy of intervention in 

the physical world. The space contains features of `unmediated' landscape, utility and 

symbolism. It highlights the surrounding landscape, or topographical location, as well as a 

conceptual- aesthetic dimension. Thirdly, the unfussiness of the intervention underscores the 

most basic definition of a garden (and perhaps heterotopia generally): the marking of a 

special enclosure. Finally, Jarman describes his garden in journals, films and photographs, 

reinforcing and making explicit many aspects of a garden's meaning, form and function. In 

complete contrast, the second illustration, the Japanese garden, is highly specific, a type of 

garden with a distinct history and cultural function. This example may go some way in, 

supporting Foucault's claim that the garden is the `oldest' form of heterotopia and that 

heterotopias are embedded in all cultures, but it also starts to highlight how these spaces can 

take on a specific role and mesh with forms of conduct. It is an `indicative `example. I have 

also selected a botanical garden, the highly acclaimed and popular Eden Project in Cornwall. 

This is a `relational' example. The site has some interesting connections with specific utopian 

themes discussed in the last chapter and also allows a deeper exploration of how each 

beterotopian site overlaps with others. It also introduces a further link between gardens and 

conduct through the coupling of nature and health. The last illustration in this chapter, 

concentrating on therapeutic gardens, picks up and explores one strand from the Eden 

Project: the theme of promoting health through nature. This example forms a platform for 

the next chapters that concentrate on the garden cemetery and starts to explore gardens 

explicitly as modes of governance, illustrating the malleability of heterotopian sites; a 

`mutative' example. 
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6.2 Derek Jarman's garden. 

Derek Jarman was a filmmaker, theatre designer and painter. He was also a passionate 

gardener from a young age: ̀ flowers spring up and entwine themselves like bindweed along 
the footpaths of my childhood' (1991: 7). His published journals are sprinkled with blissful 

childhood memories of gardens, in particular, those that are wild and uncultivated, but also to 
the `secret gardens' near his school where he first experienced the rapture of sexual pleasure 
(38). He also often associates his childhood memories of gardens with daydreaming, a 
Bachelardian escape that he rediscovers in adulthood (44). He was never an expert or 

professional gardener, but traced his passion to the romantic literary tradition which he saw 
initiated by Blake and continued by such varied figures as Morris, Whitman, Carpenter and 
Hamilton Finlay - all in some way devoted to creating `paradise on earth' (25). He insisted 

that they must be `shaggy', that is, allowed to form spaces of wilderness, accidental charms, 

strange juxtapositions (Jarman and Sooley, 1995: 41). 

Dungeness, where Jarman built his garden, has one of the largest shingle formations in the 

world. The setting is unique in the United Kingdom as it has the strongest sunlight and the 
lowest rainfall. The overall environment is bleak and desolate; the landscape dominated by' 

the grim iron structure of two nuclear power stations (see fig 2, page 12). Prospect Cottage, 

bought by Jarman in 1986, stands alone at the sea's edge with striking black pitch timbers. 

Initially, Jarman had not thought about building a garden around the cottage, as the 

immediate environment seemed impossible: a mass of shingle without any sub-soil and 

exposed to biting winds and salt spray. And yet despite its desert conditions, as a roadside 

sign indicates proudly, `600 varieties of plants grow in this shingle' and Jarman particularly 

noted the potential within the contrasting colours of the green sea kale, blue bugloss, red 

poppy and yellow sedum. He was originally drawn to the area because it had an 
`otherworldly atmosphere', an `extraordinary light' (64) and a `symphony of colour I have 

seen in no other landscape' (1991: 31). Jarman records how the garden was started by 

accident. A dog rose was transplanted and supported by a `sea-worn driftwood staff topped 

with a knuckle of beach-combed bone' and seedling seakale was protected by `an elongated 
low-tide flint'. From that point the garden evolved as treasures washed up by the sea were 

gradually added: 
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I saw it as a therapy and a pharmacopoeia. I collected more driftwood and stones and put them in. I dug 
small holes - almost impossible, as the shingle rolled back so that two spadefuls became one - and 
filled them with manure from the farm up the road. The plants were just plonked in and left to take 
their chances in the winds of Dungeness. (Jarman and Sooley, 1995: 12) 

Jarman's film, The Garden (1990), provides another perspective on the way he anchored 

himself to the immediate landscape of Dungeness. He filmed the landscape over three years 

in different seasons, weathers and periods of the day and uses this footage as a constant 

backdrop in the film, highlighting changing moods, colours, light and shade as well as the 

bleak, wild and isolated expanse of the landscape. Interspersed are also shots of Jarman 

working in his garden and close-ups of the playful stone circles and sculptures. The film, 

amongst many other things, seems to undermine and reinterpret the English landscape 

tradition, for example, repeatedly incorporating shots of the nearby rather menacing power 

station. The fluctuating landscapes provide the setting for an exploration and reinterpretation 

of some of the abiding myths surrounding gardens, specifically the Gardens of Eden and 

Gethsemane. Overall, the space in itself encapsulates arguments about the role of verbal and 

visual depictions of gardens: forming and informing spatial art; playing with the differences 

between gardens and `adjacent zones of human intervention'; celebrating the rich 

ambiguities of the natural and artificial; blending the functions of work, maintenance, design, 

pleasure, aesthetics and theatre; blurring of the boundaries of the private and public worlds; 

and embracing the magical, preternatural and sacred meaning of gardens (see Hunt, 2000). 

The garden gradually evolved into an extraordinary limitless expanse, the plants introduced 

merging with and enhancing the natural fauna and flora: huge clumps of sea kale, circles of 

gorse, carpets of sedum, giant fennel, dazzling masses of poppies and marigold, drifts of 

borage, cornflowers and valerian. But also sculptures were introduced made from old twisted 

tools and utensils, stones, planks of wood, branches and huge flints - mostly debris washed in 

from the sea (fig 5). The garden somehow both mirrored and defied the barren environment 

and was also extraordinary in that it had no fences, hedges or walls to separate it from the rest 

of the coastline and the open sea. The garden's identity emerged, separating itself from its 

surroundings as it incorporated features of those surroundings. . Boundaries were blurred but 

within the garden simple, formal geometric patterns emerged, especially circles of stones, 

like dolmens, built to echo the mystery of stone circles, but also to provide pleasure in the 

winter when they and the dozens of sculptures, replaced the focus of the plants and flowers 

(Jarman, 1995: 47-48). 
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Figure 5 
Derek Jarman's 
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Reflections on the garden return to questions of distinguishing `nature' and `culture'. As 

discussed in the last chapter, the tension across this binary is often mentioned as a crucial 

feature of gardens. Although Jarman's example does seem to expose a collapse of these two 

terms, without any possibility of knowing where one begins and ends, I do not want to 

rehearse this rather commonplace argument here. Nevertheless, I think reflections on 

Jarman's garden do lead to a central relational paradox of the garden space which Foucault 

hints at but does not develop. The garden can intensely dramatise a certain spatial ambiguity 

and ambivalence. In the last chapter, I outlined how such ambiguities are interpreted by 

Marin as utopian textual play. But I think Deleuze's spatialisations offer a more 

heterotopological analysis in that they allow a concentration on the actual event or existence 

of gardens. Part of Deleuze's exhilarating philosophical project radically questions a range of 

customary conceptual divisions. In his complex and perhaps most important book, Difference 

and Repetition, which he later acknowledged connected with all his subsequent work, he 

attempts to avoid all generalities of thought and instead presents a drama, a philosophy that 

moves, displays, acts and generates difference (1994: 13). In this endeavour, he crosses 

between the psychic, organic and chemical domains, presenting dramatizations that 

imaginatively capture the `unity of mind and nature' (98 and 220). The project is difficult and 
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sometimes bewildering partly because as Foucault remarks, there is no heart or centre, but 

only a problem or a distribution of points. We have to abandon our customary notions of 

order (Foucault, 1998i: 343). For example, we are forced to concentrate on the `event' before 

it is clothed as a fact within a proposition and familiar forms of representation and 

oppositional or dialectical modes of thought. 

Above all, Deleuze refuses to reduce difference to identity, for instance, avoiding any sense 

of the Aristotelian categories of genus, species and individual (1994: 30). Such an approach is 

later taken up in collaboration with Guattari within their often quoted notion of `rhizomatic 

thinking' that replaces thought that divides, compares and judges. In part, this is an attempt to 

avoid all stratifications involving dualisms. Deleuze and Guattari do use many dualisms, 

including striation/smooth, tree/rhizome, state apparatus/war machine, sedentary/nomadic, 

but they argue, not always convincingly, that `we invoke one dualism only in order to 

challenge another' (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004: 22). Taking up a key point found in 

Difference and Repetition, they assert that `unlike trees or their roots, the rhizome connects 

any point to any other point, and its traits are not necessarily linked to the traits of the same 

nature' (23). A rhizome is composed of dimensions, or `directions in motion', rather than 

units, involving no beginning or end, but only a middle from which it generates more 

rhizomes. It is the conjunction `and' that connects and assembles in their philosophy human 

and non-human elements: 

The wisdom of the plants: even when they have roots, there is always an outside where they form a 
rhizome with something else - with the wind, an animal, human beings (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004: 
12) 1 

Another important notion explored with Guattari and related to the figure of the rhizome 

concerns ̀ smooth' as opposed to `striated' space. In many ways, these two terms include and 

diversify dualisms that are traditionally associated with gardens, for example, nature/nurture, 

freedom/control, wilderness/order or opening/closure. They borrow these terms from Boulez 

who uses them to explain a spatio-temporal relationship in music (Deleuze and Guattari, 

2004: 527). Boulez suggests that `in a smooth space-time one occupies without counting, 

whereas in striated space-time one counts in order to occupy'. For Deleuze and Guattari, the 

striated `intertwines fixed and variable elements' whereas smooth is the `continuous 

variation, continuous development of form': or `the pure act of the drawing of a diagonal line 

across the vertical and the horizontal' (528). As well as a musical illustration, they provide 
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various other `models' of these spaces. Within the `technological model', fabric, as in 

basketry and weaving, is conceived as striated, involving vertical and horizontal patterns that 
intertwine. Fabric is always closed on at least one side (infinite in length but not width), with 
top and bottom. `Felt' in contrast is an `anti-fabric' with no separation of threads or any 
intertwining. Felt is more an entanglement and, in principle, infinite, open, and mobile. As 

with a rhizome, there is no centre or fixed points. Presenting detailed historical examples, 

they discuss how the different constructions involved in knitting, crochet, embroidery, 

patchwork or quilt combined and reinforced each mode of space, furthering `one through the 

other' (526). Turning to a `maritime' model, they go on to explain how striated space in this 

instance works from point to point, whereas smooth space is the `trajectory', the path or 

process of the journey, filled with events and intensive affects rather than properties, 

dimensions and perceived things. If for Foucault the ship is the heterotopia par excellence, 
for Deleuze and Guattari the sea is the smooth space par excellence. Moreover, navigation of 
the sea provides an ̀ extended confrontation' between the two spaces (529). The sea is both 

the archetype of all smooth space and also the first to be gradually striated. In contrast, the 

city is the epitome of striated space, although it leaks smooth space through eruptions of 

shanty towns, `sprawling and temporary'. Importantly: 

What interests us in operations of striation and smoothing are precisely the passages or combinations: 
how the forces at work within space continually striate it, and how in the course of its striation it 
develops other forces and emits new smooth spaces' . 

(55 1) 

In fact, the two spaces ̀exist only in mixture': `smooth space is constantly being translated, 

transversed into a striated space; striated space is constantly being reversed, returned to a 

smooth space' (524). There is no `other' space, no neutral space. 

I want to argue that Jarman's garden is a rich dramatisation of the generative contest between 

these two types of space, which goes well beyond debates about the tension or entanglement 

of nature and culture. A Deleuzian perspective deepens Foucault's tantalisingly brief 

comments on the spatial ambiguities of the garden, without relying on conceptions of the 

`other'. Initially, the space was produced by accident across an `impossible' environment 

open to the sea and the piercing wind. All gardens literally contain rhizomes but here the 

elements of the garden, including plants, are deliberately encouraged to form a rhizome with 

something else (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004: 12). For instance, in Jarman's account, it is an 

utterly inclusive space, open to the sea and stars but also embracing the nearby nuclear power 
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station, a `wonderment' that looks like `a great liner or a small Manhattan ablaze with a 

thousand lights of different colours'(1995: 67). Such a hugely powerful symbol of striation 
forms a backdrop within a stage that generates new connections. Debris washed up on the 

shore are amalgamated into fantastic `plant' sculptures of flint, drift wood, tools, utensils and 

twisted, spiralling metal, forming an assemblage of human and non-human elements that are 

open and fluid. There are stark spatial contrasts such as the geometric patterns of gorse and 

stones at the front of the house and more `shaggy' planting towards the back, but there is 

also an overall sense of continuous variation of form. Often deeply striated, it is exposed, 

vulnerable, and open to chance and continuously in process. It is a varying, ever escaping, or 
journeying assembly of things, plants, animals, birds, tools and people (Deleuze and Guattari, 

2004: 161). Gardens generally, and Jarman's specifically, manifest a series of paths or 

trajectories, combining and reinforcing smooth and striated space. Jarman has imaginatively 

composed a garden as ̀ process' which, like the desert mentioned by Deleuze and Guattari, is 

a space that is both `organised and at the same time stretched'. 

In Jarman's garden there is also a disruption in space-time. Like Saint-Preux in Rousseau's 

text, Jarman finds himself there as if `dropped from the sky': 

The gardener digs in another time, without past or future, beginning or end.... As you walk in the 
garden you pass into this time - the moment of entering can never be remembered . 

(Jarman, 1991: 30) 

The practice of gardening and the garden itself produce or induce an interval or punctuation 

that is perhaps something like the `smooth space-time' described by Boulez, a process 

`without counting'. Deleuze and Guattari use the term `haecceity' to pinpoint something 

similar: a `mode of individuation' that is distinct from a person, subject, thing or substance 

(2004: 287). Examples include a season, an hour or a day designated by a combination of 

elements (wind, rain, heat, fog) or relations of movement (speed, slowness) . This is not a 

phenomenological notion of `inside' or subjective space, but on the contrary a `space 

outside', an assemblage with speeds and affects that is independent of subjects, belonging to 

a different plane. In this conception of the garden ̀ climate, wind, season, hour are not of 

another nature than the things, animals or people that populate them, follow them, sleep and 

awaken within them' (290). In this way, taking a walk in Jarman's garden is a haecceity, an 

indeterminate time, without beginning or end, origin or destination. It forms a particular non- 

place, a gap or interval: an opportunity or `a rupture in ordinary life' (Defert, 1997: 275). In 
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the garden, we can lose ourselves, we `let ourselves go' as we do in different ways, either 

willingly or unwillingly, in brothels, old people's homes, theatres, prisons, saunas or, the 

most extreme example, cemeteries. In his earlier radio broadcast about heterotopia, Foucault 

refers to children's games as places of escape and imagination - in attics, backyard corners, 
Indian tents, the parents' bed and so on (Defert, 1997: 274). Prospect Cottage and its garden 

capture something similar: 

.. the last of a long line of 'escape houses' I started building as a child at the end of the garden: grass 
houses of fragrant mowings that slowly turned brown and sour; sandcastles; a turf hut, hardly big 
enough to turn round in... (Jarman, 1991: 276) 

The garden forms an intimate refuge that imaginatively mirrors and transforms the world 

outside. It forms a bridge between Bachelard's poetics of space and Foucault's spiralling 

examples of heterotopia which form a range of inter-related inventive spaces within the 

realities of harsh eroding time. 

Jarman's garden perhaps manifests an example of Bennett's `enchanted materialism' (2001 

She argues against the rather commonplace notion of the disenchantment of modem life 

dominated by instrumental rationality, science, secularism and bureaucracy. Avoiding any 
theological or other teleological perspective, she presents an alternative narrative by tracing 

moments of enchantment that punctuate the modem world and argues that such moments 
`might be deployed to propel ethical generosity' (Bennett, 2002: 3). She considers that these 

moments can be found in unexpected places but may also be nurtured and enhanced through 

various strategies. With `ethical potential' rather than utopian promise, Bennett suggests that 
to be enchanted is to be unsettled by the extraordinary in the midst of the familiar and 

everyday. It entails pleasure and disruption of usual habits, including `the temporary 

suspension of chronological time and bodily movement'. We are jolted out of our `default 

sensory-psychic-intellectual disposition' (5). As an illustration she uses Deleuze and 
Guattari's notion of a `Body without Organs', the human body wrestling itself out of its usual 
forms of organisation. In some ways this captures Jarman's actual garden and the use he 

made of it in words and film: the `desire for mobility, for the space to become otherwise, to 

exercise your faculties, play around, shift the scene, shuffle the deck, change places.. ' (28). 

Jarman's garden possesses in abundance one of the key principles outlined by Foucault, a 

rich spatial ambiguity, but does not incorporate in any strong sense the other five principles. 
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Other studies will show different combinations or family clusters of these principles working 

towards the `highly heterotopian' garden cemetery (1998a: 182). The utopian element will 

always be present to some extent, in Jarman's terms a paradisiacal feature of gardens, but 

again this will be used and applied in different ways within other heterotopia. Jarman's 

wonderful space highlights how gardens generally are the most prevalent, varied and often 

accessible formations of heterotopia. Faubion contrasts heterotopias to the `mundane 

monotony...: of everyday life' and suggests they are `brighter, darker or more complex' 

(2008: 32). Gardens appear in hugely diverse forms and many are actually part of the 

everyday routine of life, but they also have the capability of producing a spatial intensity and 
forming a certain world in miniature. Admittedly, this analysis takes us far from Foucault's 

brief thoughts that heterotopias such as gardens `juxtapose in a single real place several 

emplacements that are incompatible in themselves', or a simply reveal a `contradictory 

emplacement' (1998a: 181), but the analysis does expose the underlying spatial complexity 

and ambiguity of the garden. The complexity will run in different ways through all the other 

examples discussed in this chapter, but other heterotopian features will also come into play. 

Whatever the specific format and purpose, all gardens demonstrate, or produce a concentrated 

formation of, an extraordinary spatial contest or play. Gardens are striated spaces that 

provide possibilities of `escape', and they are smooth spaces that can be endlessly organised. 

They can be intense spaces of `affects' or a `Body without Organs'. The complexity is 

illustrated well by any visit to Dungeness, where the smooth `song of the sands' is measured 

or `canopied by the sky' (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004: 529). 

6.3 Japanese gardens of ritual, purification and difference 

Jarman's garden provides an individual and rather private example of a spatio-temporal 

contest. But what about more formalised and public gardens? Within his depiction of 

heterotopia, Foucault refers briefly to Persian gardens of antiquity. In this section, I want to 

argue that various types of Japanese gardens also incorporate an intriguing range of 

heterotopian characteristics, involving: spatial conflict; a world set apart; a series of rituals 

and thresholds; a spatio-temporal interruption; and an unsettling microcosm. In Foucault's 

formal framework, they illustrate generally Foucault's first principle that heterotopia become 

established in all cultures but in diverse forms, and more specifically, his fifth principle that 

these spaces presuppose a complex system of opening/closing, entry/exit, and 

137 



distance/penetration. At the same time, they reiterate the aspect most prominent in the 

Jarman example, the third principle concerning spatial ambiguity. 

Almost by definition, they are striated spaces and yet both modes of spatialisation traverse, 

divert, occupy, and encourage each other within and across gardens. With regard to Japanese 

gardens, Keane explicitly notes the relationship between these spatialisations, both rhizomatic 

and controlled: 

.... a map of time in the garden would develop that way: dizzy spirals, thousands of them, twisted 
around each other, intersecting, falling away, regrouping - in the end, mazelike scribbles.... (Keane, 
2002: 25) 

the garden was a way to adjust the wild to the scale of human measurement (58) 

These gardens seem to incorporate continuous variety and movement as well as a measured 

structure, both organised and stretched. An illustration of how gardens incorporate smooth 

and striated space can be seen in the wall around the famous dry landscape garden of Rybanji 

Temple, Kyoto (Parkes, 1989: 132). The wall, having been made of clay boiled in oil, has 

produced over the centuries amazing, intricate patterns and landscapes as the oil gradually 

seeped out. The wall therefore divides and joins the outside world and the interior space of 

the garden. It formulates a Japanese aesthetic technique known as ̀ cut-continuance' (kire- 

tsuzuki). Keane suggests that this mixture of `natural' and artificial beauty forms the aesthetic 

basis of all Japanese gardens (2004: 10-13). He draws evidence from the etymology of the 

two most common terms for garden: niwa and sono, which have striking similarities between 

smooth and striated space. Niwa is associated with the open territory of the semi-nomadic 

Jbmon tribes. The earliest written record is found in a poem from the eighth century, referring 

to the open sea. Hunting ranges (kari-niwa) as well as sacred places for events (sa-niwa or 

yu-niwa) have the same etymology. In the middle ages the term identified the area used by 

travelling musicians and actors. Overall, it has the implication of a space that is ownerless, 

rather than a controlled territory, for example, in modem usage uri-niwa refers to the sales 

area of `foragers' in ties and suits. In contrast, sono originally referred to any form of 

structured or bordered agricultural landscape, including plots for crops, orchards, pens for 

animals, rice fields and medicinal herb gardens. Overall, Japanese gardens play with nomadic 

smooth space, associated with the sea, and forms of striated landscape, associated with 

agriculture. 
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If certain Japanese gardens provide instances of a contest between striated and smooth space, 

the tea gardens of Japan provide distinct illustrations of a space that is separate from the 

`ordinary' world and intimately connected to conduct. Tea drinking has a long history in 

Japan. In the fourteenth century the practice spread from Zen monasteries - where it was 

originally used as a stimulant to prevent monks from falling asleep during meditation - to 

samurai society and rural communities (Hayashiya et al 1974: 11-12). Ceremonial tea 

gatherings, where guests are invited to drink whisked green tea in small rustic teahouses, 

became a central practice of Japanese culture. The ceremony (wabi-cha) or the `way of tea' 

(chadö), has evolved into a composite art form and practitioners not only focus on how to 

make and drink tea in a formulated manner, but also study related practices such as 

architecture, flower arranging, gardening and pottery (Chiba, 2006). The gathering is meant 

to enrich the guests physically, aesthetically and spiritually. 

The tea garden acts as a process of preparation for the ceremony wabi-cha. The history of the 

relationship between tea ceremony and the associated tea garden is complex (see Hayashiya 

et al, 1974: 167-177 and Itoh, 1973: 75-79). Clues can be found in the aesthetic behind the 

term wabi, which is often used in tandem with sabi. Keane suggests one way to encapsulate 

the closely linked terms (2004: 76). Sabi is the aura that materials gather with age if well 

cared for; whereas wabi is the aesthetic appreciation of things that express sabi. Simplicity 

and rusticity are therefore dominant features of tea gardens. But their design is also linked to 

the general aesthetic ranking known as shin-gyö-sö, referring to three forms of calligraphy: 

formal block, informal rounded and cursive characters respectively. Here perhaps we see 

another simple reworking of striated and smooth space within an aesthetic context. Shin 

refers to what is `correct' and includes austere crafted or structured objects (e. g. cut granite 

paths, planed wood gates or plastered walls). Sö refers to materials used in their natural state 

(e. g. stepping stones made from river rocks or lattice gates of woven bamboo). Gyö is the 

playful mixture of the two (see Keane, 2004: 77 and Pilgrim, 1986: 259). 

139 



Figure 6 

Japanese tea garden, with water laver (tsukubai) for guests to ritually cleanse their hands and 

The tea garden itself is called a roji which traditionally means a path or alleyway. In fact, by 

definition the roji is not really a garden but more a passage or entrance to the tea house. The 

walk through this corridor is meant to compress the sensation of travelling from a town to a 
hermit's hut (dewy path). It symbolises the actual journeys made by priests as they scrambled 

across streams and mountains to reach their hermitages (fig 6). For merchant and samurai 

classes in the sixteenth and seventeenth century it was a way of bringing the tranquillity of 

the mountain place within the bustle of city life (Chesshire, 2005: 122). Apart from a sense of 

calmness, the passage also involves a series of thresholds through which each guest is 

encouraged to release worldly concerns and increasingly enter a `tea state of mind'. The 

initial threshold is the outer gate that separates the roji from the profane external world. The 

last guest closes and locks the gate. In Keane's words, they are now `no longer of the 

ordinary world' (2002: 57). Guests must then sit, wait and reflect on their surroundings 

before being signalled by their host to enter the inner roji through the middle gate which is 

more a symbolic marker than a physical barrier. Within this inner space, guests pass through 

two thresholds of purification. First they use a tsukuhai, water basin, to rinse their hands and 

mouth (Hibi:, 1989: 266). T. sukubai is derived from the verb `to crouch' and guests must bow 

low as part of the ritual of purification. They pass a `dust pit', in which they are meant to 
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leave any troubles or worldly affairs before entering the tea house. The last threshold is a 

narrow crawl-through entry to the tea house. A square opening is found low in the wall which 

forces the guest to duck and bow in an act of humility when entering the tearoom (81-82). 

The tea garden therefore enacts a process, a passage that interrupts daily life. It incorporates 

gradual, difficult steps towards a different space. 

More widely than the roji, many Japanese gardens are also designed to incorporate intervals 

called ma, a complex term with a variety of meanings involving both time and space and 

which has started to receive serious attention both inside and outside Japan (Pilgrim, 1986: 

255). The term refers to an interval between two or more spatial or temporal things or events. 

It therefore involves measurement but also suggests a gap, pause, opening and perhaps again 

a play of smooth and striated. As well as a descriptive term, it also has a more subjective, 

relational meaning of being among or between others. Ma can therefore refer to the 

punctuation movement in Japanese dance or Noh theatre, the points of silence in Japanese 

music, or the distance between host and guest during a tea ceremony. In Japanese gardens ma 

can be produced as one moves through or contemplates the space (Keane, 2002: 132), but it 

can also refer to an imaginary or creative `negative' space (Pilgrim. 1986: 259-60). With its 

spatio-temporal dynamic the tea garden exemplifies particularly well the sense of ma as a 

bridging or transforming space. In a variety of Japanese arts, ma refers to the `power, interest, 

depth' that breaks through the `gaps, cracks and intervals in space and time' (Pilgrim: 261). 

Here the garden becomes a `no-man's land', a crevice between worlds, opening up a pregnant 

space of difference. 

Other types of Japanese gardens form distinct spatial microcosms (see Itoh, 1972). Chinese 

culture and, in particular, Buddhism which is traditionally said to have been introduced into 

Japan in the mid fifth century, strongly shaped Japanese garden design. For example, at this 

period Japanese gardens started to create spaces as miniature representations of the Buddhist 

cosmos. Later, through the influence of Zen thought, the distinctive dry landscape (Kare-san- 

sui) gardens developed (Hayakawa, 1973: 74). Kare-san-sui means dry-mountain-water, a, 

composite depiction of mountains and water, without using real water. It is an abstract 

technique using, for example, rocks arranged upright to express a waterfall, or expanses of 

white sand to suggest the surface of water. But this is not just an attempt to represent water 

with rock or sand; the formulation is meant to capture the essence of water, to manifest the 

fundamental character of water more profoundly than actually using it (Yoshinaga, 1962: 20). 
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In its medieval form, these spaces were 'contemplation' gardens (kansho-niwa), an 

emplacement to be viewed and reflected upon rather than physically occupied (Keane, 2002: 

59). In this way the vastness of the world could be found through contemplation of the small 

garden: `the gardens they created provided an image of the universe' (Berthier, 2000: 6). 

Kare-san-sui gardens are used as allegorical models, mirroring certain Zen precepts as well 

as tools for meditation. For instance, the slow and simple process of cleaning and maintaining 

the garden are also thought to produce calm and poise (Keane, 2002: 62 and Hayakawa, 

1973: 74-76). 

These gardens can be spatially austere. For example, within the famous garden of Ryöanji in 

Kyoto the terrain is completely flat and rigorously geometrical, containing 15 greyish rocks 

of various sizes on a sheet of light grey gravel (fig 7). The poignancy of the garden stems in 

part from a spotless cleanliness that is achieved through constant maintenance. The surface 

appears as a `miniaturised white ocean' (Goto, 2003: 115). The composition of the rocks is 

very complex, combining several groups that produce a whole but also retain their 
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independence. The arid, virtually empty space raises the question of whether it is actually a 

garden. It eschews vegetation and water and refuses all figurative shapes (Berthier, 2000: 30- 

37). Parkes suggests that it is necessary to understand some of the complexities of ancient 

Chinese thought that underpin the creation of these gardens, in particular the lack of any 

sharp distinction between the animate and inanimate and between sentient and non-sentient 

beings (1989: 89 and 125). The garden presents the opportunity for becoming `haecceity', an 

assemblage of human and non-human elements. In Keane's words: 

Our limits no longer defined by our skin, we become the moss, the sand, and the wall, the finely traced 
vine; the distant mountains ...... 

' (2002: 59) 

Without wishing to diminish the cultural and historical distinctions and subtle overlaps 

between Japanese gardens and those within the Western tradition (Tuan, 1974: 30), such a 

brief survey suggests that gardens over the centuries have been conceived as extraordinary 

places enclosing a variety of unsettling spatio-temporal dimensions. As with the simple 

example of Jarman's garden, we find ourselves transformed into different places which are 

not utopian in the sense of promising something better in the future. Rather, they capture or 

combine or lead to something different in the here and now. They are markers of change that 

are deeply embedded in different cultures: interruptions in time and space. What is also 

striking is that the further we explore a certain example offered by Foucault, the more 

connections with other spaces are disclosed. For instance, Japanese tea gardens lead to 

remarks made about heterotopias that `presuppose a system of opening and closing that 

isolates them and makes them penetrable at the same time', involving gestures and rituals of 

purification, as in the case of Muslim baths (Foucault, 1998a: 183). We are led to imagine 

more examples and connections, mapping an intricate web of heterotopias. There is no 

common thread, or essential hidden feature, but more a `complicated network of similarities 

overlapping and criss-crossing: sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similarities of 

detail' (Wittgenstein, 1976: 32). 

Even this very brief study of Japanese gardens confirms and develops Foucault's suggestive 

comments about the spatio-temporal ambiguity of certain emplacements, their microcosmic 

or symbolic dimensions and their embedded functions within different cultures. But why does 

this all matter apart from illustrating, or celebrating, the connectivity of divergent spaces and 

the forms of discontinuity that these spaces enclose? Through the lens of heterotopia, 
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Foucault catches a diverse range of spaces that behave differently. In studies before and after 
his accounts of heterotopia, two of those spaces, the asylum and the prison, are examined 

closely in terms of new ways of distinguishing and `treating' the mad and the criminal 

respectively. He particularly draws out the utopian dimension of these spaces. But these are 
in the broad sense disciplinary institutions which Foucault groups together within his second 

principle of heterotopia. However, other examples mentioned by Foucault also have a close 

connection with influencing conduct. Bennett (1995) explores the museum in this light and in 

the next chapters I will likewise examine the cemetery. All of these studies are set within the 

emergence of modernity, arguably the most transformative period of our history. However, 

heterotopology does not just focus on modernity. Foucault mentions Persian gardens of 

antiquity and, as this section has shown briefly, sparks the imagination to explore other 

examples from other cultures which seem to reverberate with various spatio-temporal 

disruptions. Heterotopology throws out these spaces as curiosities. As chapter one detailed, 

they can be interpreted in dozens of ways. However, I wish to argue that an analysis of their 

spatio-temporal features marks them out as different, but their particular importance lies in 

how these peculiar spaces are applied and used and, ultimately, how they are related to an 

ethical sensibility and questions of conduct or governance. I propose that their difference and 

effectiveness mesh together. One does not cause the other, they work in tandem or 

imaginatively spur each other. 

A glimpse at Japanese gardens reveals this intimate connection between rich spatial 

differences and conduct. In Jane Bennett's terms, they capture an ethical sensibility, a certain 

pleasure and disruption of the usual habits, including `the temporary suspension of 

chronological time and bodily movement' (2001: 5). For instance, they bring tranquillity to 

the city, provide release of `worldly concerns', interrupt daily life, open a crevice between 

worlds and reduce the vastness of the world to a small representation. There is a sense of 

escape, as with Jarman's garden, but also a need for discipline and contemplation. In different 

ways, all of Foucault's examples of heterotopia formulate a relationship between discipline 

and freedom, but not necessarily as a synthesis in terms of Hetherington's notion of 

`ordering'. Japanese gardens, and others, are rather similar to features highlighted by De 

Cater and Dehaene in relating Foucault's concept of heterotopia to the categorisations of 

space in the ancient Greek city (2008b: 90). As mentioned in chapter two, they argue that 

such a space is not private or public, but more a sacred or cultural area for religion, the arts, 

sport and leisure. These spaces of `free time' interrupt the continuity of time, break ingrained 
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binaries such as private/public, virtual/real and nature/culture, produce centres of play, or a 

creative `clearing', and provide a protected space, refuge, haven, or sanctuary. However, I 

wish to argue against their notion that `normality is suspended'. As the next examples reveal, 

heterotopia generally and gardens specifically cannot be so easily separated out from 

questions of normalcy. 

6.4 The Eden Project -a space of everywhere and nowhere. 

In this section, I argue that the Eden Project, a contemporary botanical garden, builds up and 

illustrates further principles and features of heterotopia. Gardens, like other heterotopias, 

form an extensive network with other spaces, but they also work intensively in Foucault's 

somewhat formal depiction. Botanical gardens contain a particular formation of spatial 

ambiguity, as analysed in the last two studies, but they also link to Foucault's fourth principal 

in that they are examples of `heterochronia'. Like museums, botanical gardens generally, 

and the Eden Project specifically, have the idea of: 

accumulating everything, the idea of sort of constituting a sort of general archive, the desire to contain 
all times, all ages, all forms, all tastes in one place, the idea of constituting a place of all times that is 
itself outside time and protected from its erosion'. (Foucault, 1998a: 182 

Both in relation to space and time, botanical gardens attempt to capture the whole world 

within a defined enclosure (Schama, 2004: 562) or, as Hunt argues, enfold the `representation 

of the macrocosm itself within the smaller (epitomized) microcosm' (2000: 90). This is also a 

key feature of the third principle that Foucault encapsulates as juxtaposing in a single space 

several incompatible spatial elements, illustrated by the example of the Persian garden. As 

discussed in the last chapter, this inclusive aspect of botanical gardens can also be conceived 

as a utopian project, but a heterotopian perspective looks at the inter-relations and multiple 

applications of this space, reinforcing Foucault's second principle concerning how these 

spaces mutate and develop specific operations. Overall, the botanical garden starts to provide 
a rich picture of various facets and dimensions of heterotopia. I wish to argue that the Eden 

Project has a fascinating mix of both concentrating and accumulating space and time and 

offering a range of transitory spatio-temporal ambiguities. Later, the cemetery will be 

explored as a more extreme example of this combination of heterotopian principles, operating 

as a form of museum, or historical record, and encompassing the ultimate rupture with life. 
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The Eden Project in South Cornwall, the product of the single-minded enthusiasm and 
. 

endeavour of Tim Smit, is a contemporary version of this ideal. The Project advertises itself 

as a `global garden' and a `living theatre of plants and people'. Opened in 2001, the garden 

contains thousands of plants, the `biggest greenhouse in the world' and a range of educational 

resources and amenities. It receives over a million visitors a year. Although the overall 

location of the project was partly determined by the closeness to Cornish ports where plant 

specimens arrived in the eighteenth and nineteenth century and filled large country house 

gardens such as Ileligan (see Smit, 1997; Levitas, 2003a: 146-7), the specific site appears 

most unsuitable. It was originally a desolate and exhausted china-clay pit, a massive crater, 

some sixty metres deep with an unstable rim, liable to flooding and without any soil (Mabey, 

2005: 205-206). Such a barren landscape has some similarities to Jarman's unlikely setting 

for his garden across the bleak shore of Dungeness. But in contrast, the Eden Project is, 

hidden like a submerged island. The surrounding dense woodland gives it a sense of a `lost 

world' (Pearman, 2003: 19). The construction of the garden mirrors the utopian process of 
`terraforming' as described in Kim Stanley Robinson's Mars trilogy. In Blue Mars `great 

roofless rooms' with a diversity of plants were created through importing masses of soil 

(1996: 90). To produce the Eden Project the unsound faces of the crater were secured with 

massive rock bolts. One and a half million tonnes of spoil from around the quarry were 

driven back into the crater and levelled off with thousands of tonnes of soil (Mabey 2005, 

206). 

Although I have visited the garden on three occasions, just after it opened and twice more 

recently in relation to this thesis, the huge biomes, or botanical `bubbles' always surprise as 
they emerge from the bottom of the crater (fig 8). The design of the biomes was influenced 

by the 1971 sci-fi classic Silent Running which depicted spaceships as botanical arks 

containing the last fragments of the Earth's forests (Pearman, 2003: 14). The architect, 

Nicholas Grimshaw, admired Fuller, the American designer and `Spaceship Earth' 

philosopher who in the 1940s developed the geodesic dome in an attempt to produce the 

`most minimal form of large enclosure possible' (Pearman, 2003: 20). The designers 

modified Fuller's ideas through use of computer-aided design, resulting in a concept of 
intersecting domes made of light-weight hexagonal steel components and with `pillows' of 

translucent foil. The high-tech solution mirrored natural forms such as honeycombs and the 

compound eyes of insects (Whalley, 2003: 116-17). The so called 'soap bubbles' approach 

was adaptable to the uneven contours of the site. The bubbles were calculated as pure 
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sections of spheres, the domes envisaged as the `tops' of an invisible underground whole 

(Pearman, 2003: 23). 

Figure 8 
The Eden Project - the biomes (author's photograph). 

In Silent Running, a future is portrayed in which Earth is so overdeveloped that plants can no 

longer survive. Spacecrafts, like giant domed greenhouses or museums, are filled with plants 

and trees waiting for the Earth to recover. Towards the end of the film, the government 

decide to concentrate on `commercial' concerns and demand that the biomes are destroyed. 

After some heroism by a crew member, a single biome survives and is released to orbit alone, 

the enclosed gardens and forests tended by a single robot. The biome comes to symbolise a 

form of life rejected by Earth but containing the promise of endurance. In contrast, the Eden 

Project provides havens for plants to flourish and at the same time warns of the specific 

dangers of destroying natural habitats. The two enclosed biomes replicate `Rainforest' and 

`Mediterranean' climate zones and there is also an outdoor or `roofless' biome which 

contains plants from temperate zones. Tellingly, Mabey describes the project as a process of 

`fencing paradise'. In the traditions of botanical gardens, the Eden Project restores and 

improves nature, producing an ideal depiction or model, a form of utopia. (Mabey, 2005: 

204). 
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As the title of the garden spells out, this space draws upon many of the utopian themes 

explored in the last chapter, but it also incorporates an intense range of spatial ambiguities. 
Within, for instance, the steamy tropical biome you find yourself inside a convincing but 

totally contrived jungle. Overall: 

...... you know that this is a world of illusion, where you will see not so much the earth itself as its 
image, focused through a lens; where your imagination will be teased with memories and illusions, and 
prompted towards connections that might never have occurred to you. Yet it is, at the same time, very 
real. (Mabey, 2005: 5) 

The teasing between the artificial and the real reverberates throughout the Eden Project, an 

ambivalence that stirs and provokes the imagination. To take one example from many, in the 
tropical biome I was particularly struck by a replication of a contemporary Malaysian `home 

garden' or kebun. This garden within a biome within the overall Eden Project, with rows of 

vegetables and a line of washing, provides a dramatisation or `botanical theatre'. It seems 
`real' as the plants are actually growing, but it is utterly staged. But perhaps one of the most 
intense ambiguous symbols in the Eden Project is a simple sign-post to `wild Cornwall'. I 

would concur with Mabey who suggests that this space is a `mocked up exhibit of the 

county's green fringes, from which Eden has surfaced like an ambitious whale', a landscape 

of `pure artifice'. Ile compares it to a hall of mirrors, an attempt to capture and represent the 

wildness from which the project emerged, to mimic what it has replaced (2004: 37). Within 

this artificial wilderness is a replica of the Cornish hedge. For Mabey, referring to something 
like the effect of Japanese Kare-san-sui gardens, ̀ the replica is framed, free-standing, out of 
context, and perhaps therefore a more suitable subject for reflection than the `real' thing'. The 

project is a series of tricks, both self-contained, plant communities and ideal reproductions. 

Like all gardens, but with some intensity, Eden is an ambivalent space juxtaposing in a 

`single real place several emplacements that are incompatible in themselves' (Foucault, 

1998a: 181). There is a sense of Marin's paradoxical `utopic', but the space embraces a wider 

and more diverse range of connections. 

Although the crowds that I jostled with on my first visit have lessened, the Eden Project 

continues to have mass appeal, becoming one of the most popular attractions in southern 

England for day excursions. The marketing of the garden and the facilities and amenities on 

offer such as car parks, restaurants, cafes and shops give it, in some respects, the appearance 

of a theme park or other popular leisure facility. Marking its similarities and differences 
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from the latter may clarify its distinctness. Auge's distinction between place and non-places 

may help here (1995). For Auge, `places' are concerned with a specific identity and are 
both relational and historical. He contrasts these with `non-places' which lack these features 

and are a crucial aspect of what he calls `supermodernity'. These non-places include above 

all `mobile cabins' or means of transport by air, road and rail, airports and rail stations, hotel 

chains, leisure parks, large retailers and communication networks. He finds an anticipation of 

the features of supermodernity in the work of artists and writers, mentioning specifically 

Benjamin's fascination with Parisian iron and glass architecture (93). Auge is concerned with' 

non-places as specific spaces with certain functions (e. g. leisure) and the relations that people 
have, with themselves and others, within them. These relations are not necessarily linked 

directly with the purpose of the space. One striking characteristic of these non-places is that 

they are defined partially by words and texts: instructions, prohibitions, information, advice, 

warnings found on signs, screens, posters, maps, guides and so on. Individuals interact with 

these texts and codes. This can be seen not just in confined places such as airports and 

supermarkets but also along motorways that no longer pass through towns but which have 

signs indicating historical and other sites that are nearby. We are informed of what we are 

missing. Such non-places create a shared identity of passengers, customers or drivers and a 

temporary anonymous identity, submitting perhaps with some pleasure to a passive, 

processed role. Individual identities, `complicities of language', local references and 

`unformulated rules of living know-how' are abandoned (101). The emphasis is on following 

the same procedures with the passenger, for example, following the same codes, receiving the 

same messages and responding to the same instructions. Such atopic spaces create ̀ neither 

singular identity nor relations; only solitude and similitude' (103). Any sense of history is lost 

unless it is a mere spectacle, usually provided by a text. What is interesting about the 

experience of non-places is their power to attract, `inversely proportional to territorial 

attraction, to the gravitational pull of place and tradition' (118). 

Some of my experiences of the Eden project - following the signs placed along all 

surrounding main roads, parking in an allocated car park, getting a shuttle bus to the entrance, 

buying your ticket, following maps, guides and signs, shopping for souvenirs and novelties, 

eating in a large self-service cafeteria, and so on - seem to mesh with those outlined by Auge 

in relation to non-places. We as customers, passengers and visitors are passively processed. 

In other respects, the Eden Project may seem to be the actual epitome of a non-place. The 

biomes, for example, lack specific identity as well as relational and historical roots; they 
, 
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could be transported anywhere. For example, the Malaysian home garden inside the tropical 

biome is not grounded or occupied, however realistically it is portrayed. Such placelessness is 

emphasised in the image of the released biome at the conclusion of Silent Running, 

completely automated and endlessly orbiting Saturn. Within the Eden Project, there is a sense 

of being everywhere and nowhere. And yet this is not the whole story. Studying the 

principles and features of the Eden Project undermines Auge's simple dichotomy. It is a rich 

place and a complex non-place, an emplacement that creatively plays with the two sides of 
the equation. The garden includes a range of spaces and functions: 

It is part fantastical entertainment, part real habitat, part teaching aid, part utopian model' (Mabey, 
2005: 7) 

The site provides an opportunity to enter or encounter a different spatio-temporal 

composition, to loosen the grip of the ordinary. It may be utopian in design, but in practice it 

entails a precarious difference and spatial ambiguity that escapes Auge's classification and 

makes available, encourages, proposes and imposes a variety of activities and functions. The 

garden space deliberately informs, educates and provokes. The focus is upon protecting, 

sustaining and enhancing the natural environment, but there is also a pervading link with 
health concerns. On a recent visit in August 2008, there was a specific campaign aimed at 

children who, it was claimed, `are spending less and less time outside'. Children were 

therefore suffering from `health problems, poor social development and little understanding 

or interest in the environment'. The campaign, entitled, `Mud Between Your Toes' (echoing 

somewhat the title of a song from the film Silent Running), set out to reconnect children with 

the outside world, encouraging play and countering growing levels of obesity and depression. 

As part of the programme, the Eden Project arranged ̀ den building' activities, providing a, 

whole variety of materials and helpers in order to build imaginative dens, fortresses, 

wigwams and so on. The encouragement to build what Foucault called `local utopias' (1966) 

in his radio broadcast on heterotopia, deliberately links imagination, adventure, fun, 

education and health within what might be called a new therapeutic landscape. 

As I will argue further in the next section and more widely in the following chapters, a key 

component of heterotopia concerns the diversity, malleability and connectivity of certain 

social and cultural spaces. Heterotopias are particularly intensive, or concentrated spaces that 

are able to embrace multiple and changeable functions. They often rest on utopian principles, 
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but they move in different directions forming varied relationships. They connect and break at 

the same time (see Porphyrios, 1982). For example, the Eden Project encapsulates a 

therapeutic function which emerged strongly in late eighteenth and early nineteenth century 

practices concerning the benefits of nature, gardens and the open air (see Gesler 1992: 736- 

7). In a strange fashion, this botanical garden shares some of the concerns found in the history 

of other heterotopias such as prisons, asylums and cemeteries. It is capable of a rich variety of 

actual applications, an `imaginary intensity' (Foucault, 1975: 205). The health message is 

apparent not only in specific campaigns at the Eden Project but also throughout the site. For 

example, in `The Core', an exhibition centre, I came across an illuminated illustration that 

encourages you to "exercise in the fresh air" and more specifically claims that "hospital 

patients make quicker recoveries when they have views of trees" (fig 9). 

Although there is no reference to the source, the caption seems to link to an often quoted 

study in environmental psychology related to the improvement in surgical patients with views 

outside their hospital windows (Ulrich, 1984). The research suggests that patients with access 

to a view not only recover faster but also need less medication for pain. As with Jarman's 

garden and examples of Japanese gardens, but in a completely different register, this space, 

anchored to the history of utopian design, meaning and function, incorporates an ethical 
dimension that guides conduct, in this case working to improve our physical and mental 
health through contact with nature. As Faubion argues, heterotopian sites are both `concrete 

technologies' and `rhetorical machines', able to generate a plurality of applications and 

meanings (2008: 32). Jarman's space highlights how gardens are perhaps the most prevalent, 

varied and accessible mode of heterotopia. The Eden project, which contains a variety of 
different garden spaces, produces various examples of spatial intensities and ambiguities as 

well and as forming a general archive and a world in miniature. In Bennett's terms (2001: 5), 

it also formulates an implicit ethical sensibility, but here this meshes with an explicit function 

regarding conduct. 
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Figure 9 
Illustration in the Educational Core of the Eden Project - nature is health (author's 
photograph). 
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"Hospital patients make quicker recoveries when they have views of trees" connects gardens 
to a specifically therapeutic role which I will explore through other diverse examples, 
including gardens and cemeteries. I go on to argue that there is an intimate link between 

heterotopia, conduct and Foucault's wider notion of governmentality. 

6.5 Gardens and Therapeutic Horticulture: spaces for `comforting a troubled soul' 

When you take some really rough and big prisoners who are doing some very careful tasks like pruning 
or potting up or pricking out, the prisoners have time to think when they're out there in nature and fresh 
air. Prison Service Manager. (Grimshaw and King, 2003: 52) 

You can get very irate in prison, emotions are very high. People think about things in their cell, and 
gardening has a calming effect. Prisoner. (Grimshaw and King, 2003: 53) 

Broad connections between gardens and how we govern ourselves, and others, are made by a 

number of writers. In chapter 5,1 discussed Cooper's `modest proposal' for the garden as 
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`epiphany', emphasising how the experience of the garden evokes a `co- dependence of 

creative activity and nature' (2006: 139). Mosser and Teyssot argue that `the garden always 

has two roles, and it is as inseparable from its utilitarian function as it is from its aesthetic or 
ideal function (1990: 11). Berleant's Heideggerian reading of gardens draws a helpful and 

important distinction between observational and engaged landscape (2005). He asserts that 

the `garden may be considered a microcosm of the world as it is understood by the culture in 

which it is located' and `it can function as a model of experience that we may strive to 

emulate' (32). According to Berleant we have to `inhabit' a garden in some way and even in 

the observational garden, we are ̀ in' it and move through it. A garden can therefore `invite 

participation and entice one into active engagement' and `teach the body how to live' (39). 

With a certain irony, the next three chapters will take this theme up in the context of the 

garden cemetery. In this section, I want to tease out the therapeutic features of gardens and 

start to link up a range of heterotopian sites both historically and within contemporary 

settings, including prisons, hospitals, asylums, old people's homes and cemeteries. This 

section also acts as a platform for the next chapter which sets heterotopia in Foucault's 

studies of institutional discipline as well as later reflections of governmentality. 

In recent years, there has been a huge increase in the use of gardens and related horticultural 

activities to promote `physical and mental health and well being' (Wedderburn, 2009: 7 and 

see Larson, 2006). Projects are designed to help a range of people including: children with 

cerebral palsy, autistic teenagers and adults, victims of car accidents, patients with aphasia, 

schizophrenia, forms of dementia, people with learning disabilities, older people, juvenile 

offenders, prisoners, ex-offenders, long-term psychiatric patients, the unemployed, violent 

sex offenders and those recovering from a stroke (Sempik et al, 2005). These projects, within 

what is now usually termed, `Social and Therapeutic Horticulture' (STH), can be based in 

secure settings, schools and colleges, hospitals, nursing homes and community schemes. 'In 

some ways, STH can be said to have a very long history. For example, ancient Egyptian 

physicians sent unhealthy courtiers to spend time in the palace gardens. In the twelfth 

century, St Bernard described the benefits of a hospice garden at a monastery in Clairvaux, 

praising the virtues of privacy, green plants, birdsong and fragrance. In the fourteenth 

century, monks cared for `distressed souls' through gardening. However, many writers on the 

subject, both academics and practitioners, propose Dr Benjamin Rush (1745-1813) as the 

founder of STH. Rush was appointed chair of the Theory and Practice of Medicine at the first 

medical school in the United States at the University of Pennsylvania. In the last of five 
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books devoted to `The Diseases of the Mind', he mentions horticulture twice, firstly as a- 

remedy for `hypochondriasis' or `tristimania'. In this case, various forms of employment and 

agriculture are said to provide the greatest benefit by `agitating the passions by alternate 
hope, fear, and enjoyment and by rendering bodily exercise or labour necessary' (Rush, 1812: 

117-8). On the other hand, as a remedy for `manalgia', Rush recommends the following 

activities, often quoted in STH texts: 

It has been remarked, that the maniacs of the male sex in all hospitals, who assist in cutting wood, 
making fires, and digging in a garden, and the females who are employed in washing, ironing, and 
scrubbing floors, often recover, while persons, whose rank exempts them from performing such 
services languish away their lives within the walls of hospitals (226). 

In 1817 the first private psychiatric institution in the United States, the `Asylum for Persons 

Deprived of their Reason' opened in Philadelphia, and later became the Friends Hospital. It 

used 'horticultural pleasures to awaken patients' senses and redirect their feelings... an 

environment conducive to recovery' (Lewis, 1976: 1-6). Asylums ensured that patients 

remained busy and provided ample opportunities for all kinds of work as part of their new 

moral treatment. The link between labour and recovery became the focus of many exemplary 

case studies. A typical example concerned a male patient who suffered from regular violent 
fits and was cured after applying himself to energetic gardening (Rothman, 1971: 146). 

Whether such sentiments should be quoted so unquestionably as the foundation of the new 

profession of STH is debatable. In these mainly US texts on the subject of horticultural 

therapy, there is little, if any, mention of the wider and more thorough debates about the 

benefits of the countryside and horticultural activities for the insane that flourished in 

England and Scotland through the work of Tuke and, later, alienists such as Conolly and 

Browne. Philo shows how in England by the mid nineteenth century the rural setting for 

asylums had become the dominant vision within medico-moral discourse (1987: 410). There 

were economic and work ethic justifications for encouraging patients to farm and garden, but 

the chief argument surrounded its therapeutic function (407). 

Foucault refers to the importance of Tuke's model for treating the mad at the Retreat in York 

at the end of the eighteenth century (Foucault, 2007: 463-472). Tuke's writing and his model 

asylum became a prevailing influence on all the major reformers in the following century 

(Scull, 1979: 102). According to Tuke, the Retreat is set ̀ in the midst of a fertile and cheerful 

country' and `presents not the idea of a prison, but rather that of a large rural farm' (1813: 
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221). The garden ̀ affords an agreeable place for recreation and employment, to many of the 

patients' (94-5). As Foucault summarises, ̀ exercise in the open air, regular walks and work in 

the garden were thought to be of great benefit' (2007: 472). He argues that Tuke's regime of 

fresh air and his belief in the `wisdom of gardens', illustrate the beginning of one of the major 

organising forms of nineteenth century psychiatry: `Nature as Health' (473). Nature would 
help the patient return to a natural state. Foucault conducts a thorough re-evaluation of 
Tuke's `liberation of the mad', revealing an approach that played on inmates' `desire of 

esteem' and encouraged self-consciousness and a sense of guilt through a series of rewards 

and punishments and a regime of observation and classification (484-511). 

Building on Tuke's work, Browne furthered the role of nature in the treatment of madness in 

the mid nineteenth century. Browne dominated the Scottish alienists, mirroring John 

Conolly's role in England. Both were heavily influenced by the parliamentary inquiries of 
1807 and 1815-16, which alerted the public to the harsh and physically degrading treatment 

of the insane in traditional madhouses, and was sympathetic to Pinel and Tuke's alternative 

mild and `moral treatment'(see Scull, 1991: vii). In his widely read and disseminated series of 
lectures entitled `What Asylums Were, Are, and Ought to Be', Browne synthesised the 

reformers' arguments for establishing new regulated asylums with expert, medical 

supervision and intervention (1837). He argued that madness was a physical disorder that had 

increased with the rapid growth of `civilisation'. Embracing Rousseau's' notion of the `noble 

savage', he asserts that: 

`as we recede, step by step, from the simple, that is, the savage manners of our ancestors, and advance 
in industry and knowledge and happiness, this malignant persecutor strides onwards, signalising every 
era in the social progress by an increase, a new hecatomb of victims . (Browne, 1837: 52) 

Browne describes in vivid and lurid detail the horrors of the old madhouses, where sex, 

maltreatment, murder and lunacy mingle freely, but as Scull confirms, the most striking 

images in Browne's collection are found in his final lecture, where he outlines an ideal 

asylum. He explicitly links `what an asylum ought to be' with utopia: `a perfect asylum may 

appear to be a Utopia; a sight to dream of, not to see' (Browne, 1837: 176). The environment 

for this perfect space is crucial for Browne. In many ways, his description mirrors health 

reformers plans for new suburban cemeteries as will be discussed in detail in the next 

chapters: an elevated, ̀ healthy' position, with `dry cultivated soil and an ample supply of 

water', within the `unpolluted atmosphere' of the country but not too far from the social 
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amenities of the town (181-2). Importantly, the building should be on the summit or the 

slope of rising ground as the `mere extent of country affords delight'. Outside the building, 'a 

wider sphere for physical exertion and means for multiplying pleasurable sensations must be 

procured'. Gardens, grounds and farms should be attached to each establishment and 

cultivated ̀by or under the direction of the lunatics' (193). Overall: 

Conceive a spacious building resembling the palace of a peer, airy, and elevated, and elegant, 
surrounded by extensive and swelling grounds and gardens. The interior is fitted up with galleries, and 
workshops, and music rooms. The sun and the air are allowed to enter at every window, the view of the 
shrubberies and fields, and groups of labourers, is unobstructed by shutters or bars; all is clean, quiet, 
and attractive' (229) 

With the building and immediate environment carefully designed and managed, with the 

appropriate separation of different maladies, dispositions and social status and with a diverse 

range of activities available to stimulate the mind and body, the asylum system would be a 
`beautiful and self-operating' moral `machine' (203). Browne conjures up a rich picture of 
heterotopia: an ideal, miniature world, which works spontaneously to restore patients to their 

natural state (see Scull, 1991: xxxviii). Scull outlines how Browne's idealism was quickly 
dented and how, despite the lack of success at `curing' madness, the asylum continued to be a 
`convenient place to get rid of inconvenient people' (1980: 48) or `reasonably well-tended 

cemeteries for the still breathing' (1991; xlix-1). But nevertheless some contemporary 

gardening `schemes' trace their origins to this specific history, for example, a project in 

Scotland suggests that their work can `comfort the soul' and : `though we've lost much of the 

land attached to the vast asylums, therapeutic gardening projects flourish in smaller plots 

within communities' (Trellis Charity, 2008). 

There are many contemporary texts on the relationship between horticulture, health and well- 
being, but many are anecdotal or paraprofessional, without detailed evidence and often 

implicitly assuming the benefits. Much of the popular justification for therapeutic gardening 

seems to rely on common assumptions about how gardening relaxes, reduces stress, eases 

problems, helps fitness, leads to healthier diets and generally promotes well-being. There is in 

all these documents an implicit supposition that horticultural activities are inherently 

pleasurable, or inherently `good'. As one typical horticultural therapist remarks: `we have an 

innate attraction and empathy with the natural environment' (Wedderburn, 2009: 7). In the 

UK, it is estimated that over 24,000 people participate in horticultural therapy activities each 

week and there are over 1,000 garden projects, making a significant contribution to the 
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provision of health and social care (Sempik and Spurgeon, 2006). The `Secret Garden' which 
is part of the overall Trunkwell Garden Project located in the village of Beech Hill, near 
Reading, is not an untypical example. The project is set in a Victorian walled garden. 
Therapists work with more than 100 people with learning disabilities, mental health needs, or 

a physical or a sensory disability such as partial sight or deafness. The `Secret Garden' has a 

summer house that can be used as a shelter, classroom or theatre space and also a small 

working area with potting benches (Trunkwell Garden Project, 2007). 

In the publicity leaflet for the project, the title of the garden is explicitly linked to the popular 

children's book by Frances Hodgson Burnett, published in 1911, and also the subsequent film 

(Burnett, 1993). The author is quoted at the front of the leaflet: `the characters in "The Secret 

Garden" show the importance of believing in ourselves and never giving up. The garden is a 

place of hope, inspiration and intrigue'. In brief, the book concerns a young girl, who after 

the death of her parents in colonial India, is shipped off to England to live in an enormous, 
desolate manor, which is home to an elusive and introspective Lord and his seemingly invalid 

son. In this cold and unpromising environment, the children manage to find happiness after 

the girl discovers a totally enclosed garden hidden away for years. The garden's sensory 

features intrigue the children and provoke their imagination. As they learn to nurture plants, 

the sour natures of the children respond and begin to change. Playing and working every day 

in the secret garden magically improves their characters and health. Through the garden, 

Burnett seems to be celebrating the restorative and regenerative powers of nature and 

likewise the garden project attempts to `unlock new possibilities for those who garden inside 

its boundaries' (Trunkwell Garden Project, 2007). The safe and secure enclosure is intended 

to offer a stark contrast with life outside the garden and like many such projects encourages 

physical and social skills, concentration and confidence. 

`The Secret Garden' seems to anticipate and highlight some of the wider claims of 
horticultural therapy (Sempik et al, 2005). The practice of STH has recently provoked more 

rigorous academic research, particularly in the US. The most systematic research stems from 

environmental psychology and the competing theories of Kaplan and Ulrich. The details of 

this debate are beyond the scope of this thesis, but some of the assumptions are relevant. In 

recent studies, many environmental psychologists argue for the restorative benefits of nature. 
Kaplan claims that the evidence is so strong that there is `no disagreement..... that stress 

reduction is aided by natural environment experience' (1995: 169). For Kaplan natural 
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settings are rich in the four essential components of restorative environments: a sense of 
`getting away', particularly from urban setting; a series of objects that provide concentration 

through `fascination'; a coherent ̀ extent' or scope that engages the mind; and a sense of 
`compatibility' or resonance (174). Such an account would be an accurate description of 

many of the essential features of Japanese gardens discussed previously. Some of his 

explanation also specifically captures features of Foucault's account of heterotopia. The 

extent must be `rich enough and coherent enough so that it constitutes a whole other world'. 
Some of his reasoning is platitudinous and there still remains an unquestioned assumption 

that the experience of nature is inherently interesting and stimulating, however, Kaplan does 

refer to various studies that point to a link between restorative experience and his main focus 

of enhanced information-processing skills or `directed attention' (176). According to Sempik 

et al, other studies have argued that residents living in apartments with nearby trees manifest 
less aggression against their partners than those living in apartments in barren surroundings'; 

prisoners with `outside' views report sick less than those with `inside' views; and patients 

recovering from gall bladder surgery, improve more quickly if they have a view of trees from 

their hospital bed rather than a view of a brick wall (2003: 24-35). 

In summary, researchers list various active and passive processes and outcomes of STH. 

These include the promotion of physical activity, rehabilitation, acceptance, interaction, 

esteem, social inclusion, employability, skills development, tranquillity, peace, spirituality, 

attention restoration, recovery from stress and nature appreciation (Sempik et al, 2003: 46). 

Research into STH in secure settings lists the following functions for inmates and patients: 

educational, occupational, recreational, material (e. g. reward, wages), psychological, physical 

and social. Overall, there is a mix of education, therapy and production. The hope of 

researchers is that studies will become more rigorous and accessible so that STH `will find a 

place in the various government and local authority strategies that are regularly produced for 

improving health, well-being and social inclusion' (Sempik et al, 2003: 47). This last 

quotation is particularly interesting as, according to Rose, such therapeutic culture opens up 

in a space `between the imposition of controls upon conduct by the public powers and the 

forms of life adopted by each individual' (1990: 257). STH can be viewed as part of what - 
Rose calls the `therapeutic culture of the self' 213). Such therapy focuses on resolving inner 

stress, a form or off-shoot of psychotherapy, but also entails physical benefits and the 

development of practical, useful skills. In the promotion of health in its widest sense, life 
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becomes a `skilled performance' (238) that embraces a spectrum of psychological, physical, 

moral, spiritual and aesthetic values. 

6.6 Conclusion 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, with so many varieties of garden, selecting 

anything like a representative sample is impossible. If my selection seems rather mishmash, 

this is to some extent unavoidable when examining heterotopias generally. Foucault's 

examples are so varied, literally all over the place. In keeping with the analysis in chapter 

three, Foucault's overall spatial strategy both fragments and relates at the same time (see 

Porphyrios, 1982). Using Foucault's formal framework of principles, I have tried to illustrate 

the connectivity of the different spaces and how they form family resemblances as outlined in 

chapter two. Jarman's astonishing formation illustrates the underlying spatial complexity of 

gardens and the gradual emergence of a special, magical enclosure. Gardens are striated 

spaces that provide possibilities of `escape' and they are smooth spaces that can be endlessly 

organised. Such versatility of garden spaces opens them up to a range of functions 

particularly in relation to conduct. For example, gardens appear in hugely varied forms and 

many are part of the everyday routine of life, but they also have the capability of producing a 

spatial intensity and forming a certain world in miniature. The Japanese garden, for instance, 

brings tranquillity to the city, providing release from `worldly concerns', interrupting daily 

routines and reducing the vastness of the world to a small representation. With Japanese 

gardens there is a sense of escape, as with Jarman's garden, but also a need for restraint, 

contemplation and discipline. In keeping with the etymological exploration carried out at the 

beginning of chapter five, they provide a protected space, refuge, or sanctuary. The ritualistic 

and symbolic features of Japanese gardens also provide a neat illustration of how each 

example of heterotopia mentioned by Foucault links up his principles in different ways, for 

example, capturing his third principle that reveals the garden as ̀ the smallest parcel of the 

world and the whole world at the same time' (1998a: 182) with the fifth principle that 

indicates a `system of opening and closing that isolates them and makes them penetrable at 

the same time' (183). But these spaces also counter those who wish to argue that heterotopian 

sites suspend normalcy (see Dehaene and De Cauter, 2008b). This theme is taken up in the 

analysis of the Eden Project. This space, as a botanical garden, incorporates utopian themes 

and also operates as a museum, but it also includes a therapeutic dimension that attempts to 

guide conduct, in this case working to improve our physical and mental health through 
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contact with nature. Highlighting both the adaptability, versatility and connectivity of 
heterotopias, the Eden Project involves a therapeutic function which emerged strongly in the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century practices concerning the benefits of nature, and 

shares some of the concerns found in the history of other heterotopias centred on a `crisis' or 
`deviation' such as prisons, hospitals, asylums, old people's homes and cemeteries, which 

are mentioned by Foucault, but often neglected in interpretations of heterotopia. I conclude 
from these diverse examples of gardens that most, if not all, involve some implicit or explicit 

mode of governance of the self or others. I want to go on to argue that it is in the broad frame 

of governmentality that heterotopias mesh with Foucault's analysis of power relations, rather 

than as spaces of fundamental, liberation, transgression or resistance. Heterotopias, which 

punctuate the continuities of life, are fluid, changeable, intense, unstable and ambiguous, and 

yet are deeply embedded in the way we conduct and imagine modes and stages of life. They 

are particularly effective in this way because they are both different and at the same time, 

intimately connected to their surroundings. After all, `healing' gardens often literally sit 
inside disciplinary institutions. Such an enclosure provides the opportunity for a `light' form 

of governance. I now turn from the garden as a `treatment milieu', to a thorough historical 

analysis of the emergence of the modern cemetery, a space both `in place' and `out of place', 
both ideal and real, for enhancing health, improving conduct and instilling aesthetic and 

moral values. 
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Chapter 7: Governing the living and the dead 

7.1 Introduction 

...... 
in the course of its history, a society can make a heterotopia that exists and has not ceased to exist 

operate in a very different way; in fact, each heterotopia has a precise and specific operation within the 
society, and the same heterotopia can have one operation or another, depending on the synchrony of the 
culture in which it is found..... I will take as an example the curious heterotopia of the cemetery 
(Foucault, 1998a: 180) 

The next two chapters are closely linked and examine the changing space for the dead. In 

Foucault's lecture to architects, the cemetery is the most prevalent and thoroughly discussed 

example of heterotopia and yet it has been virtually ignored in most interpretations of the 

concept. . He mentions the cemetery explicitly in relation to two of his `principles'. Firstly, 

he illustrates how these emplacements mutate and have distinct functions within specific 

historical periods. He discusses in some detail developments at the end of the eighteenth 

century in France, when enlightened concerns about hygiene and `death as a disease' 

removed burial of the dead from the crowded sacred space of the church to new cemeteries 

on the outskirts of cities. Here the growing middle classes could have their own individual 

space in perpetuity. Secondly, he highlights the cemetery's profound spatio-temporal 

disruption, a place that encloses an `absolute break with traditional time' (1998a: 182). For 

Foucault, the cemetery is the prime example of a `fully-functioning' and `highly 

heterotopian' site in its enclosure of `temporal discontinuities' [decoupages du temps]. 

Although not mentioned by Foucault, it is also noteworthy that the cemetery links with other 

principles of heterotopia: a major example of a space that marks a `crossing' or a rites of 

passage (Ragon, 1983: 65- 71) and an emplacement that paradoxically incorporates both 

extremes of a `heterochronia', an utter break with time as well as an accumulation of time 

through its formation as a kind of `museum' of the dead (89-105). In the opening chapter of 

this thesis, I argued that one way of looking at the concept of heterotopia was through a 

combination, network or family resemblance of formal principles. Each emplacement 

involves these relational principles - and associated features - with different degrees of 

intensity. In his brief comments on the cemetery, Foucault seems to be suggesting that the 

cemetery combines the principles in a particularly concentrated formation, that the 

emplacement may provide a lens through which the others can be analysed and that the 

importance of these spaces may lie in their historical utility. ' 
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Foucault gives a prominent position to the problem and anxiety of how to dispose of the dead 

not only in his lecture on heterotopia, but also within essays on the politics of health and 

urban medicine (2001 a: 144) and lectures at the College de France that finally introduce his 

notion of governmentality (2007a: 21). However, the cemetery is never developed with the 

precision and breath of related spaces such as the asylum, hospital and prison. It has also 

received relatively little attention within subsequent Foucauldian research. I will start by 

providing an introduction to aspects of Foucault's notion of govemmentality, which widens 

and diversifies his previous conception of disciplinary power, as well as returning to themes 

introduced in his history of madness regarding the link between nature, health and moral 

improvement, as discussed in the last chapter. I will then illustrate how campaigns against 

old cemeteries helped to create a broad, widely applicable model for `anxiety, vigilance and 
intervention' (Corbin, 1994: 128) and led to the creation of a new space for the dead. 

Through some of the mass of secondary literature on the subject, I will look at events in 

France where according to Rugg (1998: 114) ̀ an orthodoxy on graveyard emanations had 

been developing since the 1730s'. In order to capture an empirical focus, I will then 

concentrate on developments in England in theI840s, drawing upon primary sources, 

particularly the work of the burial reformers Chadwick, Loudon and Walker. 

In the following chapter, Loudon's work on cemetery and landscape design is used to explore 

in detail some of the specific spatial rationalities that emerged in the middle of the nineteenth 

century. Loudon - perhaps the first to recognise the `social implications of architecture' 

(Gloag, 1970: 20) - and his hugely prolific writings have been strangely neglected by 

academics outside garden and cemetery history. For example, I have not been able to find any 

substantial item on his work in the fields of geography, social history or sociology. Loudon 

was a strong Benthamite and his designs incorporate a variety of techniques of utility. His 

rationalities, which include and diversify Foucault's description of disciplinary techniques 

across institutions, entangle with a diverse range of associated spatialisations within a 

family group of heterotopias including hospitals, monasteries, barracks, schools, parks, 

gardens and museums. I will use Loudon's cemetery as a dispositif, an actual site but also a 

means of capturing and analysing, in this case, various dispositional techniques, hygienic 

imperatives, aesthetic-moral registers and educational functions. I argue that the use as a 

dispositif is the third major level of the concept of heterotopia. The concept has strategic 

value linked to Foucault's wider use of space as a form of analysis, as analysed in chapter 
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three; it has a descriptive value as a systematic study or `reading' of various interrelated 

spaces; and it has the value of highlighting actual spaces that can be used as a `grid of 
intelligibility' (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 121). I argue that heterotopias such as the 

cemetery are particularly effective spatial tools of analysis because on the one hand they are 
intensive enclosures in terms of form, meaning and function and, on the other hand, they 

overlap with and diversify a range of other spaces. They have a fundamental relational 

quality. 

7.2 Towards governmentality 

The individualisation of the corpse, the coffin, and the grave appeared at the end of the eighteenth 
century not for the theologico-religious reasons having to do with respect for dead bodies but, rather, 
for politico-sanitary reasons having to do with respect of living ones . (Foucault, 2001b: 147) 

Overall in this chapter, I follow Foucault and `take as an example the curious heterotopia of 

the cemetery' (1998a: 180), tracing how at a point in history it starts to operate very 

differently. I want to start by placing the cemetery within certain specific features of 

Foucault's notion of governmentality. There is a large amount of literature on the latter, but 

not specifically in relation to the spaces for the dead or, for that matter, in the context of 

heterotopia. Questions around the notion of governmentality help to clarify the historical 

development of the modern cemetery and to link this changing space to a range of other sites 

and institutions. Governmentality is a wide; diverse, contested and evolving analytical 

framework. Lemke (2001: 191) suggests two strands. The first emphasises the related parts of 

the term: the linking of `governing' with `modes of thought' (-mentality). The concern here is 

with the political rationalities that underpin governing techniques. The second strand is more 

comprehensive, tracing political but also philosophical, religious, medical and pedagogic 

reflections upon government. This strand eventually takes Foucault's research towards Greek, 

Roman and early Christian deliberations on the governing of others and the care of the self 

(Foucault, 2005). The notion of governmentality is introduced in his 1977-1978 lectures 

(2007b) and the following yearly courses explore various forms of the notion with a breath- 

taking historical reach, ranging across, for example: 

1977-78: the problem of government in the sixteenth century; pastoral power in the 
pre- and early Christian era; the emergence of the idea of `reason of state' and police 
science in the eighteenth century (Foucault, 2000a: 67-72). 
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1978-79: English utilitarianism and liberalism; German liberalism from 1948-1962; 
German neo-liberalism; American neo-liberalism (73-80). 

1979-80: the examination of souls, confession and monastic practice in early 
Christianity (81-86). 

1980-81: the techniques of self and self-government in Greek and Roman antiquity 
from the first century BC to the second century AD (87-92). 

1981-82: the care of self in Hellenistic and Roman practice and thought, with 
particular focus on the texts of the Stoics (93-108) 

These courses have been gradually published in French and English over recent years and 
have sparked numerous responses and applications across many disciplines. For example, the 
1978-79 lectures which investigate various forms of liberalism have provoked many studies 

of neo-liberal philosophy and practice during the 1980s in Britain and the United States (Rose 

et a12006: 91). But as the above course content indicates, it would be a mistake to equate , 
governmentality with questions about liberalism. Rose et al (84) suggest that governmentality 

consists of asking such questions as ̀ Who or what is to be governed? Why should they be 

governed? How should they be governed? To what ends should they be governed? ' The term 

does not refer to an over-riding theory of power and does not view the state as the primary 

engine of government. It provokes specific empirical enquiries into the different `arts of 

government', or in Foucault's words, the wide range of `techniques and procedures for 

directing human behaviour' including governing oneself (2000a: 81). In his 1981-82 lectures, 

Foucault defines governmentality widely as ̀ a strategic field of power relations in the 

broadest and not merely political sense of the term', that is, power relations in their `mobility, 

transformability, and reversibility' (2005: 252). Although in what follows I will be 

concentrating on reforms in the early to mid-nineteenth century and certain broad features of 
liberalism, overall I apply the notion of governmentality in a comprehensive and flexible 

way, showing how the development of the modem cemetery captures an array of subtle and 

inter-related governing techniques that affect both the living and the dead. 

In his 1977-78 course at the College de France entitled `Security, Territory and Population', 

Foucault begins his exploration of the apparatuses of security, in contrast with those of 

sovereignty and discipline, through addressing ̀ problems of space' (2007a: 11). He examines 

diagrams, plans and actual developments of towns in the eighteenth century. Here the 

architect produces a disciplinary space and, at the same time, a regulatory `milieu' which is 
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concerned not so much with fixed points and limits as the circulation of people, things, air 

and so on (30). The focus becomes individuals and the multiple problems of the `nature' of 

people and their interaction with an artificial environment (21-23). Foucault thoroughly 

widens his previous research, which placed micro-powers within the framework of 

disciplines and indicative institutions. As Foucault's lectures become more focussed around 

questions of the formation of the modern state, they explicitly broaden and displace his 

attention upon institutional and functional relations of power: 

By de-institutionalising and de-functioning relations of power we can grasp their genealogy ie the way 
they are formed, connect up with each other, develop, multiply and are transformed on the basis of 
something other than themselves. (2007b: 119 - in manuscript but left out of lecture) 

But to even reach a sketch of this genealogy, Foucault is forced or enticed back to a long 

history of what he eventually calls `govemmentality'. From the start, the term 

governmentality is underdeveloped and used rather ambiguously. The term is brought out 

towards the end of his fourth lecture almost on the spur of the moment -'I would like to add 

just one word' (108) - within a series of lectures that were very much `work in progress'. It 

starts with a historical specificity referring to techniques of security targeting the population 

as used in the eighteenth century, but later becomes a diffuse term referring to forms of 

rationality that underpin all forms of power over health, life and death. At the same time, 

these lectures widen and deepen his concept of `bio-power', or `power over life' that emerged 

during the eighteenth century and which he had discussed in the previous year's course, 

eventually working with this theme through changes that occurred in the early stages of the 

Christian era. 

The fourth lecture in the 1977-8 series was published as a separate essay and translated into 

English some years before the rest of the series, skewing somewhat the following debates. 

Here Foucault develops the notion of the `art of government' or `governmentality' by 

exploring a definition provided by La Perriere (2007a: 96). Government is about a certain 

arrangement for a convenient end or a general form of management of people's relation to 

things such as resources (wealth, climate, land); environmental incidents (famine, epidemics); 
and events (birth and death). Governmentality, emerging in the eighteenth century, concerns 

questions around population, security, welfare and health. Foucault argues that such 

arrangements, although involving intrinsic rational principles, are not formed through laws 

but are produced by a series of interventions or `multiple tactics' (109). He argues against a 
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monolithic perception of the state with a certain range of functions (for example, related to 

productive forces and relations of production) and the over-arching unified institution that has 

to be overthrown and occupied. He considers the state as a `composite reality'. The state 

survives or thrives through processes of governmentality. In his 1978/9 lectures, summarised 

as ̀ The Birth of Biopolitics' Foucault discusses this in the context of the specific political 

rationality of liberalism (2008). For Foucault liberalism is not an ideology or theory, but 

rather a set of practices or `ways of doing things' with certain objectives that are constantly 

assessed and reshaped. Its specificity is the `internal rule of maximum economy' enhancing 

political and economic benefits and diminishing costs. Liberalism is always reflexive and is 

particularly fearful of governing too much. Through constant self criticism, it merges into 

different sometimes contradictory forms, for example, working as a `regulative scheme of 

governmental practice' or sometimes in radical opposition. He highlights English political 

thought at the end of the eighteenth century, specifically the `ambiguities of Bentham and 
Benthamites (317). At a time when there was a respect for legal subjects and an endorsement 

of free enterprise, how should the population be managed for the benefit and happiness of the 

majority? Significantly, Foucault suggests that the debate that took place in the middle of 

the nineteenth century concerning public health legislation `can serve as an example' of the 

problems and questions confronting liberalism. Campaigns about disease and hygiene, as we 

shall see in the debate about how to dispose of dead bodies, capture an important strand of 
liberalism that rouses and stimulates a sense of danger (66). 

Questions around managing the urban population return to themes that Foucault explored in 

the second of two lectures delivered at the State University of Rio de Janerio in 1974 (2001b) 

and lead directly to the problems concerned with providing spaces for the dead. Foucault 

outlines the development of social medicine within the context of urbanisation during the 

second half of the eighteenth century. He uses France as his example. French cities were a 

mass of competing heterogeneous spaces, but towards the end of the century, questions arose 

about introducing some form of coherent central authority in order to govern the economy of 

the city and the rapidly expanding and increasingly volatile urban poor. Foucault notes that at 

this time a new anxiety about crowded cities emerged. The philosopher Cabanis considered 

that whenever people were brought in close proximity, morals and health declined (144). 

There was a general fear around the rapid construction of workshops, factories and housing, 

as well as the threat from epidemics. A `politico-sanitary anxiety' arose and had to be 

addressed. Curiously, in response, there occurred a certain redeployment of the model of the 
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quarantine that had been used since the Middle Ages. There were two types of organisation of 

quarantine engendered by leprosy and the plague. With leprosy, the infected person would be 

banished to a `gloomy, ambiguous place where his illness would blend with others' (145). 

The expulsion purified the urban space. ' In the case of the plague, rather than exclusion, 
individuals were distributed within a `compartmentalised space', each person, ordered, 
isolated and monitored. Foucault suggests that it was this second ̀ military' model that 

became the basis for politico-medical organisation. Urban medicine replayed the plague 

strategy of the late Middle Ages. It relied on a detailed analysis of the space of the city and 
had three objectives. Firstly, there was the meticulous study of the dangers from different 

forms of refuse, particularly the epidemics that were thought to spread from graveyards. 

Secondly, the circulation of water and air was studied and controlled. Air was thought to be a 

major pathogenic element carrying life threatening miasmas, exacerbated generally by 

overcrowded and unventilated housing and spread specifically from rotting corpses in 

overcrowded burial grounds. Thirdly, the necessary distribution of sanitary mechanisms such 

as sewers, drains, water pumps, fountains and wash houses became a chief ambition of urban 

medicine (146-7). Overall, the organisation and control of various public spaces became 

prominent, specifically, slaughter houses, ossuaries and cemeteries. Urban medicine was 

therefore about controlling things rather than people -'air, water, decompositions, and 
fermentations' (150). 

An important question concerned how to dispose of the dead. The word `dispose' is crucial 
here. It has at least three related meanings that are thoroughly relevant to the question of the 

burial of the dead. It can mean to get rid of, discard, scrap, as in the disposing of waste 

products; or to arrange, place, position, marshal, gather or group, as in the disposing of 

troops; or to give away, hand over, to transfer as in disposing of assets. As I will go on to 

examine, in some respects the birth of the modem cemetery involves a reconfiguration of 

these three definitions. Significantly, Foucault suggests that the verb `disposer' is critical in 

understanding a facet of governmentality. It underpins La Perriere's new definition of 

government: to discover the correct way of arranging things in order to lead to a `common 

good' (Foucault, 2007b: 99). 
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7.3 Applications of governmentality 

Although the link between Foucault's notion of governmentality and the changing space of 
the dead has not been traced comprehensively, over recent years many disciplines have 

employed the concept of governmentality, including many spatial analyses (Huxley, 2007: 

185-190). Rose, O'Malley and Valverde (2006), who have all exposed, applied and defended 

what has become known as ̀ governmentality studies' define the approach as identifying 

certain: 

styles of thought, their conditions of formation, the principles and knowledges they borrow from and 
generate, the practices they consist of, how they are carried out and their contestations and alliances 
with other arts of governing (2006: 84). 

Such an approach often explores particular family resemblances between government (in the 

widest sense of the term) and projects or programmes at particular historical moments (88). 

However, Dean asserts that some interpreters have not emphasised the disjunction and 
dissonance between a programmatic rationality and the actual logic of practices (2007: 83). 

Notions of governmentality may easily slip into a simple division between those who govern 

and the governed and an emphasis on `programmes of government', but as Rose et al argue 
the process of governmentality is rarely a simple act of implementation: `government is a 

congenitally failing operation', always being revised and interconnected (2006: 98). Taking a 
lead from Foucault's lectures, they argue that accounts also embrace forms of resistance, 

struggle and conflict. Gordon suggests that governmentality is primarily about `how' to 

govern but it is a how that continuously provokes critique and inventiveness (1991: 7). 

Foucault sees power working through'agonism' a `permanent provocation', an endless 

strategic game. This aspect is highlighted in Foucault's lectures through describing ongoing 
`counter-conduct', or forms of insubordination that, for example, questioned and reinvented 

pastoral power in the sixteenth century and introduced a new form of governmentality 
(2007b: 196). Importantly, such attacks occurred within the pastorate and not against it from 

the outside. 

Dean (2007) argues that governmentality studies are often in danger of accepting a broadly 

liberal normative stance and ignoring how zones of power are in operation that includes those 

of sovereign decisions over life and death and bio-political interventions. He stresses 
Foucault's point that there is a sovereign-discipline-security triangle, or waves of overlapping 
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powers. Within specific processes, it is not easy to distinguish between what might be called 
hard and soft powers. He stresses the heterogeneous elements across regimes of practices and 

questions the trend that sees government as ̀ facilitative and preventative rather than directive 

and distributive' (Dean, 2007: 84). Lemke also explicitly sets the notion of governmentality 

within the developed context of Foucault's work on the micro-physics of power/knowledge. 

The concept demonstrates ̀ the reciprocal constitution of power techniques and forms of 

knowledge, that is, the need to study the political rationality that underpins mechanism of 

power' (2001: 191). Mirroring Foucault's (1972) framework in The Archaeology of 
Knowledge as outlined in chapter three, Lemke argues that the notion is firstly about the 

discursive arena, for example, the `delineation of concepts, the specification of objects and 

borders, the provision of arguments and justifications'(Lemke, 2001: 191). Broadly, this 

involves problems that are addressed and various strategies that are applied to those 

problems. Secondly, it concerns specific `interventions' (for example, procedures and 

institutions) that knowledge has both exposed and enabled. In other words, it is not just a 

question of how to `govern mentalities' but it is also about the `operationalisation of 

knowledge, technologies of representation and the execution of political imaginary' (191-2). 

Modes of intelligibility facilitate actions. 

Perhaps a further way of clarifying this loose and unrefined notion of governmentality is to 

distinguish interrelated archaeological and genealogical dimensions as discussed in chapter 

three. In one sense, governmentality is a method for analysing forms of rationality and 

systems, policies, practices and processes of governance that within a specific framework 

become ̀ vectors of the govemmentalization of the state'. On the other hand, governmentality 

studies analyse the targets of such forms and practices, for example, populations as a group of 

individuals and/or a totality, or distinct sections of the population. Here the emphasis is on 

impact and the ways in which subjects are formulated and managed, as well as immanent 

modes of resistance. The term designates a method that splits open `a thousand diverse 

processes' and a focus that pinpoints specific effects. It concerns what is thought and what is 

done, both counting as practice. If these two interrelated aspects are kept in mind, this avoids 

conceiving the state as a `transcendent reality whose history could be undertaken on the basis 

of itself (Foucault, 2007b: 358)' and produces a methodology that is about `showing by what 

conjunctions a whole set of practices' construct or mark out a particular reality or effect 

(2008: 297). 
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I therefore disagree with Collier's (2009) assertion that Foucault shifts his methodology in his 

1979 lectures on `The Birth of Biopolitics'(Foucault, 2008), moving to a innovative and more 

supple `topological' analysis that stresses patterns of correlation and how `heterogeneous 

techniques, technologies, material elements, and institutional forms are taken up and 

assembled' (Collier, 2009: 89-90). Taking a broad notion of topology from the work of Serres 

(see Connor, 2004: 105), Collier argues that such an approach was absent earlier in 

Foucault's work, including in his previous year's lectures on `Security, Territory, Population' 

(2007b). As I argued in chapter three, drawing on the influences of certain avant-garde 

literature, spatiality has been at the heart of Foucault's method from the start and did not 

suddenly emerge at this late stage. For example, in The Archaeology of Knowledge, 

Foucault reflects on broad spatial strategies: 

Rather than seeking the permanence of themes, images, and opinions through time, rather than 
retracing the dialectic of their conflicts ...... 

Could one not rather mark out the dispersion of the points 
of choice, and define prior to any option, to any thematic preference, a field of strategic possibilities 
(1970: 36-37). 

The whole notion of a dispositif, outlined in 1977, is in Collier's sense ̀topological': 

`a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, 
regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and 
philanthropic propositions' (1980b: 194). 

Contrary to Collier, Philo also notes how Foucault's 1976 course of lectures concerns a 
`bellicose history' that actually accentuates ̀heterogeneity' (Philo, 2007: 360). As I argued at 
the end of chapter three, Foucault thinks through the `connections, mediations and passages' 

that tend to characterise Serres' topological thought (see Connor, 2004). Collier is right to highlight 

how Foucault's thinking through space ̀ makes possible a certain critical distance from 

existing ways of understanding and acting' (2009: 96), but he misses the prevalence of what I 

have called a heterotopian strategy in Foucault's work that is reworked, rather than 

introduced, in his reflections on governmentality. Later in this chapter, I will argue that apart 

from this overall strategy, heterotopias themselves, such as the cemetery, can act as concrete 

devices that capture and reveal these multiple connections and the technologies of 

government at a particular moment in history. 

The spatial dynamic of governmentality has also been taken up by Huxley who analyses the 

effects of spatialisations beyond institutional emplacements and attempts to `explore some'of 
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the ways space and environment can be seen as rationalities of government' (2007: 185). She 

argues that in sociological and political studies of liberal government, these spatial features 

are underplayed, whereas in geographic literature the emphasis on spatial questions has not 

been coupled with genealogies of liberal government. Huxley builds on Osborne and Rose's 

(1999: 737) outline of the various ways in which authorities have attempted to govern 

through `diagramming the city as a space of power, regulation, ethics, and citizenship'. They 

explore the diagramming of the city in ancient Greece, in nineteenth-century liberal societies, 

in eugenic models and neoliberal urban spaces. The diagrams they explore are not used as 

models or ideal types but `operative rationalities' (738). In their illustrations, the city 

becomes a `laboratory of conduct' and the `natural processes of society within the unnatural 

space of the city' (741). In another paper they develop the notion of `spatial 

phenomenotechnics': the practices and techniques of spatialisations that `try to conjure up in 

reality that which has already been conjured up in thought', or how `space is actualized' 

(2004: 203). Space here is a way of addressing a problem: 

It was these technicians of space - social statisticians, doctors, urban reformers, town planners - who, 
in making space thinkable, also made it practicable, and enable certain intellectual and practical 
authority to be exercised over human beings by acting on the spatial aspects of their existence (225). 

They note that `sometimes space has certain magical qualities in that there is a kind of 

interpenetration of space and that which inhabits' (213). This is all rather nebulous and I wish 

to go on to analyse more closely, through the example of the cemetery, how space produces a 

whole range of effects upon its inhabitants. Huxley takes the argument further by outlining 

how spaces are not just about surveillance, visibility and management but governing through 

`positive, catalytic qualities of spaces, places and environment' (2007: 195). They are 

productive spaces with a specific logic that underpins governmental reasoning in the mid to 

late nineteenth century. Specifically, Huxley identifies `dispositional', `generative' and 

`vitalist' rationalities. She provides illustrative examples, such as model or utopian towns, 

that she hopes will provoke further enquiries into the relationship between imaginary-real 

spaces and normalising effects across ̀ mutiple, taken-for granted spatial presuppositions that 

inform technologies and practices of regulation and subjectification' (199). I go on to argue 

that the modem cemetery emerges as a new space in relation to the city: it reflects and adapts 

other heterotopian sites such as prisons; it incorporates a range of spatio-temporal 

ambiguities; and it provides a rich example of an imaginary-real space that has multiple 

pedagogical, aesthetic and moral effects. 
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7.4 A brief history of the changing spaces of the dead 

The ceremonious burial of the dead in graves marked by a cairn, a tree, or a tall rock, formed perhaps 
the first permanent meeting place for the living.... (Mumford, 1961: 85) 

The French historiography of death in early modern Europe is substantial and diverse4. 

Although Aries' (1976,1981 and 1985) rather sweeping and eccentric studies of Western 

attitudes toward death have provoked many critics, no-one questions his profound influence 

here (McManners, 1981). In particular, he has introduced the pervasive and perhaps seductive 

view that modern attitudes to death are different to those of previous societies, that the 

evolution can be traced over extensive eras and that modern attitudes to death are in many 

ways unhealthy. He argues that we fail to deal with death openly and maturely. A number of 
distinguished French historians have followed, supplemented and critiqued the work of Aries, 

most notably Chauna and Vovelle (see McManners, 1981: 121-130). Aries traces a 
fascinating history of the changing spaces of death. Put very briefly, in antiquity there was a 
fear of the impurity of the dead and burial was not allowed within the city. For example, at 
the threshold of the Christian epoch, in Rome, the dead were placed at a careful distance from 

the city, close enough to be visited but far enough to prevent any disturbance, usually by the 

main gates or along the leading roads (Aries, 1976: 15 and 1985: 2). Often it was an alignment 

rather than a specific space for the dead and not at all like the modern cemetery. Initially, 

tombs were built for notables and benefactors, to continue their fame and to honour the city. 
For the rest, archaeological evidence suggests they were simply dumped in mass graves. 
However, in the second and third centuries AD, a significant change occurred. Behind the 

tombs and monuments, a sprawling cemetery started to emerge with burial places from a 

much wider spectrum of the population. At first this was a horizontal extension but, because 

of lack of space, was supplemented vertically and burial places were built on top of each 

other in modest cavities (Curl, 1980: 41). 

4 The study of death has also grown within Britain over recent years with a flood of publications within 
archaeology, history, medicine, psychology, religious studies and sociology. Indicative of this interest is the 
recent setting up of a `Centre for Death and Society' at the University of Bath with its focus upon the sociology 
of death and dying, palliative care, material culture of remembrance and roadside memorials. Specific research 
into the history of cemeteries has also developed rapidly with, for example, the establishment of an 
interdisciplinary `Cemetery Research Group' at the University of York, studying the ways in which social, 
emotional and religious concerns have interacted with economic and political imperatives to frame burial 
practice. 
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Over the next centuries a further development occurred which leads directly to the model of 

the medieval cemetery linked to a church that remained until the end of the eighteenth 

century. In brief, sites on the edge of towns were often used to bury martyrs. These 

emplacements became shrines. People would flock to them and therefore mass would be 

held. Eventually, churches were built on the same sites and became magnets for those who 

wished to be buried close to the martyrs. A new model emerged, the church cemetery, but 

this then became the centre of a new habitat, a provincial town. The world of the living and 

the dead were no longer separated. According to Aries, the old fear of the dead had 

evaporated and replaced with some indifference and familiarity (1981: 33). A distinction grew 

between burial in a church and in the adjoining cemetery, with the former space reserved for 

the elite. The most prestigious location was by the altar, usually filled by clergy and the upper 

echelons of the locality. By the thirteenth century, church burial was a clear mark of social 

and spiritual elevation (Finucane, 1981: 41). There were also clear spatial arrangements in 

terms of those who were allowed in and out of the cemetery enclosure. Excommunicates, 

heretics, pagans, Jews, unbaptised infants, lepers and those suspected of committing suicide - 

all had to be buried outside the churchyard (60). The demand from the powerful and the rich 
for burial space next to churches became overwhelming and churches themselves became 

burial grounds with the floors and walls filled with bodies. (Curl, 1980: 71-73). As towns 

expanded, the churchyards became congested and charnel houses were built. The bones of the 

dead were stacked up after they were disinterred in order to provide space for new burials 

(36). 

The famous Cimetiere des Saints-Innocents in Paris is often cited as a prime example of a 

medieval cemetery. It was a picturesque but macabre space within the old city. The spatial 

organisation of the cemetery was fairly haphazard. The most desirable places for burial were 

within the chapels. Various individual graves crowded into a small comer, whilst the 

populace was buried in wide and deep communal graves. Corpses would be piled on top of 

each other in layers and when full would be covered with a thin coating of soil and another 

grave opened up next to it. The result was `like a crazy quilt where social distinctions 

followed no evident spatial pattern' (Etlin, 1984: 75). Here there was no sense of a particular 

place for a dead person, no sense of a permanent dwelling. The body, in whatever state, was 

entrusted to the church; the exact location of bones was not significant, as long as they were 

within the holy grounds. As Aries records, ̀ as yet unborn was the modem idea that the dead 
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person should be installed in a sort of house unto himself, a house of which he was the 

perpetual owner' (1976: 22). It was said that the bones of some million dead were stacked in 
. 

the charniers above the arcades which ran around the high medieval walls of les Innocents. 

Nevertheless, what is striking about the various historical accounts of les Innocents is their 
depiction of a thriving public space: an intimate relationship between the living and the dead. 

The word cimetiere denoted a burial place but also a place of asylum, or sanctuary. These 

spaces also became a resting place for the elderly, a playground for children, a meeting spot 
for lovers and a place to conduct business as well as to dance, gamble and socialise -a highly 

heterogeneous place that would eventually be interrogated by `enlightened' concerns and 

replaced by utopian designs (Aries, 1976). Cemeteries were open spaces and, in towns, one of 
the few public spaces available. Indeed, shops and houses developed above the charnel 
houses. At times the cemeteries resembled a fair: with jugglers, theatrical bands and 

musicians all vying for attention. The church authorities did try to restrict such activities and 
intolerance became more apparent by the eighteenth century, but `for more than a thousand 

years people had been perfectly adapted to this promiscuity between the living and the dead' 

(Aries, 1976: 24). A description of a cemetery in Reims in 1770s, reveals this vividly as the 

space was amongst other things: a short cut, rubbish dump, refuge for wild dogs and a place 
to hang out washing, gamble, play, relieve oneself and have sex (McManners, 1981: 306). 

The nearby bones of the dead, despite the apparent stench and the varied states of 
decomposition of bodies, seem to have made very little impact. Aries sees this familiarity 

more widely as a `tamed death', a traditional attitude in which mortality was close and 

accepted without trepidation (1976: 13). There was a `resignation to the collective destiny' of 

everyone and assorted bones, collected and then arranged on top of the arcades of the 

cemetery, were displayed openly for the pleasure of the passer-by: 

Frequented like a park by the living, and at the same time a place less of burial than of display, presenting a 
huge exhibition of human bones, some arranged neatly along the walls, others still lying on the ground, 
thrown up by the overcrowded and newly turned soil. (Aries, 1985: 23) 

As Foucault remarks, in an era when people believed in the immortality of the soul, there was 

no special importance given to mortal remains (1998a: 181). Corpses lost any sense of 

individuality and the space became a pleasure and leisure ground for the living. As we shall 

see, it is only with a growing atheism in the West and the bourgeois appropriation of the 

cemetery that we find the gradual establishment of a `cult of the dead' and a deep, 
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sentimental concern for the corpse. Eventually, ̀ the age-old heterogeneity of the dead was to 
be decisively removed from the midst of the living' (Brookes, 1989: 7). 

During the eighteenth century the traditional familiarity and spatial intimacy between the 

living and the dead became rejected. As Curl illustrates, the vast majority of burials in Europe 

and in Britain took place in churches or in churchyards until the example of France provided 

a model for all to follow (1983). By the second half of the eighteenth century there was 

growing criticism of the disordered accumulation of the dead within church grounds. `An 

entire body of literature bears witness to this' (Aries, 1981: 483). Much of this literature 

centres upon the debate, campaigns and plans that developed in France. There was a public 

health question regarding the dangers of pestilence from the common burial grounds and 

mass graves that were a feature of sixteenth and seventeenth century Paris, and also a 

growing concern for the dignity of the dead. Enlightened reformers lambasted the church for 

being concerned with the soul but not the body. In this debate the example of the Ancients 

who, as noted above, buried their dead outside the city with individual inscriptions, was used 

widely. In 1736, the Parliament of Paris set up an inquiry by medical experts into the dangers 

of cemeteries to public health. Voltaire echoed this concern by writing of the `war of the dead 

against the living' and praised the way the Greeks and Romans had buried their dead on the 

outskirts of cities (McManners, 1981: 309). A Decree in 1763, which followed various 
investigations of the unhealthy features of the cemeteries in Paris, was one of the first 

attempts to modify the practice of burying within church grounds within the city. 

Interestingly, the initial proposal in the Decree was for a functional, hygienic, efficiently 

maintained area, a sanitary dumping ground, without any sense of it becoming a public space 

of commemoration (Aries, 1982: 483-491). 

In France, Enlightenment concerns grew into a nationwide reform movement within a 

campaign to transform urban squalor. Les Innocents became a particular focus of concern, as 

there were frequent complaints and investigations about corpses openly festering in mass 

graves and emitting ghastly odours. The stench was exacerbated by the site being used as a 

general dumping ground by those who lived in neighbouring apartments. Without appropriate 

sanitary facilities, bodily wastes were simply thrown into the cemetery. Pestilence, that was 

commonly thought to spring directly from the huge common grave that was over fifty feet 

deep, spread to neighbouring houses. At first, attempts were made to manage the dire 

situation but the public outcry quickly led to the closure of the famous cemetery in 1780. ̀ 
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Over twenty thousand bodies were exhumed and it took more than a thousand carts to 

transport them to the quarries outside Paris. These became the Catacombs, a nether world 

with endless ossuaries in which the bones of some five million Parisians were `neatly stacked 

and artistically displayed' (Brookes, 1989: 7). Excursions were organised for Ladies of the 

Court who would visit these subterranean galleries and can still be visited today. 

For Aries the `cult of cemeteries' and the romantic, rhetorical approach to death was inspired 

by a new fear for the death of the other person, la mors de toi which replaces or reduces the 
fear of the death of self, la mort de soi. Tombs began to function as a sign of a presence after 
death, which did not necessarily derive from a notion of immortality as much as the 

survivors' unwillingness to accept the departure of someone they cared for. People started to 
desire to give the dead body a home, a special emplacement that belonged solely to the 

deceased and to the family, a form of property assured in perpetuity. People went to visit the 

tomb of a loved one as they would visit a relative's home. `Memory conferred upon the dead 

a sort of immortality' that was initially foreign to Christianity (Aries, 1976: 70). From the end 

of the eighteenth century the most frequent visitors to graves of relatives were the anticlerical 

and agnostic French. Families could now buy burial plots with the ownership assured forever. 

For McManners, this produced `a transfer to the open air and a secular locale of the 

privileged concept of a vault in a parish church, a recognition of the growing sense of family 

solidarity and of the rising tide of sentimentality, and of the bourgeois instinct for annexing 

everything possible into inalienable property' (1981: 364). Brooks also argues convincingly 

that the eventual success of this type of cemetery hinged on its economics as much as 

aesthetic or sentimental resonance, or further still, that `its aesthetics were a direct function of 
its economic organisation' (1989: 39). Perpetual possession could be available to anyone with 

sufficient funds. The grave became real property: ownership could outdo mortality. 

7.5 Spaces of danger and death in nineteenth century England 

There is no liberalism without a culture of danger. (Foucault, 2008: 66) 

How to dispose of the dead safely became a major preoccupation in France and then 

elsewhere in Europe, particularly in England where such `dangers' were at the heart of the 

concerns of liberalism and debates about health reform. Foucault explains how in the political 
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framework of sovereignty, there was an obligation to protect the subject from various internal 

external dangers, or enemies, but with liberalism the notion of danger becomes a more 

complex matter of balancing features of security and freedom in order to produce the `least 

exposure to danger'(Foucault, 2008: 66). He argues that one of the most important 

implications of liberalism involves both the stimulation and management of dangers. This can 

be seen around fears about sexuality and degeneration, but it is also apparent in the concerns 

about disease and sanitation in the middle of the nineteenth century and specifically the 

campaigns around burial reform. 

It is tempting to conceive of an overall narrative that traces the deliberate, authoritarian 

movement from a creative jumble of bodies, a rich ambivalence and proximity between life 

and death, as outlined in the previous section, to the rigid individuality and order of the 

modem cemetery (see Hotz, 2001; Lacquer, 1983 and 2001; Richardson, 1987; Roach, 1996). 

In this narrative, liberal burial reformers demean traditional ways of disposing of the dead; 

idealise middle class sanitary ways of disposal; introduce administrative procedures that split 

any link or proximity between the living and the dead; and introduce a modern regime of 

regulation and surveillance. Few writers question this narrative of a growing `functionalism' 

of death, with the dead relegated to the periphery of the city, forming both a specialised and 

neutralised space (Ragon, 1983: 202). A wistful romanticism is sometimes mixed in with this 

argument. For example, Laqueur contrasts modern forms of burial with the parish churchyard 

typified in Gray's famous elegy with its `historical specificity' and sense of place (2001: 4). 

He avoids mention of the massively overcrowded urban burial grounds that were receiving 

popular condemnation, yet at least tacit support from many laissez-faire politicians and burial 

company owners (see Brooks, 1989: 33; Jupp 1997). As I go on to argue, Lacqueur's 

acknowledgement that `bodies were jostled quite a bit' rather than each resting in Gray's 

`narrow cell' does not at all do justice to the complexity of, and conflicts within, the burial 

debate that took place within emerging forms of liberalism. 

In some respects, the social historian Joyce mirrors this account. According to Joyce (2003: 

89), the dead were traditionally part of the heart of the city without it being a cause of 

concern, or `even interest' and were forcefully removed to a place `abstracted from human 

life' (2003: 89). Echoing Richardson (1987), Joyce asserts that the `new governance of death 

represented a massive assault on the culture of the poor' as the `corpse in popular culture was 

a metaphysical object, in its liminal situation between life and the finality of death' (2003: 

177 



91). Although there are resonant aspects to all these narratives, they tend to simplify matters, 
for example, avoiding any acknowledgement that burial reform, as with liberalism as a 

whole, was a contested arena of debate. Chadwick, for example, usually cast as the ogre in 

these top-down accounts, argues for burial reform in order to contest the exploitation of the 

poor by clergy, undertakers and cemetery shareholders - many of whom opposed the reforms 

or imposed compromises (Brooks, 1989: 46-7). Such narratives also miss a variety of other, 

wider and `productive' mechanisms related to what Foucault calls `bio-politics'. What I want 
to describe in more detail is the contested and productive spatialisation of the dead on the 

borders of cities that include authoritarian techniques but also a series of heterogeneous 

tactics with diverse effects. I go on to show how the spatialisation captures what Foucault 

saw as the fundamentally ambiguous characteristics of liberalism, incorporating both 

regulative schemes of government, oppositional tactics and a range of adaptations. For 

Foucault liberalism is not about laissez-faire, but about `permanent vigilance, activity and 
intervention' (2008: 132). The emergence of the modem cemetery illustrates the reach and 

complexities of liberalism, infiltrating cultural, moral and educational spheres. 

In England, debates about the adequacy of burial grounds had arisen as early as the second 
half of the seventeenth century (Arnold, 2006: 31). However, protests remained isolated and, 
despite the formation of burial grounds for dissenters in a number of provincial towns, the 

conditions worsened dramatically (Rugg, 1999: 217). As Brooks (1989) summarises: 

In the vaults below the urban churches and chapels, the lead coffins of the better-off were stacked in 
their hundreds, and even thousands; in the burial yards outside, bodies were continually disturbed, 
coffins broken up, graves violated, to make way for fresh interment' (1989: 5). 

The traditional spatial intimacy between the living and the dead, that had been a feature of the 
European city since the Middle Ages, became a major problem (Etlin, 1984: 12). Non- 

conformist initiatives, mostly financed by the setting up of joint stock companies, produced 

new burial grounds for the middle classes, but the vast majority of the urban poor piled up 

unrelentingly. Eighty thousand corpses were buried in a space for 1,000 at Spa Field (Jupp, 

1990: 4). In urban areas, traditional places of burial were simply unable to cope. Reformers 

such as Dr George Alfred Walker brought this situation to the attention of the public. 

Working from his surgery in the Drury Lane, a densely populated area of London, he had 

much firsthand experience of the conditions of the urban poor. He gave vivid testaments to 

various Select Committees and suggested that the causes of disease were at the least :` 
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exacerbated by environmental conditions such as bad ventilation, lack of drainage and 

sewage getting mixed up with the water supply (1840: 211-218). He became enthusiastic 

about extramural cemeteries and visited Paris. In his hugely influential treatise, Gatherings 

from Grave Yards, (1839) he gave extensive, graphic details of the dangers of burying the 

dead in the midst of the living. Walker, who visited over forty burial grounds, found some of 

the worst on each side of Drury Lane, at the back of the Strand and around Covent Garden. 

Most were churchyards and belonged to Anglican parishes. But there were also 

nonconformist and private burial grounds (the latter often aligned to a dissenting church). 

With the exception of Jewish and Quaker burial grounds, all were hugely congested. Walker 

found that in the worst places, methods of disposal included disinterment, burning, or 

removal through sewers or into the foundations of new roads (1839: 7). 

Walker's treatise marked the integration of the cemetery movement with the wider aims of 

public health reform concerned with other matters of disposal such as open sewers, water 

supplies, undrained tenements and overflowing cesspits. All of these reforms revolved around 

questions of circulation and security. As Foucault remarks, an emerging form of governance 

rested upon: 

.... allowing circulations to take place, and of controlling them, sifting the good and the bad, ensuring 

that things are always in movement.... but in such a way that the inherent dangers of this circulation re 

cancelled out. (2007b: 65) 

To promote `good' and avoid `bad' circulation, Walker demanded the `enforcement of 

efficient sanitary regulations throughout every department of the kingdom' as well as ̀ the 

entire removal of the dead from the immediate proximity of the living' (1-2). The battle 

against intramural burial grew on many fronts, including The Metropolitan Association for 

the Abolition of Burials in Towns - founded by Walker and supported by the Health of 

Towns Association -as well as influential journals, including the Lancet and the Builder. The 

cholera epidemics in 1831 and 1848 also helped to bolster the public demand for burial 

reform. Although cholera mainly affected the poor, it generated panic amongst the middle 

classes, along with fears about typhus, typhoid, smallpox, diphtheria and dysentery (Rugg, 

1999: 217). All of this contributed to what Foucault describes as a `politico-sanitary' anxiety 

within the context of the wider dangers and uncertainties of urban life (2001: 147). The 

regulation of various dangerous spaces became a major problem. Air, water, decomposing 
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bodies had to be controlled. Mechanisms were needed for disposing of things and people 

safely and harmlessly and in ways that might actually enhance the health of the urban 

population. 

In the Commons, the campaign for burial reform was lead by W. A. Mackinnon. He chaired a 
Select Committee on the `Improvement of the Health of Towns and the Effect of Interment of 

Bodies in Towns' (1842). Evidence submitted included many grisly details from 

gravediggers, undertakers and those whose windows looked out over graveyards. Concerns 

did not just centre on health. The whole gruesome scene was exacerbated by the regular theft 

of wood, lead and body parts. Body-snatching was a significant problem during this period 

(see Richardson, 1987). One case must suffice here. A gravedigger on checking the depth of a 

newly dug grave noted `the ground gave way and a body turned right over and the two arms 

came and clasped me round the neck, she had gloves on and stockings and a white flannel 

inside and what we call a shift, but no head'. He surmised that the woman had been buried in 

a wooden coffin and the wood had been stolen for fuel and the head sold to a surgeon 

(Mackinnon, 1842: 154). Mackinnon introduced a parliamentary bill which proposed to ban 

all intramural burial and establish cemeteries outside cities. In the following year, Chadwick 

brought out a supplementary `Internment Report' to his celebrated ̀ Sanitary Report' 

(Chadwick, 1843). 

The `Interment Report' is a massive study that includes wide ranging statistical analyses 

based on a close study of continental models, especially the municipal cemeteries of 

Frankfurt and Munich. Chadwick consults widely throughout the study and purports to 

include the voice of the labouring classes, although this is mostly relayed indirectly through 

representations from the clergy or undertakers. The opening sections deal with Walker's 

investigations and include an `examination of persons engaged in processes exposed to 

miasma from decomposing remains' (Chadwick, 1843: 8). Walker's pythogenic and 

associated miasmatic theories, prevalent at the time, incorrectly attributed the spread of 

disease to aerial infection. Much has been made of Chadwick's acceptance of this theory. 

Hamblin, for example, argues that Chadwick deliberately ignored medical evidence that 

questioned the idea (1998: 131). It is true that both Walker and Chadwick embrace the theory 

but to interpret this as deliberate ploy in order to support their arguments for reform is 

simplistic and ahistorical. The evidence over contagion was mixed and the miasmic notion 

widespread. Public health experts did not so much promulgate these theories as merely 
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express extensive scientific research of the time, much of it stemming from France (Corbin, ' 

1996: 20; Kselman, 1993: 170). The medical debate about the extent of these dangers and the 

confusions concerning, for example, the link between odours and miasmas, only fuelled 

speculation and anxieties. 

However, for Chadwick, again following Walker, the dangerous effects of miasma were both 

physical and moral. In evidence given to another Select Committee, Walker noted tellingly 

that `the sources of physical and moral evil are in an intimate degree identical' (1840: 217). A 

common theme of the time was how the close proximity to the dead drove one to drink, 

particularly affecting gravediggers. Chadwick developed this concept by outlining the moral 

dangers springing from any close proximity with the corpse prior to burial. The "Interment 

Report' was particularly concerned by the effects on the many families who had to live in one 

room and often kept the corpse for many days whilst arrangements were made for disposal. 

John Liddle, Medical Officer of the Whitechapel district observed in the poorer classes ̀a 

degree of indifference to the presence of the corpse'. A family would continue to `eat, drink 

and children play in close proximity' (Chadwick, 1843: 35). A clergyman elaborated: 

eating, drinking or sleeping, it is still by their side; mixed up with all the ordinary functions of daily 
life; till it becomes as familiar to them as when it lived and moved in the family circle (46). 

The logic suggested proximity bred indifference which in turn bred desecration. The 

conclusion therefore was to separate the living and the dead as soon as practicable. As 

Foucault states, the central concern of the burial reformers was the health and protection of 

the living and not the state of the dead (1998a: 181). The concern particularly centred on the 

individual family unit. Contrary to Hotz (2001), Lacquer (1983 and 2001) and Roach (1996), 

the approach was not just a matter of imposing bourgeoisie sensibilities and authoritarian 

control. Ways had to be found to both protect and support the family through cheaper 

funerals and arrangements for the body to be cared for and relatives to be informed. 

Chadwick outlined some of the difficulties faced by the poor and lambasted all those who 

sought to make a profit at each stage of the disposal of the dead. He reiterated a strong belief 

that burial should not be a money making enterprise and was critical of both individually 

owned private graveyards and the new cemeteries run by Joint Stock Companies (Chadwick, 

1843: 134; and see Rugg, 1997 and 1998). Much of the argument here for change was to 

protect the poor from speculators, along with a general concern that they should be spared the 
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prospect of interment in a common graveyard or charnel house. Overall, `protection' of the 

population was the key term in Chadwick's specific recommendations. Some of the 

ambiguities of liberalism are highlighted here in the burial reform debate. Chadwick's 

proposals were about both freedom and intervention. The state would intervene at every 

single stage of the process of burial. Each stage would be governed rather than providing an 

opportunity for someone - clergy, undertakers, shareholders - to make a profit. For 

Chadwick, protection involved health, morality, security and economy. This is not a simple 

story about the progress of humanity, or the inevitable rise of regulatory devices. As the next 

chapter will illustrate, the emergence of a new space for the dead involves many diverse 

processes, a bundle or `network of relations' (Foucault, 2007b: 239). 

Corbin outlines how hospitals, prisons and convents became ̀ favoured places for 

apprenticeship in hygiene practices' and how these models served developments within 

individual households, through applying new scientific principles, for example, measuring 

the exact cubic space needed for a room (1996: 105). But although these institutions provided 

a specific model of distribution, he suggests that the campaigns against old cemeteries created 

a wider model for `anxiety, vigilance and intervention' (128). Chadwick and other burial 

reformers are concerned with what Foucault calls `apparatuses (dispositifs) of security' that 

first emerged strongly in the eighteenth century, involving the concentrated population of 

towns, certain enclosures within them, various worries about them and the need for some 

form of regulation or `normalisation' (2007b: 11). The birth of the modem cemetery therefore 

illustrates a certain `art of government'. The emergence of this new space concerns the 

general management of people's relation to environmental incidents, such as the perceived 

threat from miasmas, and their relation to the fact of death (Foucault, 2007a: 96). The new 

space addresses a problem and an event and I will go on to illustrate how it also becomes a 
`laboratory of conduct' on the edge of the city (Osborne and Rose, 1999: 741). I will argue 

that the substantial and diverse work of Loudon, an important but generally neglected 

`technician of space', allows a `certain intellectual and practical authority to be exercised 

over human beings' (Osborne and Rose, 2004: 225) and how the space of the dead becomes 

particularly `productive' (Huxley, 2007: 195) through the development of a rather curious 

`poly-functionality' (Foucault, 2007: 18). 
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Chapter 8: Loudon's cemetery: utilitarianism as a' technology of government' 

8.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, focusing on the ideas, plans and practices of John Claudius Loudon, I initially 

draw some parallels between the cemetery and disciplinary institutions but, primarily, I 

analyse the cemetery as a form of utilitarianism, or in Foucault's words, as ̀ a technology of 

government'. I argue that the birth of the modem cemetery concerns a certain `stimulus of 

danger' and a responding utility of burial (Foucault, 2008: 66). I outline how the modem 

cemetery plays out some of the techniques of government through a series of relations 

between hygienic imperatives, disciplinary distributions, aesthetic-moral registers, specific 

functions and the urban milieu. The cemetery will also be examined in the sense of a 

dispositif, a mechanism that relates to actual practices and, at the same time, acts as a wider 

method of analysis or `grid of intelligibility' (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982: 121). The dense 

relational quality of the cemetery makes it a particularly productive heterotopia in terms of a 

device of analysis. Throughout his lecture on heterotopia, Foucault stresses a variety of 

relational formations. Both heterotopias and utopias have: 

the curious property of being connected to all other emplacements, but in such a way that they 
suspend, neutralise, or reverse the set of relations that are designated, reflected or represented by them. 
(1998a: 178) 

The cemetery itself is `connected to all the other emplacements' (180). I go on to argue that 

the modern cemetery links with, incorporates and adapts a range of other spaces forming a 

dispositif that highlights a variety of contradictory or ambivalent principles and features, new 

functions, effects, experiences, opportunities and dangers and, in this case, uncovers a 

reconfigured economy of death and some key features of modern forms of governance. 

Oddly neglected in academic research, the ideas, designs and experiments of John Claudius 

Loudon provide the focus for this chapter. A friend and disciple of Bentham, considering the 

philosopher the `greatest benefactor to mankind... since the commencement of the Christian 

era' (Loudon, 1834: 60), Loudon campaigned vigorously for burial reform (Chadwick, 1843: 

129-139) and became crucial in the reconfiguration of the cemetery (Curl, 1993). He 

travelled widely and visited many cemeteries, from Stockholm to Naples. He also supported 

his recommendations with reference and illustrations to cemeteries in China, Persia and 
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Turkey. His proposals for churchyards and cemeteries, set out in a series of articles and 

published as a book, On the Laying Out, Planting, and Managing of Cemeteries (1843), were 

thoroughly pragmatic. Some new cemeteries were planned by Loudon himself (Bath, 

Cambridge and Southampton) and his principles highlight key features of the many public 

cemeteries that were built in the 1850s both in Britain and the United States. The vast, semi- 

rural cemeteries built at Brookwood and Little Ilford, for example, can be seen as 
incorporating much of Loudon's philosophy, designs and techniques (see Curl, 1993: 244; 

Brooks, 1989: 38-9). 

Loudon was also one of the most important early public park designers (Conway, 1991: 3) 

and the first advocate of municipal parks (Legate, 2000: 90). He was a prolific encyclopedist, 

garden and house designer and arguably `one of Britain's most important popularisers of 
taste' (Schmiechen, 1988: 294). His massive two volume Encyclopedia of Cottage, Farm, 

and Villa Architecture and Furniture, (1833), for example, had a major influence upon 
English house and landscape design during the first half of the nineteenth century. He 

published thirty-four books and started and edited four widely read monthly periodicals - at 

one stage editing all of them at the same time (MacDougall, 1980: 125). Gloag suggests that 

the benefits we owe to his ideas are seldom traced back to him: `those bright oases of creative 

thought in a huge grey desert of intolerable verbosity........ whose colossal output of words 

exceeded four million' (1970: 18-19). Among his many influential inventions was a wrought 
iron sash bar that made possible the construction of lightweight, curvilinear glasshouses 
(Simo, 1988: 112-116 and Gloag, 1970: 45). As much as the more acknowledged 

experiments by Paxton at Chatsworth, Loudon's ideas and inventions influenced not only the 
development of the palm house, but also the subsequent design of the Crystal Palace 

(Conway, 1991: 134-136 and Simo, 1988: 113). 

8.2 Orchestrating the dead and the living 

For Loudon, the primary objective of the cemetery was the disposal of the remains of the 

dead, but in a way that `shall not prove injurious to the living, either by affecting their health, 

or shocking their feelings, opinions or prejudices' (1843: 1-2). Protection for the living was 

paramount. Supporting Chadwick, Walker, and other burial reformers, Loudon envisaged that 
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the threat from miasma stretched much wider than the immediate vicinity of the corpse within 

crowded graveyards. For example, the less crowded cemeteries, owned by Joint Stock 

Companies, also posed dangers as they were close to town populations. For burial reformers, 

the depth of a grave was not the answer, since doctors of the time, confirmed that miasma 

could escape from graves more than twenty feet deep. Reformers thought that gasses escaped 

unnoticed and scattered over local populations. It was only in rural areas or elevated positions 

that these deleterious gasses became diluted by the air and harmless (Chadwick, 1843: 30). In 

order to protect the population, graves therefore needed to be situated at a suitable distance 

from the town population, dug deep and set within a well ventilated site, indicating some key 

spatialisations of the modem cemetery. For Loudon, trees should be planted along the 

circumference of the site to form a simple and regular boundary in order to hide the graves 

from any nearby housing (1843: 14). 

In Loudon's model, the new distant but imposing space for the dead has some family 

resemblance to descriptions of disciplinary and institutional sites; both in terms of location 

and internal spatial distribution (see Driver, 1993: 10-15; Markus, 1993: 113-114, Ogborn 

and Philo, 1994). Foucault describes how the location of a hospital was the primary spatial 

consideration and became part of the rationale of the overall sanitary city rather than a `dark, 

obscure and confused place' at its heart. (2007b: 149) In Discipline and Punish, Foucault 

describes four distinct forms of `dispositional techniques' that are regrouped in response to a 

particular need, problem or crisis (1977: 138). Each mechanism is played out to some extent 

in Loudon's cemetery and the emplacement of individual corpses. ̀ Enclosure' [la cloture] 

specifies a place distinct from all others and closed in on itself. Foucault refers explicitly to 

boarding schools and barracks in this respect, where separation of the emplacement helps to 

create order and control (see also Markus, 1993: 101). Within these enclosures, a technique 

of `partitioning' is applied. Multiplicities, confused masses are avoided: `one must eliminate 

the effects of imprecise distributions, the uncontrolled disappearance of individuals, their 

diffuse circulation, their unusable and dangerous coagulation' (Foucault, 1977: '143). An 

`analytical space' is produced in order to give each individual body a precise location. He 

argues that the primary operation of discipline is the establishment of `tableaux vivants' 

which convert the `confused, useless or dangerous multitudes into ordered multiplicities' 

(148). 
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Loudon's design is above all an analytical space (fig 10 and 11). The mass of jumbled bodies 

of the old burial grounds are replaced by geometry. All features of the cemetery should be 

rectilinear for the `sake of harmony of forms and lines, as for economy of space' (Loudon, 

1843: 53). It is, as discussed in chapter six, a highly `striated space' (Deleuze and Guattari 

2004). The overall grid system - `every grave being a rectangle, and every rectangle being a 

multiple or divisor of every other rectangle' (Loudon, 1843: 19) - links to Foucault's third art 

of distribution which involves the creation of `functional emplacements', the utilisation of a 

space in order to control and supervise, for example, military deserters, contagion, 

commodities, or dead bodies. Loudon was implacably opposed to the custom of burying 

many bodies close to each other in one grave or within catacombs or family vaults. Each 

body should rest in `free soil' and, if within the same plot, with at least 6ft depth between 

each body. There is a mirroring of institutional compartmentalisation of cells and beds as 
found in monasteries, hospitals, schools and prisons. 

Figure 10 

Loudon's plan of Histon Road Cemetery, Cambridge (Loudon, 1843: 35). 
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Foucault's final disciplinary distribution, the art of `rank', ensures that within a specified 

grid, each individual, or in this case the corpse, has a precise relational position. An overall 

systematic arrangement of sectors and sub-divided plots assists the management of the site 

and facilitates mapping, registration and record keeping. Some systems threw the cemetery 

into `imaginary squares or parallelograms', with corresponding letters and numbers in order 

that each grave could be identified from the register and map book, but in practice Loudon 

thought this produced a random and confused appearance. He preferred `double beds with 

green paths between' which produced an orderly appearance and easier access and 
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identification, with no need for elaborate mapping (Loudon 1843: 22). The mix or play of the 

four distributional techniques produces complex spaces that are simultaneously architectural 

and operational. They are ̀ mixed' spaces involving both real dispositions (of walls, 

buildings, plots etc. ) and ideal projections, involving the arrangement of specific features and 

calculations. Overall, space is separated, divided, distributed and tabulated; a fundamental 

economy of form that will be able to produce a rich diversity of effects and functions. 

Figure 11 

Simo's reconstruction of Loudon's plan for Southampton Cemetery (Simo, 1988: 284) 
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8.3 Cultivating the masses 

With the freedom to orchestrate dead bodies within a new purpose-built space based upon 

medical principles, Loudon's utopian cemetery displays order, safety, security and sanitaryconditions. 

It is a comprehensive, Benthamite conception, with an overall geometrical 

coherence that links parts to the whole (Simo, 1988: 248). But the rational distribution and 

hygienic imperative of the cemetery also encompass and reinforce a series of aesthetic-moral 
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effects (see Rabinow, 1989: 50). Loudon puts into practice Chadwick's principle that `careful 

visible arrangements of an agreeable nature, raise corresponding mental images and 

associations' (1843: 144 - my emphasis). The `causal link' that Huxley traces across the 

spatial rationalities of various utopian town plans is for Loudon an explicit and fundamental 

objective of design (Huxley, 2007: 199). Although not referring to his work on cemeteries 

specifically, Schmiechen convincingly argues that Loudon's wider writings embrace an 

aesthetic principle of `associational functionalism' which rests on the Enlightenment notion, 

expressed by Hume and Hartley, that `architecture and design are agents that excite and 

stimulate ideas in our minds because of the associations.... between objects viewed and the 

values that the object represents in our memory' (1988: 302) In particular, order and 

economy of form affect conduct. In Loudon's own words: 

the mere circumstance of familiarizing the mind with orderly arrangements, regular 
features, symmetry [or] means adapted to the end in view, either in building, in 
furniture, or in gardens, must have an influence on conduct. Order is the 
fundamental principle of all morals: for what is immorality but a disturbance of 
the order of civilized society (1833: 94). 

Although this quotation refers to a design for a labourer's house, the aesthetic-moral principle 

underpins Loudon's cemetery plan. The regularity and symmetry of the cemetery provides a 

moral framework on which to build more explicit lessons with regard to sentiments and 

conduct. There are various stages in producing suitable, ameliorative and instructive effects 

through the cemetery. The space first of all should be `rendered inviting' through displaying 

attractive monuments along its boundary wall and the borders of roads and walks. The 

emplacement should then display a well maintained, ordered arrangement with, for example, 
lawns cut regularly and litter collected daily. To support this, there should also be strictly 

enforced behaviour banning `smoking, drinking, eating, running, jumping, laughing 

whistling, singing ...... and walking on graves' (1843: 39). More importantly, the spatial 

rationality itself should produce suitable sentiments. In this ordered environment, `sameness 

of form and repetition' (85) could help to generate the appropriate sentiment of `solemnity'. 

For Loudon, solemnity was not produced by elaborate scenery and monuments, or indeed 

`much exercise of the imagination', but arose passively through the effect of the economy 

and repetition of form. Furthermore, the associations of spatial arrangements generated other 

mutually enhancing aesthetic-moral effects. For Loudon, the important secondary aim of the 

cemetery was the improvement of the `moral sentiments and general taste of all classes, and 
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more especially of the great masses of society' (1-2). Although a visitor to the cemetery, 

such as the country labourer, might not have the skills to appreciate the subtlety of 

architectural styles, they could recognise the `difference between slovenliness and neatness, 

between taste and no taste' as they walked through cemetery gardens5. (74). 

Loudon's sense of the moral geography of the cemetery is also clearly evident in his designs 

for, and advocacy of, public parks (Legate, 2000: 90). His work on parks, which he 

considered an off-shoot of his work on cemeteries and botanical gardens, throws light on how 

his spatial thinking encompasses moral-aesthetic principles and also incorporates 

instructional and recreational activities.. The usefulness of public parks and other green 

spaces was highlighted in an influential report by the Select Committee on Public Walks 

chaired by Slaney (1833). Overall, there was concern at the enclosure of common land for 

cultivation and building, particularly as towns expanded. Commons were a traditional space 

for fairs, religious and political meetings, radical protests, horse racing and many sporting 

activities. This was a particular issue for utilitarians, who saw such developments as limiting 

access to recreation for the majority (Conway, 1991: 28). However, the main concern of the 

report centred on the need to replace frivolous and damaging recreation with `rational 

recreation' that could refresh and the body, mind and spirit. With growing urban industrial 

development and urban expansion, there was grave concern about the need for public walks 

and open spaces. Exercise and recreation were essential for the `industrious' classes, 

especially on Sundays and during holidays. 

A widespread debate in the 1830s and 40s concerned the reform of recreation for the `humble 

classes' as a means of social amelioration or improvement (Bailey, 1978). The National 

Association for the Promotion of Social Science (NAPSS), founded in 1857, embraced 

optimistically the potential of `ameliorism' (Huch, 1985 and Driver, 1998). The threat of the 

working classes turning to `dangerous causes', such as Chartism, often underpinned the 

argument for providing rational recreation. Chadwick caught this justification by referring to 

an instance in Manchester, when potential protesters went to the zoo and museum 

(specifically opened for the purpose by the police chief) rather than going to a Chartist 

meeting (Chadwick, 1843: 337-8). As well as addressing possible political disaffection, there 

Loudon's conception of a garden cemetery primarily incorporates a utopian utilitarianism based on a 
Benthamite conception of form and function and generally avoids drawing upon English garden estates of the 

eighteenth century that were designed to give the illusion of a perfect Elysium. The latter is far more prominent 
in the development of the modem French cemeteries such as Pere Lachaise. Nevertheless, Loudon's conception 
does associate death with a tranquil setting, melancholy and nostalgia. 
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was also an overall concern with regulating and directing recreation, must adamantly 

expressed by the growing Temperance Movement (Bailey, 1978: 58) and also endorsed by 

working class movements that instigated rational recreation programmes as a means of 

proving, for example, the appropriateness of a shorter working day (60-61). 

Slaney's committee members were convinced that some ̀ open spaces reserved for the 

amusement (under due regulation to preserve order) of the humbler classes, would assist to 

wean them from the low and debasing pleasures' (1833: 8) such as drinking, dog fighting and 
boxing. A doctor from Manchester claimed that on `Sunday the entire working population 

sinks into a state of abject sloth or listless apathy, or even into the more degrading condition 

of reckless sensuality' (66). It was a common complaint that public houses were open on a 
Sunday but outdoor facilities such as walks, cemeteries and zoological garden were closed. 
The Slaney report argued that parks would provide `a better use of Sunday, and a substitution 

of innocent amusement at all times for the debasing pleasures now in vogue' (1833: 66). 

Without parks, `great mischief would arise' and general social unrest. Importantly, classes 

would be able to mix and feel more at ease with each other. The humble classes especially 

would learn to respect other classes, be more contented and less likely to question 
fundamental social and economic inequalities (Conway, 1991: 36). Conduct would be guided 

and improved because: 

A man walking out with his family among his neighbours of different ranks, will be naturally desirous 
to be properly clothed, and that his Wife and Children should be so also; but this desire duly directed 
and controlled, is found by experience to be of the most powerful effect in promoting Civilization, and 
exciting Industry.... (Slaney, 1833: 9) 

Loudon was at the forefront of park design. Simo argues that his short treatise on the laying 

out of public gardens (Loudon, 1835: 646-650) provides `his most concise summary' of his 

practical and philosophical design principles (Simo, 1988: 175). His designs integrated the 

irregularity of the picturesque with more standardised, geometrical features. A good example 

is his plan for the Derby Arboretum, the first park in England to be designed for public use 

and referred to in Chadwick's Sanitary Report (Sim6,1988: 194). The park is set out as a 

`living museum', each tree specimen separated out from the others, although from a distance 

they blended together. Combining social health and scientific interest, Loudon produced a 

pamphlet suggesting an ideal route through the arboretum, with information on more than a 

thousand numbered and labelled specimens (196). Such parks incorporated overall what 
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Loudon described as a `gardenesque' method of landscape design. He first defined the term 

in 1832. It became associated with an approach that developed Repton's notion that `comfort, 

convenience and neatness' were often more important than the mere picturesque (87). The 

natural ruggedness of the picturesque needed to be tamed for specific functional purposes, 

stressing, for example, the convenience of well-kept lawns and paths close to the house. 

Trees and shrubs would be carefully managed to give attention to the name, history and uses 

of each, the relationships between them and the changes that occurred over the seasons. The 

public park here overlaps with the utopian conception of a botanical garden, as discussed in 

chapters four and five, as well as linking with another heterotopian site, the museum (see 

Bennett, 1995). A systematic and methodical approach highlighted recently imported exotic 

and foreign plants and produced both pleasure and education (Conway, 1991: 165 and also 

Legate, 2000: 98-99). Some areas of a public garden, depending on size, could be allowed to 

run wild, but others should be managed so that the full range of botanical features could be 

studied and reflected upon, promoting rational thought and refining pleasure. 

Loudon's cemetery also dovetails into specific recreational and instructional functions related 

to its organisation, landscape and artefacts: 

... a general cemetery in the neighbourhood of a town, properly designed, laid out, 
ornamented with tombs, planted with trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants, all named, and the whole 
properly kept, might become a school of instruction in architecture, sculpture, landscape gardening, 
arboriculture, botany, and in those important parts of general gardening, neatness, order, and high 
keeping. (1843: 12-13). 

In Loudon's wider writing, he frequently stresses that `human happiness and prosperity... is 

founded on individual cultivation' (1829: 692 - my emphasis). Visits to southern Germany 

convinced him that education was crucial and the environment, whether gardens, architecture 

or town planning, provided a wonderful stimulus (Simo, 1988: 221). Echoing his friend 

Bentham, he insisted that `knowledge is pleasure as well as power `(Loudon, 1829: 692). For 

Loudon, education led to stability and harmony, breaking the cycle of oppression and 

rebellion: `security for rich and happiness for poor' (694). Knowledge would not lead to a, 

classless society (he accepted what he called accidents of birth that establish wealth and 

property for a few), but it did encourage the poor to understand what was inevitable and what 

could be overcome through self-improvement. Remarkably, he called for the same content 

and skills to be taught to all members of society within the same institution until puberty 

(701). Rather than making mundane labour power scarce as some feared, he argued that it 
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would on the contrary produce a greater transparency of skills and capacities. The cemetery 

was an ideal place to link seamlessly knowledge, taste and appropriate ways of thinking. 

More specifically, Loudon also saw cemeteries acting as ̀ historical records' in the same way 

as he considered the country churchyard acted as the labourers ̀ library' harbouring 

knowledge of `history, chronology and biography': as ̀ every grave was to him a page, and 

every headstone or tomb a picture or engraving'. (1843: 13). In this process, tombs, rather 

than marking the rupture of time and inevitable decay, become an instructional tool and a 

spur for memory and continuity (see Hallam and Hockey, 2001). The fears and prejudices 

that surrounded the horrific realities of the overcrowded burial grounds, and any 

metaphysical or transitional dimension of death, are dispersed and perhaps dissolved through 

a mix of historic and aesthetic associations, set within a hygienic, practical, instructional and 

multi-functional amenity, and grounded in the universalised sentiment of solemnity. 

What I am arguing here is that the cemetery in its actuality reveals a certain utility of 

function, but at the same time acts as a grid of intelligibility, exposing an ensemble of 

processes that contribute to what Foucault calls the `art of government'. In some ways, the 

analysis of the emergence of the modem cemetery has some resemblance to studies of the 

birth of the museum. Crimp examines the museum as an institutional formulation of power 

and knowledge based upon Foucault's notion of `confinement' within asylums, hospitals and 

prisons (Crimp, 1983: 45). More convincingly, Bennett argues that it is too restrictive to link, 

the museum and features of confinement and control (1995: 59). In his investigation into the 

birth of the museum, Bennett takes a more nuanced approach and juxtaposes the 

`exhibitionary complex' to the disciplinary institutions studied by Foucault specifically in 

Discipline and Punish. The museum does not enclose and sequestrate dangerous populations, 

it rather opens up a new cultural space that mingles different classes of the population and 

embraces a moral register and pedagogic role (93). However, Bennett's analysis never quite 

escapes from defining the museum in relation to the prison and questions of surveillance. In 

contrast, I argue that the cemetery opens up a new cultural space and incorporates a variety of 

aesthetic-moral registers and educative functions, but it also works as a heterotopian 

dispositif, concentrating and illustrating a whole ensemble of relations involving 

`coagulation, support, reciprocal reinforcement, cohesion and integration' (Foucault, 2007b: 

239). 
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8.4 Enlivening the town and country 

Strikingly, Loudon's design also addresses similar problems to, and shares certain spatial 

properties with, wider urban developments, particularly new utopian ways of combining and 

enhancing town and rural features and facilities. If the main purpose concerned the exclusion 

of `all dead matter from the space of the city' (Osborne and Rose, 1996: 114), the equation 
`the city is life and garbage is death' (Scanlan, 2005: 154 and see Sibley, 1995) does not quite 
fit here. There is no simple dichotomy between the heart and the periphery of the city. The 

corpse is excluded from the city, but its new home replicates and transforms certain aspects 
beyond the permanency suggested by Aries (1976: 74). For example, the cemetery and the 

town posed the same questions concerning `circulation' (Foucault, 2007b: 17). Corbin 

outlines the attention given to how water, air and products could be constantly circulated in 

order to avoid corruption (1996: 94). The distribution of space, the precise measurement and 

arrangement of exact distances, became both an institutional and a wider urban problem. In 

describing questions of security that both overlaid and displaced disciplinary questions in the 

late eighteenth century, Foucault explains how town plans incorporated a `poly-functionality' 

with regards circulation, accentuating the positive effects of hygiene, trade, communication 

and surveillance (2007b: 20). This involved an on-going calculation of probability 

concerning people, vehicles, dwellings, miasmas and so on. Security in this sense is about 

planning a `milieu', a regulated series within a transformable space. Foucault suggests that 

town architects and planners addressed the fundamental relationship between circulation and 

causality (for example: overcrowding produces miasmas that produce more disease that 

produces crowded corpses that produce further miasmas and so on). In Foucault's terms `bio- 

power' breaks this cycle and intervenes at the crossroads between the natural biological 

individual and an artificial environment. 

Loudon's cemetery addresses questions of circulation through an interesting mix of rural and 

town features. His plans resemble a `garden city' and in this respect it is worth taking a brief 

detour through his little known imaginative sketch for the future of London (see Schumann, 

2003). Soon after visiting the inspiring, utopian, town of Karlsruhe in Baden, with its 

geometrical mesh of urban, civic and rural components, Loudon compiled a city plan for 

London. `Hints for Breathing Places for the Metropolitan, and for Country Towns and 

Villages, on Fixed Principles' (1829) is a brief outline that starts as a practical suggestion for 
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organising London and leads into envisioning a new capital for Europe or Australia. An 

attempt by Parliament to enclose Hampstead Heath sparked his plan for enlarging London in 

a way that secures safety of the population, supplies provisions, water and fresh air, removes 
`filth of every description', maintains cleanliness and facilitates business activity (686). In the 

only urban diagram Loudon presented, fragments of London are made into a coherent 

governable whole, with a systematic arrangement of concentric zones that could spread over 

thirty miles. St Paul's is at its centre, immediately surrounded by a geometric network of 
drives and lawns. Using this as a foundation, he then turns to a description of an ideal city as 

a `graphical visualisation'. Here he envisages circular zones of about a mile in width, 

alternating town and country environments, with radiating and concentric streets, allowing 

ease of transport and communication. The utopian plan redistributes breathing space so that 

every person would have access to open land within half a mile of their home. This time, 

rather than St Paul's, all governmental buildings are centrally placed with a fan of routes 

easing circulation and transport of goods, post, people, sewage and utilities (688). Country 

zones include slaughter houses and cemeteries, but also churches, markets, theatres, schools 

and universities, galleries, museums, baths and parks. The `open spaces' encourage people to 

set up their own enterprises including coffee houses and other `harmless amusement'. The 

remaining country zone is designed as pleasure grounds with various diverse and contrasting 

water features. ̀ To complete the whole there should be certain bands of music to perambulate 

the zones' at designated places and times throughout the year. Although an ideal, Loudon 

ends with a practical recommendation in that all future Parliamentary Bills should provide 

open spaces, including greens, gardens, playgrounds and so on (689). Schumann (2003) 

argues that the plan anticipates Ebenezer Howard's concept of a garden city as set out some 
70 years later (see Howard, 1965). There is no evidence that Howard was aware of Loudon's 

vision, but there are some seemingly striking resemblances (see Fishman, 1982 and 1987). 

Loudon sought to combine and enhance the virtues of both the country and the town. In 

cultural terms, Raymond Williams (1973) suggests: 

On the country has gathered the idea of a natural way of life: of peace, innocence, and simple virtue. 
On the city has gathered the idea of an achieved centre: of learning, communication, light. Powerful 
hostile associations have also developed: on the city as a place of noise, worldliness and ambition; on 
the country as a place of backwardness, ignorance, limitation. (1973: 9) 
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For Loudon the town itself stimulates business and enjoyment (for example, through libraries, 

concerts and other entertainment), whereas the country promotes hospitality and, above all, 
health, refreshing the body, mind and spirit. Following a strict utilitarian economic principle, 
`the suburbs of towns are alone calculated to afford a maximum of comfort and enjoyment at 

a minimum expense' (1838: 10). Loudon's cemetery can also be said to produce a new well- 

ordered, secure and safe space and plays out a series of variable interventions within a new 

suburban framework that integrates the town and country. As some contemporary critics 

point out (see Curl, 1993: 263), Loudon's `garden' cemetery has some strong urban features. 

Simo also confirms that Loudon's conception was urban and `demonstrated the order and 

efficient land use of densely settled towns' (1988: 288). For example, in both town and 

cemetery, roads had to be wide enough to encourage ventilation. Loudon stipulated that the 

cemetery should have at least one main road leading from a single entrance to the chapel, 

with a network of smaller roads and paths to provide easy access to all plots. Drains, given 

much prominence in Loudon's plans, must follow this network so as to avoid encroaching 

upon the individual graves. The methodical mapping of sectors and sub-divided plots would 

help the overall administration of the site. Significantly, his main criticism of the widely 

respected and pioneering Pere Lachaise cemetery in Paris, which he had visited, concerned its 

lack of a rigid systematic plan of walks, roads and drains (Curl, 1993: 249). For Loudon, 

straight roads and paths should be preferred over winding ones and the layout of the lawns 

and graves should be ordered and avoid any similarity to a `pleasure ground' or country 

estate. (1843: 18). 

Markus describes the ̀ ubiquitous grid' as a planning principle for new town developments as 

well as utopian industrial communities (1982: 7). The grid system, with a long tradition 

fundamental to institutions as noted earlier, could be replicated endlessly and avoid any strict 

form of hierarchy. In the arrangement of individual burial places, there is also some mirroring 

of sanitary reformers plans for improved housing. Joyce notes the `smoothing out of the 

irregularity of the spaces of the courts and the wynds' in rational housing developments from 

the mid-nineteenth century (2003: 55). As Chadwick frequently highlighted, physical and 

moral dangers arose through the close proximity of people both between and within houses 

(see Hamlin, 1998). Loudon's own plans for housing equated ̀ uncouth, mean, ragged, dirty 

houses' with `coarse, grovelling manners' (1833: 3). He considered that even rows of houses 

encouraged vice, recommending `double' (semi-detached) cottages which promoted 

neighbourliness without the dangers of too much dense proximity. 
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Within his garden cemetery, the `housing' of the bodies of the poor was a particular concern 
for Loudon. He castigated the wealthy and cemetery proprietors who were indifferent or 

callous in regards to the burial of paupers (1843: 47-8). Loudon at least unsettled the overt 
`class struggle in the spatial strategy of the cemetery' that is frequently discussed (Ragon, 

1983: 42 and see Howarth, 2007: 223). For example, the cemetery should have no segregated 

area for paupers. Although the boundary of the cemetery should present the most impressive 

tombs, common graves should be spread out amongst graves with large monuments (Loudon, 

1843: 41). He also stipulated that no area should be designated exclusively for a specific 

class. In metropolitan areas, he considered that there should be temporary spaces built for the 

poor, and those who did not want a monument, which would be cultivated after at least seven 

years from the last burial (49). Again there is some mirroring of urban design. Markus notes 

the feature of `embedment' within housing schemes, where smaller plots are hidden behind or 
dispersed between principle plots (1982: 19). Similarly, Loudon outlined a system of 
interment in churchyards: `to place the tombs near the edge, and consequently near the walks; 

and to place the graves without marks in the interior of the compartment' (1838: 60). With 

regards the wealthy, although implacably opposed to the custom of burying many bodies 

close to each other in one grave, or within catacombs or family vaults, Loudon recognised 

that the family vault was seen as a mark of distinction. However, he condemned such 

practices and offered an alternative: 

How much more natural and agreeable to see the grass graves of a family placed side by side in a small 
green enclosure, the property of the family (46). 

In Foucault's words, the bourgeois appropriation of the cemetery started to give each 
individual `the right to his little box for his little personal decomposition' (1998a: 181) For 

Loudon, the little box is set within an enclosure reminiscent of his ideal suburban villa and in 

the reconfigured public cemetery, `conspicuous at a distance', we find a new private space 

emerging. 

8.5 A dispositif of governance 

The heterotopia begins to function fully when people are in a kind of absolute break with their 
traditional time; thus the cemetery is indeed a highly heterotopian place, seeing that the cemetery 
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begins with that strange heterochronia that loss of life constitutes for an individual, and that quasi- 
eternity in which he perpetually dissolves and fades away. (Foucault, 1998a: 182) 

I am arguing that the cemetery, as a heterotopia both `in place' and `out of place', connecting 

with and manipulating a variety of other spaces, works as a dispositif, concentrating and 

illustrating what Foucault describes as a new form of `technical-political object of 

management and government' that started to emerge clearly towards the end of the eighteenth 

century. The population, individually and collectively, becomes viewed as dependent on a 

`series of variables' including material surroundings, customs, tastes, values, conduct, fears, 

prejudices and means of subsistence. (Foucault 2007b: 70-71). These ̀ natural', bio-political 

features of the population become objects that are penetrated through reflection, analysis and 

calculation that work on people's assumed interests and desires. For Foucault, it is this 

`utilitarian philosophy' that underpinned the government of populations, seeking the benefit 

of all through identifying and modifying these variables (74). In this light, the cemetery, even 

more than the public park, is a utilitarian space par excellence. The cemetery is more than a 

means of disposing the dead whilst protecting the health of the population. It combines 

physical protection with moral and aesthetic cultivation. Loudon conceives the cemetery as 

an opportunity to promote `taste' and make available a range of education for `all classes'. 

The cemetery provides the ideal opportunity to promote new moral-aesthetic habits and 

customs that in Loudon's egalitarian conception links classes and produces ̀ the 

internalisation of a universally accepted social code' (Schmiechen, 1988: 305). For Loudon, 

the cemetery represents death as universal, in the sense that its lessons are common to all and 

the place of burial is frequented more than any other, except perhaps a workplace (1843: 12- 

13). It is therefore an exceptional space for actually enhancing intimately related tastes, 

affections and conduct (1833: 1-2) and nurturing a `well-regulated mind' (1843: 8-9). The 

moral geography of the cemetery illuminates the diversity and breath of techniques of 

governance. 

The development of the modern cemetery also illustrates a certain reconfiguration of urban 

space. Francoise Choay, a friend of Foucault in the 1970s, explains how in the nineteenth 

century the urban phenomenon is viewed with a `clinical eye' (1969: 9). Using a term 

borrowed from Haussmann, Choay describes the process of `regularisation', the general 

critical planning of a disordered city (15). In this development, the `progressist concept of 

space' is not based on the `continuity of solids but the continuity of voids'. Air, light and 
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greenery become the symbols of progress within an overall conception of space as 

standardized, open and functional (32). The creation of empty spaces and greenery blurs the 

distinction between town and country and at the same time produces a systematic division of 
functional units. The last two chapters of this thesis have illustrated how the emergence of the 

modem cemetery opened up a new specialised space, contributed to the suburbanisation 

process, loosened the texture of cities and perhaps influenced the later development of the 

Garden City movement (Conway 1991: 220). 

Loudon's conception links this reconfiguration of the city with a range of economic, moral, 

aesthetic and educational features. In keeping with his overall notion of architecture, 

cemeteries are important because they are `open to the inspection of all, and interesting to 

all'; they provide an ̀ equalised' space in terms of convenience and attraction and, at the same 
time, they promote `correct and elegant habits of thinking and acting' (1833: 1-2). Rather 

than being a source of disease and corruption, his space for the dead fluently integrates 

protection, reformation, cultivation and recreation. On the edges of towns, cemeteries became 

an important part of the drive towards civic adornment within competing municipalities, 

along with the development of schools, churches, cultural institutions, botanical gardens and 
hospitals (see Worpole, 2003). The new civic ethos produced much competition between 

localities and a well-designed garden cemetery was considered to reflect the importance and 

wealth of a particular city (Conway, 1991: 141- 162). Following Loudon, the building of 

cemeteries was viewed as part of the civilising nature of the urban landscape. Death became 

tastefully, economically and somewhat democratically distributed. 

In many respects, the development of the cemetery links with the emergence of public parks ,, 
and other green spaces. Joyce argues that the park is the ultimate `other' space in the 

crowded, manufactured city, the `green, earthy, rural and natural heart' (223). He would 

concur with Conway that `parks were `literally and symbolically a world apart, providing 

oases of green' (1991: 223), a space of relative freedom and safety, to sit and dream and 
imagine you were in the middle of the countryside. Joyce explicitly uses the notions of 
heterotopia and governmentality in his analysis of gardens and parks. He claims that 

heterotopias have `multiple and often opposed effects' and that 'parks, as it were, set gardens 

to work for the ends of governance' (2003: 223). Joyce does not give much support to his 

argument that parks work for the ends of governance, but importantly he does suggest that 

these spaces can have different and contradictory effects. Drawing on Hetherington's notion 
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of `social ordering', he argues that parks can be understood ̀ as complementing and 

subverting, and enchanting and challenging, the city' (224). They offer escape, rest and forms 

of transgression. Somewhat similarly, Billinge argues that parks evoke both `difference and 
familiarity' as they are ̀ in the city, but not of it' and provoke a ̀ rural past and urban present' 

(1996: 443). 

Heterotopian sites are able to incorporate and sustain forms of governance through their 

ability to maintain multiple effects, integrate diverse meanings and relate to a wide range of 

other sites. Often utopian in conception, these spaces are productive both in their actuality 

and as imaginative devices because of their playful connectivity. It is their ability to both 

resemble and unsettle that helps them to govern imaginatively. Rose et al argue that 

government is hardly ever a simple matter of implementation; it is always failing and having 

to be `revised and interconnected' (2006: 98). Gordon suggests that the art of government 

`continuously provokes critique and inventiveness' (1991: 7). Foucault asserts that 

governance is a method that splits open `a thousand diverse processes' in terms of both ideas 

and actual practice, covering: 

movement in space, material subsistence, diet, the care given to an individual and the health one can 
assure him, and also to the exercise of command, of a constant, zealous, active, and always benevolent 
prescriptive activity' (2007b: 122) 

Osborne and Rose illustrate how the city becomes a ̀ laboratory of conduct' (1999: 737). 

Heterotopias provide a particularly concentrated but at the same time fluid space for the same 

purpose. This interpretation has some connection to Hetherington's conception of 

heterotopias as laboratories for `experimenting with ordering society' (1997: 11-13), but it 

sets the `interweaving of the issues of freedom and control' within the subtle insights of 

governmentality. The cemetery is especially productive in resembling, absorbing and 

transforming other sites and practices. Medieval burial sites such as Les Innocents had been 

heterotopian in their own way, marking a rites of passage but also enclosing an ambiguous 

public space, absorbing a place of sanctuary, a resting place for the elderly, a playground for 

children, a meeting for lovers, a place to conduct business as well as to dance, gamble and 

socialise (McManners, 1981: 306). But once the traditional familiarity and spatial intimacy 

between the living and the dead became a major problem and a focus of `anxiety, vigilance 

and intervention' (Corbin, 1996: 128), a new imaginative, utopian, analytical space could be 

invented, addressing similar problems to, and sharing certain spatial properties with, wider 

199 



urban developments and yet also generating a variety of other measures to guide conduct. 

They are themselves spatial imaginative manifestations, often underpinned by utopian 

principles and designs, but this blend of the virtual and real, encourages further imaginative 

play and invention. As dispositifs, they act as an object and method of research. 

Although heterotopias alter their functions at certain points in history, they never settle and 

they remain unsettling. They refuse a consistent definition, producing conflicting and 
incompatible effects. Hetherington is right in that these spaces do not actually exist as 
heterotopia except in relation to other sites (1997: 8). It is this uncertainty or ambivalence of 

the space, its connectivity, the play of the ideal and real, that helps the cemetery work for the 

end of governance in such a diverse fashion and, at the same time makes it both a localised 

space and an instrument of analysis. Worpole considers that the fascination with the 

cemetery `suggests that it represents a corner of the world that seems inviolable and ageless, 

possessing a moral order of its own' and forms a `timeless world that is beyond human or 
bureaucratic control' (2003: 25). The cemetery shares with varieties of gardens, an 

otherworldly quality. In this case, it evokes a `sleeping world, a horizontal world' that 

contrasts with its surroundings, the `footloose, upright, hurrying bustle of the streets' (28-29). 

This commonly held sentiment can be acknowledged and yet I have argued almost the exact 

opposite, revealing how the cemetery's moral order seeps into our own and how it is 

administered in a way that mirrors the urban milieu. The authority of these spaces rests on 

their ability to be both utterly different from, and intimately connected to, their surroundings. 

Put another way, the modem cemetery is in a highly `striated' space, yet it encloses perhaps 

the ultimate unthinkable `smooth' space of death (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004), a theme that 

will be returned to in the next chapter, and is captured succinctly in the following lines from 

Laura Riding's poem, `Death as Death' (1980: 89): 

Like nothing -a similarity 
Without resemblance. The prophetic eye, 
Closing upon difficulty, 
Opens upon comparison, 
Halving the actuality 
As gift too plain, for which 
Gratitude has no language, 
Foresight no vision. 
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Chapter 9: Cemeteries Today: Reconfiguring Loudon 

9.1 Introduction 

Worpole conceives the cemetery as a utopian enclosure, separate, free, calm and untroubled. 
He suggests that many cemeteries share with certain gardens an otherworldly quality (2003: 

25). In contrast, from a historical perspective, I have argued that such an enclosure is also 

shot through with the heterogeneous spatial dynamics of govemmentality. The space 
incorporates, transforms and reconfigures dispositional techniques, security and hygienic 

measures and imperatives, moral-aesthetic registers and specific instructional functions 

across a new suburban milieu. Each variable relates to and enhances the others with 

maximum economy, probing conduct without explicit, centralised regulation and 

surveillance. The enclosure makes visible various liberal modes of governance in the mid- 

nineteenth century.. In a final case study, I want to analyse certain features of existing 

municipal cemeteries and outline how they continue to adapt and take on new governmental 

roles. I then go on to argue that these spaces also offer the most intense contemporary form of 
heterotopia, providing, in Foucault's words, a concentrated ̀ reservoir of imagination' 

(1998a: 185), a phrase he introduces in the final sentence of his lecture to architects. 
Contemporary cemeteries have a practical effectiveness, but also present an extraordinary 
difference from other spaces. I argue that their efficacy stems in part at least from their 

difference. An analysis of existing cemeteries draws together many themes from previous 

chapters related to utopia and the garden. The most celebrated cemeteries are gardens or 

parks, recalling utopian myths of our origins and destination, sites of Eden and paradise, but 

also producing through their complex play of spatio-temporal ambiguities, a heterotopia par 

excellence. 

In what follows, I focus upon the example of Haycombe Cemetery outside Bath, a not 

untypical large, well maintained municipal cemetery which won the 'Cemetery of the Year' 

award in 2003 (Tiley, 2006). I also draw widely upon contributions to the Environment, 

Transport and Regional Affairs Select Committee Report on Cemeteries (S CRC, 2001 a). The 

report refers to over 120 memoranda from a wide range of local authorities, cemetery 

management associations, pressure groups and academics (SCRC, 2001b). The terms of 

reference for the report include: the environmental, historical and cultural significance of 
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cemeteries for local communities; the condition of existing cemeteries; the long-term 

planning for new cemeteries and burial space; and the management and funding of cemetery 

services. 

9.2 Context 

Brookes illustrates how Victorian cemeteries, often privately owned, became full up, 

overgrown and vandalised (1989: 27). By the mid-twentieth century, many historic 

cemeteries were damaged either directly through a policy of rationalisation which sought 

cheaper maintenance, or indirectly through general neglect. Whole areas of monuments were 

cleared, buildings demolished and landscaping and planting levelled. However, over the last 

20 years or so, matters have improved significantly, with the involvement of some 

enlightened local authorities, English Heritage, various `Friends' networks attached to 

specific cemeteries, and a range of local history and environmental groups. The 

Confederation of Burial Authorities (CBA), set up to foster good practice in the burial 

service, concludes that `cemeteries today range from the scandalously neglected to the truly 

outstanding' (SCRC, 2001b: 39). However, Curl sums up a prevalent assumption about 

cemeteries today: 

The contemporary tourist misses much if he avoids the places where the dead are buried, yet such 
avoidance is symptomatic of the present attitudes towards death and remembrance (Curl, 1980: xxviii) 

Cemeteries 
... are today a nuisance to most people (360) 

One suspects that the real reason .. 
is an irrational desire to deny that death and its realities have any 

place in the modern world (361) 

The preference for cremation rather than burial is relevant here. Legalised in England in 

1884, cremation grew rapidly in the second half of the twentieth century. In 1939,3.8 per 

cent of English funerals involved cremation, by 1967 it was over 50 percent and by 1991 

almost 70 per cent of funerals involved cremation (Jupp, 1993: 169). Jupp (1990) sums up 

the situation in England in this way: 

In our time, the death-bed has been removed to the hospital, and the corpse transported from the 
home... Meanwhile cremation ... offers disposal at a specialised site, in a chapel with no other 
religious functions, with an unknown clergyman or none, at a place distant from the community and 
offering the minimum of facilities for memorialisation: all features consonant with the modern 
interpretation and context of death (1990: 31). 

However, burial grounds remain significant. In England, cemeteries cover over 16,400 acres 

of land with new burials taking up to 80 acres of additional space annually. Municipal 
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cemeteries cover large areas in most cities (SCRC, 2001b: 1 and 4). They provide 8 per cent 

of all the public open space within central London (increasing to 14 per cent for inner 

London). In Newham, an inner city area in East London, over 60% of public space is taken 

up by the cemetery (Worpole, 2003: 22). Cemeteries and crematoria are attended by a third of 

the population each year. The City of London Cemetery, covering 200 acres, has 

approximately 500,000 visitors a year (13). There is no reliable approximation of how many 

people lie buried in English cemeteries, however, a conservative estimate of those buried in 

cemeteries and burial grounds laid out between 1600 and 1900 in the London metropolis 

alone is round 6 million. English Heritage has registered over 25 cemeteries as ̀ parks and 

gardens of special historic interest'. It is estimated that at least another 75 might be eligible 

for registration (17). A lack of resources has led to inadequate security and maintenance 

across many municipal cemeteries (39), however some cemeteries are often highlighted as 

particularly well maintained and innovative, for example, burial grounds in the district of 

Carlisle, the City of London Cemetery in Newham and the one I will concentrate on: 

Haycombe Cemetery in Bath. 

9.3 An example: Haycombe Cemetery and Crematorium in Bath 

This case study is based upon frequent visits to the cemetery, interviews with the 

superintendent and a review of current literature. Haycombe Cemetery was opened in 1937. 

It is a large open cemetery on the southern edge of Bath, overlooking the Englishcombe 

Valley, with views as far as the hills of Wales. It is situated on 60 acres of land of which 

about 30 acres are currently in use (fig 12). A further 30 acres surrounding it, which are 

leased to a farmer at present, is ready for future requirements. Approximately 300 full burials 

are carried out per year, with another 100 - 200 burials of cremated remains. To date, the 

cemetery has had some 18,500 internments in approximately 5,000 grave spaces. A recent 

survey revealed that there is sufficient land to last for another 200 years at the current rate. 

There are also 14 ̀ closed' cemeteries and churchyards in the Bath area. These have been 

closed by an Order in Council because there is no space left to dig a new grave, although 

there may still be space in family graves that can be used for other members of the family 

(Tiley, 2006). 

Haycombe Crematorium was built in 1961 (nationally the 1960s saw a rapid increase in 

crematoriums, with 73 opening between 1960 and 1969). The total number of cremations 

carried out in the first year was 897 whilst the average today is approximately 2,000 per 
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annum. There have been over 100,000 cremations to date. The crematorium serves a wider 

area than Bath, including Frome, Shepton Mallet and Wells. Times for services in the 

crematorium chapel are allocated at half-hourly intervals and each service takes 

approximately twenty minutes (allowing time for two hymns in a typical service). This gives 

five minutes for the cortege to enter the chapel and similarly five minutes for the mourners to 

leave the chapel at the end. 
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Currently at Haycombe Cemetery, one buys the right of internment in a private grave for 50 

years (Tiley, 2006). The area to the east of the approach road is consecrated, originally for 

those belonging to the Church of England, and the smaller area to the west is unconsecrated 

(although the lines between religious denominations has recently blurred and anyone can now 

choose to be buried on either side). There is a concentration of Roman Catholic burials in one 

area of the cemetery and a specific site assigned for Muslim burials. Other areas are 

designated for babies and young children, war memorials, blitz graves, green burials and pets. 

Graves can accommodate up to three people. Throughout the cemetery there are both 

traditional and `lawn' graves. The cemetery management encourages a wide variety of 

memorials within traditional graves and suggested that `anything goes as far as stone 
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memorials are concerned'. Here owners are responsible for maintenance. Within the lawn 

areas only a simple headstone is authorised as a memorial. In order to allow the grassed areas 

to be maintained by industrial mowing, the space for the headstone and any planting cannot 

exceed 2' 6". The cemetery offers various options for the disposal of ashes: an individual 

plot; shrubberies for communal `scattering'; a family grave if there is a Right of Interment; or 

burial under a tree either in the cemetery or other designated woodland sites. The shrubberies 

provide the most popular option with a range of memorials available, including memorial 

stones within a rockery garden, wall and board plaques, bench memorials, tree plaques and 

simple shrubbery plaques (a small, brass coloured plaque placed in the shrubberies). Books of 

Remembrance are also kept in a room close to the Cemetery chapel, with pages turned each 

day to coincide with the date (Tiley, 2006). 

Haycombe Cemetery and Crematorium is approached from a busy road on the outskirts of 

Bath, close to a large housing estate. Bounded by iron railings and trees, the view from the 
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road gives little impression of the expanse of the cemetery grounds. The main entrance gate is 

rather forbidding (fig 13). 

The chapel faces the entrance and to one side is the main office, originally housing the 

superintendent. The local authority signs in pale blue and white are similar to those used at 

the entrances to hospitals and other public institutions. The chapel, with surrounding parking 

spaces, is the hub of the cemetery, with roads fanning out and providing a one-way system to 

and from the crematorium situated at the far end. The views from the cemetery, especially 

from the west side, are spectacular and provide an `Arcadian' setting for many clusters of 

graves and memorials. The roads through the cemetery are curved and tree lined, with 

benches providing views of the open countryside. Overall, it feels like a large garden or park. 

The superintendent tries to make it as accessible as possible and the place does attract regular 

joggers, as well as providing a haven for a lunchtime break. 

Figure 14 
Section of `babies' area of cemetery (author's photograph). 
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Elements of individuality and some testing of the regulations are found in the shrubbery 

areas. Although not officially allowed, objects are left beside the small brass plaques set in 

the ground, for example, the English flag during the period of the World Cup finals. It is also 

noticeable how certain pockets of the cemetery start to take on an appearance of their own. 

For instance, a bench and young tree near the shrubberies is surrounded by vases of flowers, 

plants and even a soft toy. But it is the `babies section' that contains the most intense 

displays of objects. Some of these grave spaces replicate a child's nursery room, crammed 

with toys, colourful mobiles, flags, glittering mirrors and wind chimes. Many of these 

individual graves contain fascinating collections of objects that produce what can only be 

described as an overall festive appearance (fig 14), utterly different from any aspect of 

Loudon's austere conception. More widely in the cemetery, a few of the graves were dressed 

with decorations during the Christmas period. The lawn sections of the cemetery provide less 

space and opportunity for ingenuity, but even here there are noticeable touches of originality 

within the confines of the regulations. The rules for the lawn graves are spelt out on a number 

of explicit official signs, but overall in the a cemetery there is a wide diversity and choice of 

settings for burial, emphasising flexibility and self-regulation. 

Although many features of Haycombe cemetery indicate a much looser regime compared to 

Loudon's plans, it is widely recognised that some of his principles have had a direct and 

lasting influence on architects and landscape designers (Frances et al, 2005: 34-39). Some 

similarities between his practical ideals and an active municipal cemetery in the early 21 

century are perhaps surprising. Both the form and function of the cemetery endorse his 

principles. The cemetery is set in an airy and elevated position, yet generally hidden from the 

main road -'conspicuous from a distance' to use Loudon's words (1843: 14). Trees along the 

border shelter the cemetery, although Loudon would not approve of the proximity of housing. 

The chapel is at the hub of a network of roads and there is easy access to all sections and 

individual graves. Careful thought has been given to make the space function effectively 

`both as a burial ground and a promenade'. Although the roads and paths are not as regular or 

straight as Loudon recommends, there is an overall. simplicity. The general maintenance of 

the place and its neat and tidy appearance, along with the regulatory notices seem in keeping 

with his ideals. The lawn sections, for example, although ridiculed by many as functional and 

uninspiring, contain something of Loudon's sense of economy and utility through the 

expression of a simple geometry. As Rugg suggests, ̀ the subdued uniformity of the lawn 

cemetery is far more eloquent than is commonly supposed' (2006: 233). The introduction of 
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lawn sections from the 1950s, depicted clearly at Haycombe, has profoundly affected the 

form of cemeteries. In these areas a rational and uniform approach, with strict regulations 

over the size and shape of headstones, allow mechanical gravediggers and mowers to 

maintain the grounds efficiently. Rugg provides details of the history of lawn cemeteries 

based on evidence from cemetery and cremation managers. In 1953, they were seen by some 

as a major innovation, an ideal. Rugg traces a `progressive simplification' (224), including 

the removal of `body mounds' and `kerbsets' in order to create expansive flat areas. Some 

suggested a lawnscape with no monumentation but this was met with disapproval. Grid 

patterns were introduced, again reminiscent of Loudon. 

At Haycombe, even more than the lawn cemeteries, the geometry and order of the war and 

passive and does not require cultivation, or `much exercise of the imagination'. Therefore 

strong contrasts and elaborate scenery are unnecessary. Solemnity requires the `sameness of 
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form and colour and their repetition' that provokes a moral and intellectual force (1843: 85). 

These sections of the cemetery, following the principles of the War Grave Commission, with 

a simple grid system, similar sized monuments and neatly mown lawns -within the open 

aspect of Haycombe - seem to capture Loudon's austere vision nicely: `every grave being a 

rectangle, and every rectangle being a multiple or divisor of every other rectangle'. Overall, 

this large and expanding municipal cemetery, as many others throughout England, has 

diverse sections that mirror some of Loudon's key themes around ̀ economy, serenity and 

security' (86). 

From some approaches, the Crematorium appears a drab and undistinguished building, with a 

typical functional 1960s design. However, the setting is far from dreary. From inside, large 

windows give open views of the countryside. In a far-reaching study, Grainger (2005: 44) 

describes the architecture of many crematoria as involving `ambiguity and evasion'. As there 

is no specific ritual involved, the buildings lack any conceptual basis. For Grainger, the 

design often `seeks to veil the unequivocal function of the building' -a `self-effacing 

anonymity' (2005: 44). But interestingly, Grainger highlights Haycombe Crematorium as an 

example of a design that effectively combines the urban and suburban, producing a 

meaningful sense of continuity by occupying a site of `stunning beauty' (343). He asserts that 

the architect `exploited fully the relationship between architecture and the landscape' in 

understanding the `cathartic role that nature might play in the process of grieving'. In this 

light, Haycombe is considered to have one of the finest crematoria settings in the country 

(228). 

Finally, Haycombe is very much a `garden' cemetery and rehearses in varied ways all the 

utopian features and the spatio-temporal ambiguities discussed in chapters five and six. It can 

be conceived as a large enclosed garden, or park, with different pathways and seating areas, 

varieties of trees and shrubs and distinct groupings of graves. But it also contains a huge 

range of individual `garden graves' some of which have been maintained immaculately and 

others neglected for years. As with garden designs generally, it taps into utopian myths 

concerned with our origins and destination as well as in attempts to capture and preserve 

forms of paradise in the present (Teyssot, 1990: 12). In Worpole's terms, it is a utopian 

enclosure, apart, calm and undisturbed, possessing an otherworldly quality (2003: 25). Like 

all gardens, it also provides a contest of smooth and striated space, but here with endless 

playfulness and connectivity (fig 16). The cemetery provides a complex set of contrasts and 
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connections, for example, between the utterly formal war graves and the gaiety of the 

`babies' section (figs 14 and 15). Rather like Bloch's description of a Baroque park, it 

produces `an ensemble of both convention and strangeness' (1986a: 388). Overall, the 

governing of the dead has become diverse and flexible, retaining some aspects of formality 

and introducing new mechanical features, but far from an overall rational or functional space. 

It is an enclosed space for contemplation, rest and even light exercise. It is a space that 

houses the rupture of death and offers the opportunity to `take time out. As I go on to 

explain, the cemetery also integrates a range of subtle governmental functions for the living 

as well as the dead. 
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9.4 The Cemetery as Environmental Habitat and Educational Site 

As noted in relation to Haycombe, some of Loudon's principles are stamped upon existing 

open cemeteries, but they also inform current debate about how cemeteries might develop. 

The architect's treatise of 1843 is quoted extensively, for example, by the Confederation of 

Burial Authorities, an organisation that sponsors an annual award scheme for cemeteries. 

The Association of Burial Authorities recommends that cemeteries be designed as ̀ passive 

leisure parks as well as for the disposal of the dead'. They should contain `intimate parks' 

within secure walls (SCRC, 2001b: 19). Following Loudon explicitly, many local authorities 

envisage cemeteries as ̀ green places for perpetual public use' - `peaceful contemplation' (9). 

For Worpole (200lb), the cemetery, like the urban park, is a `reminder of the natural world: 

`the organic and natural topography which lies behind the city' and which modern forms of 

architecture tend to deny (17). Others view cemeteries as providing urban green spaces that 

enhance an area. For example both the Federation of British Cremation Authorities and the 

Commonwealth War Graves Commission (21 and 23) suggest that they may provide the only 

`quiet and green space in a local community'. Again with explicit reference to Loudon, the 

latter organisation recommends that neglected cemeteries can take on `another function', 

offering an open space amenity, a park or garden, with the monuments removed or set around 

the perimeter, as well as a conservation area. The Commission endorses the amenities of the 

City of London Cemetery specifically highlighting their `nappy changing facilities at various 

locations'. Unsurprisingly, the memoranda from the Garden History Society, refers to 

Loudon's influence most thoroughly: 

In a way that would have disappointed Loudon, cemeteries are today not seen as fundamentally 
fulfilling the same role as public parks, botanic gardens or arboreta (SCRC, 2001b: 15). 

But it can be argued that this is just the role that cemeteries are starting to fulfil based on the 

evidence from the diverse memoranda to the Select Committee. English Heritage sums up 

many contributions when suggesting that `in the main they are public.... open spaces with 

great amenity potential and are a diverse historical resource with tremendous educational 

potential' (80). Contemporary cemeteries have in many ways fulfilled Loudon's ideals, 

governing the dead and the living with great utility: 

..... a general cemetery in the neighbourhood of a town ..... might become a school of instruction in 
architecture, sculpture, landscape-gardening, arboriculture, botany... (Loudon, 1843: 13) 
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Walter thinks that there is a conflict between those who promote the ecological, educational 

and historical features of cemeteries and the practical necessity to find more appropriate 

space to actually bury the dead (1994: 176). But there are examples of the two working 

together, most notably within projects initiated by Carlisle Local Authority (SCRC, 2001b: 

12). Carlisle explicitly links the potential environmental advantages of cemeteries to Britain's 

signing of the Convention on Biological Diversity at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de 

Janeiro, and its commitment to conservation and sustainability: 

Following the introduction of woodland burial, we have gained many skills in environmental 
understanding. This is because we wanted to compliment the environmental benefits of the woodland 
graves, by extending conservation into our cemeteries and churchyards (SCRC, 2001b: 12). 

The Council offer a range of `walks and talks' The environmental theme is also repeated in 

many memoranda concerned with conserving older, `closed' cemeteries. For instance, Abbey 

Cemetery in Bath is promoted as a 'haven for flora and fauna' with `rare species of bramble' 

and stone monuments that `support a variety of lichens and mosses', whilst at Haycombe 

cemetery there are ̀ remnants of limestone grassland that elsewhere has been threatened by 

intensive agricultural practices (2001b: 3). Whole cemeteries, such as Amos Vale in Bristol, 

are designated conservation areas. A recent and radical change to the form of cemeteries 

stems from the development of woodland burial grounds. Carlisle Local Authority was the 

first to develop such a site. The theme of a'A Return to Nature', discussed previously within 

the long history of horticultural therapy, is used to market the concept, stressing such aspects 

as the avoidance of the polluting effects of cremation and offering cardboard or wicker 

caskets, instead of timber, chipboard or plastic coffins. The reduction in funeral costs is also 
highlighted. The woodland is integrated into a wider environmental policy for the adjacent 

cemetery, which includes nature conservation zones, bole carvings, lichen protection and 

guided walks. 

Loudon's ideas are also reconfigured within modem cemeteries by linking diverse 

conservation sites with various educational opportunities. Without the strident moral tone, 

these spaces are nevertheless becoming, in his words, `schools of instruction'. Worpole 

remarks how historic urban cemeteries could act as ̀ a gazetteer of local lives and trades, a 
historical archive of the social history of the place and its people, a "silent library" which 
later generations could learn from if they so wished' (2003: 18). Many contributions to the 

Select Committee reiterate this function within their perception of cemeteries today: a place 

that represents ̀ history, heritage or culture' (SCRC 2001b: 23) or where `people, nature and 
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history meet' (60). Bristol City Council recommends that its Amos Vale cemetery ̀ should be 

a place of remembrance, an historic park, and a learning and education resource for the City' 

(65). Carlisle, for instance, has produced teachers' notes to assist in the `Citizenship' 

component of the National Curriculum. Children are encouraged to `study areas of graves for 

the Victorian rich and paupers, and compare these with "green" woodland graves and 

conventional lawn type graves' (30). Likewise, the Living Churchyard and Cemetery Project 

aim to encourage the educational use of burial grounds. They have produced an educational 

pack for children entitled "Hunt the Daisy". The pack is designed to encourage teachers to 

use the resources of their local churchyard, burial ground or cemetery so that children `gain 

an appreciation of nature and the importance of conservation...... a respect for the dignity of 

such places' and to help in the teaching of `mathematics, science, history, art, geography and 

a sense of social responsibility'(28). They also promote `open days' with `suitable attractions 

of general interest and entertainment'. 

Have these developments radically altered the function of cemeteries? Walters (SCRC, 

2001b: 45) is adamant: ̀ though cemeteries provide positive values such as urban green space, 

and may be of historical or architectural significance, these benefits are subservient' to the 

prime purpose of a cemetery which is to `bury the dead of the locality'. Moreover, its prime 

significance is `as a memento mori, a reminder that we will die that challenges citizens to 

consider their true values and motivates them to live fully in the meantime'. However, the 

memorandum from the Corporation of London, which manages one of the largest cemeteries 
in Europe, asserts that cemeteries ̀ are not simply places for burying the dead'. They have 

many other features ̀ to offer society' (50). Although these other features are sometimes 

highlighted in the context of an argument for more funding or resources, they tend to 

dominate the thinking of many of the 120 memoranda. An overall picture emerges of 

cemeteries increasingly and persistently being perceived, managed and developed as green 

open spaces, natural habitats, cultural or historical sites and educational amenities. In 

Cooper's terms, they are green spaces that encourage the exercise of `virtues' (2006: 139). 

The modern cemetery offers spiritual, aesthetic, physical and educational opportunities in 

keeping with current values concerned with a sustainable environment, health and well being., 

Like the Eden Project, it shares aspects of more explicit therapeutic or treatment milieus that 

work to improve our physical and mental health through contact with nature, offering a space 

of rest, contemplation and instruction. Cemeteries continue to be a shifting space for 

governing the living and the dead. The contemporary cemetery reveals subtle `alliances with 
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other arts of governing' (Rose et a12006: 84). It combines a range of heterotopian sites - 
botanical garden, museum, library, school - and seamlessly embraces health, life and death. 

9.5 A highly heterotopian place 

Contemporary cemeteries have adopted various useful applications, but they also remain 
highly complex and ambiguous spatio-temporal enclosures. Worpole (2003), in his study of 

cemetery landscapes, wonders whether we have the `vocabulary for describing what these 

unsettling landscapes mean culturally'. Are they religious or secular, places of despair or 

places of hope and reconciliation? Does the reminder of mortality help to moderate the fear 

of death or highlight it? (2003: 56). In a pioneering social anthropological study, Francis, 

Kellaher and Neophytou (2005) trace contemporary burial culture across six active municipal 

cemeteries in Greater London, interviewing some 1,500 visitors over an 18 month period. 
The researchers concentrated on the experience of those who used the cemeteries, primarily 

the bereaved. They wanted to know why people visited cemeteries, what they did during their 

visits and what these spaces meant to them. However, in analysing their findings and 

conclusions, what I find most interesting is the different ways in which the researchers 

attempt to articulate the significance of these cemeteries. Their extensive and sensitive 

research finds a variety of seemingly paradoxical meanings. For example, the study notes that 

the cemetery is at the same time both public and secret and also holds both continuity and 

transience. But in particular, I want to trace how the researchers assume the cemetery is an 

extraordinary space, but find that the users' practices and rituals are ordinary, mundane and 
domestic. 

The study notes how people who visited cemeteries persistently use the related metaphors of 
`home' and `garden' to describe their experience: 

To think about a grave and its cemetery as being like a garden appeared to help many mourners make 
sense of the incomprehensibility of death and the experience of loss (2005: 3). 

They found three central themes from their observations, combining the notions of the grave 

as the deceased home; the cemetery and the grave plot as garden; and the grave as containing 

the physical presence of the body (21). For example, many respondents seemed to treat the 

grave as garden and home in the sense that it was important to keep it tidy, neat, clean and 

well tended. In this argument the authors often rely on some sweeping assumptions about the 
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`English love of gardens', for example, ' `a home with a private garden is an ideal of English 

life' (82) and also some simplistic oppositions between nature and culture (83). But the study 

also contrasts these domestic images with the extraordinary conception of death. This 

comparison does not seem to come directly from the respondents but from the researchers' 
interpretation of a process of transposition: 

The `ordinariness of planting, tending and ordering the grave allows the extraordinariness of death to be 
transposed to a more mundane level' (22). 

In the cemetery, death becomes ̀ everyday' and the images of home and garden facilitate this 

process. The study returns to this argument repeatedly, asserting that death is tamed, 

managed, resolved, obscured and camouflaged as the `bereaved attempt to domesticate that 

reality' and `ameliorate and mask the stark truth of death's finality' (85). However, in the 

conclusion, they rather surprisingly acknowledge that this is not a meaning that was grounded 

through their extensive interviews and observations. The `central secret of the cemetery' is 

`circumvented and generally unspoken by most of our study participants' (214). 

Interestingly, the study attempts to articulate these seeming paradoxes of the cemetery with 

various brief and oblique references to heterotopia. Here the space itself is presented as 

extraordinary, a `world set apart' from the everyday, `another world': 

Both cemeteries and gardens are bounded places set apart from the rigid regularity of daily schedules 
and calendars; they are timeless spaces of generational and accumulated time (6) 

The spatio-temporal paradox seems to echo Foucault's concept nicely but there appears to be 

more explicit, completely unacknowledged, reference to heterotopia in the description of 

cemeteries and gardens that `display, contest and invert social relationship; both represent, 

reinterpret and re-model the relationship of person to nature' (23). Foucault also uses the 

terms `represented, contested and inverted' (1998: 178). However, rather than these co- 
incidental or unacknowledged references, I am more interested in the assertions themselves. 

The study presents the cemetery as being both exceptional and separated from everyday 

regularities and at the same time a domestic, or at least ordinary, space. As with the contrast 

between the stark reality of death and the domestic rituals of tending the grave, this paradox 
is explained through its ability to both evoke and manage grief. Overall the study concludes 

that cemeteries are fundamentally incongruous: `they face the visitor with contradictory 

meanings and existential ambiguities that alternate between clarification and obfuscation 
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through ritual action' (214-215). In a sense, the researchers seem to want it both ways. On the 

one hand, the evidence from their respondents suggests a thorough domestication of the 

cemetery and the grave; on the other hand, they assert that the cemetery is a totally different 

space. But perhaps they have stumbled upon a key feature of heterotopia. The domestication 

within contemporary English cemeteries highlights how the space represents or reconfigures 

what is outside, but simultaneously the space remains utterly disruptive. Why? In part, 

perhaps, because we cannot know death directly, so we set up metaphors to try and come to 

terms with it in some way, to make death thinkable. But the potential therapeutic value is 

never settled. The grave is an inherently incongruous spatio-temporal unit. In some ways, 

modes of domestication highlight as much as mask this incongruity. 

How does this ambiguity emerge? Frances et al touch upon some of the spatio-temporal 
dimensions that are found in cemeteries: ̀ timeless spaces of generational and accumulated 

time' (2005: 6). The timeless feature is also reiterated by Worpole who thinks the fascination 

with the cemetery ̀ suggests that it represents a corner of the world that seems inviolable and 
timeless' (2003: 25). And yet against such notions of timelessness, we should set multiple 

spatio-temporal disruptions that are to be found in cemeteries and individual graves or 

markers. I think this is a critical feature of cemeteries that Foucault suggests but does not 
fully recognise in his lecture to architects. . He argues that heterotopias are linked to temporal 

discontinuities [decoupages du temps] and that they operate most fully when there is an utter 
break with conventional time, as with the complete rupture of death. But he then goes on to 

distinguish formally and rather pedantically between two sets of `heterochronias': those 

spaces that accumulate time, such as museums and libraries, and those which are temporally 

fleeting and precarious, such as fairs and festivals. He suggests that experiencing Polynesian 

life in the `straw huts of Djerba' combines both forms of `heterochronia', but he does not go 

on to discuss how the modem cemetery itself unites both extremes in an intense manner. As 

discussed in regard to Loudon' conception, one of the many functions of the modem 

cemetery was to provide an historical record, forming a carefully ordered museum. A deep 

ambiguity emerges when this accumulation of time is set in exactly the same space as the one 

that records an `absolute break with traditional time' (Foucault, 1998a: 182). 

Hallam and Hockey's (2001) study of memorials and ̀ memento mori' continue to explore 
this theme, suggesting that these objects in fact `articulate tensions between stasis and 

change, preservation and decay; between the recognisable and the radically unfamiliar 
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aspects of the self and other.... ' (2001: 51). Concentrating on the processes and spatialisation 

of memory, they note that these objects play with notions about `longevity and transience' 

and highlight a complex spatio-relational dynamic: 

Just as the spatialising of memory and death allows human mortality to be apprehended and given 
meaning, so the temporal reach of material spaces transcends the here and now, connecting with future 
lives and deaths (84) 

They underline the point that `while such objects stimulate memories that remain motionless, 

they simultaneously evoke the passage of time'. Cemeteries are full of graves that possess 

simultaneously a presence and absence, or as they say, rather mauling TS Eliot, `past 

presence and present absence are condensed into the spatially located object' (85). In this 

sense, a cemetery is a space for emplacing the placeless. Tracing various etymologies throws 

some light on this fundamental ambiguity. Harrison (2003) notes that the Greek word for 

`sign', sema, is also the word for grave. The grave pointed to itself, a sense of `here' that is 

only manifest in the sign itself: `prior to gaining outward reference, its `here' refers to the 

place of its disappearance. It is the disappearance of death that `opens the horizon of 

reference in the first place' (2003: 20). In contrast, Worpole makes the point that in German 

the word for monument, Denkmal, means ̀ think-mark' or object that makes you think. (203: 

195). It provokes a notion of absence. Hallam and Hockey (2001) also refer to Foucault's 

concept of heterotopia directly. In their interpretation, heterotopias are spaces that are 

assigned a multiplicity of meaning. For them `death has the power to create a heterotopia, 

that is, the layering of meanings at a single material site' (2001: 84). 

Contemporary cemeteries adapt and mutate, taking on and developing a variety of new 

educational, environmental and historical functions and are perhaps at the same time the most 

`highly' heterotopian sites in contemporary society. Cemeteries incorporate all the ambiguous 

spatio-temporal features of gardens; they recall the myths of paradise; they manifest an 

idealised plan; they mark a final a rite of passage; they form a microcosm; they enclose a 

rupture; they contain multiple meanings; and they are both utterly mundane and 

extraordinary. Frances et al conclude that: 

However public and municipal they may appear, each and every cemetery is the most 
concentrated repository of mystery and secret that is available to modem, urban, twentieth 
century people. (2005: 215) 
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It is worth recalling that with some amusement, Defert describes how at the end of Foucault's 

lecture on heterotopia, the architect, Robert Auzelle, offered Foucault his history of funerary 

architecture (Defert, 1997: 276). Auzelle, who appreciated Foucault's lecture, was an 

advocate of the cemetery park as an integral part of town planning (Rogan, 1983: 259). He 

saw the cemetery as an important `green space' and at one time also proposed the creation of 

a single cemetery for the whole of France, built in an under-populated department of the 

country which would be devoted entirely to the dead (301). Much of the recent debate about 

the future of cemeteries in Britain has surrounded practical concerns about the lack of burial 

space and the potential for incorporating new functions. But apart from this pragmatic debate, 

it should not be forgotten that cemeteries offer a certain imaginative intensity. Faubion 

contrasts heterotopias to the `mundane monotony.... of everyday life' and suggests they are 
`brighter, darker or more complex' (2008: 32). I do not think this is quite right. They have an 

ambivalent position that is often part of the mundane and yet they enclose something that is 

bright, dark and complex. Cemeteries have some resemblance to the free time/space in 

Hippodamus' triad of space in ancient Greek cities, which De Cater and Dehaene (2008b) 

link to heterotopia They argue that such sacred or cultural spaces interrupt the continuity of 
time; break up entrenched binaries such as private/public, ideal/real and nature/culture; 

provide a creative `clearing'; and offer a protected space, refuge, haven, or sanctuary (2008b: 

90). However, as I have argued throughout this thesis, these spaces, contrary to De Cater and 
Deheane, are not radically `Other'; they are not enclosures where `normality is suspended'. 

When we enter, we step into a world that mirrors, condenses and transforms the space 

outside. Cemeteries today are able to sustain new and imaginative forms of governance, 

integrating health, life and death, through these heterotopian qualities: their connectivity, 

ambivalences, multiple meanings and effects and their ability to both resemble and differ. 

9.6 Conclusion 

Such spaces can act as a `reservoir of imagination' (Foucault, 1998a: 185) and, returning to 

the specific context of Foucault's original lecture, may offer a lesson and opportunity for 

architects and town planners alike. As noted above, much open public space is made up of 

cemetery land. But as Worpole remarks, although `high-tech architecture has created many 

new kinds of buildings and civil engineering wonders' , few planners, architects and 

landscape designers have addressed the question of how to create ̀ new kinds of cemeteries 

within the weave of the modern urban fabric' (2003: 31). Coincidently, Worpole finds 
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imaginative responses to death, loss and public memory in two of the gardens explored in 

chapter six: Derek Jarman's garden in Dungeness, and adaptations of Japanese garden design 

that he found at a medieval church at Gamla Uppsala in central Sweden (60-61). He contrasts 

these spaces with many mundane, standardised civic cemeteries that he visited across Europe 

and North America. As noted in my observations of Haycombe cemetery, there are examples 

which contest the notion that `as life becomes more heterodox and aestheticised, death 

becomes more mundane' (56). Loudon considered that cemeteries should be as much for the 

living as the dead and used as public parks with a moral purpose. An exploration of 

cemeteries within the context of Foucault's concept of heterotopia highlights both their 

historical links with governmentality and their potential as spaces of imagination. 

S 
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Chapter 10: Conclusion 

10.1 Overall direction 

What can be learnt about heterotopia from this rather disparate series of analyses and studies? 

The thesis started out by conducting a close examination of Foucault's accounts of 

heterotopia and a critical analysis of a range of often contradictory interpretations and 

applications of the concept. Foucault's sketches of heterotopia have probably generated more 

academic excitement than any other of his minor texts. He presents a selection of spaces that 

are bewilderingly diverse and yet produce strange connections. Some connect with work he 

had already carried out (e. g. the asylum), some to work that would be taken up later (e. g. the 

prison) and some to sites mentioned frequently but never pursued in detail (e. g. the 

cemetery). Others present the possibility of further fascinating explorations (e. g. the garden, 
brothel, rest home, festival, magic carpet, and so on). Foucault presents six principles that 

underpin these diverse spaces and in chapter two I teased out these principles and their 

associated spatio-temporal features. Taking a cue from Hurley's translation of the lecture as 
`Different Spaces' rather than Miskowiec's `Of Other Spaces' I argued for an overall 

interpretation that emphasised the relational difference from, or transformation of, the 

ordinary rather than stressing a fundamental alterity. The spaces hover between, the ordinary 

and extraordinary, or the real and the unreal. The example of the mirror that is introduced at 

the beginning of his lecture to architects illustrates this point about heterotopia in an extreme 

manner. The mirror is both present and absent, a placeless place. The cemetery is another 

example, at once both different from, but connected to, surrounding spaces. 

Although presenting a rather critical analysis of Hetherington's and Soja's interpretations and 

uses of the notion of heterotopia, I developed their suggestive comments concerning the lack 

of any intrinsic features within these spaces. The spaces' distinction arises from their relation 

to other sites and they have varied and shifting meanings. Difference is produced through a 

play of relations or resemblances rather than through sharing common or essential elements. I 

outlined how Wittgenstein's notion of family resemblance might be a useful way of looking 

at heterotopia: `we see a complicated network of similarities overlapping and criss-crossing: 

sometimes overall similarities, sometimes similarities of detail' (1976: 31-32). Both the 

principles, and the examples which manifest them, reveal an overlapping complex network of 

resemblances. The principles depict `overall similarities' and the spatio-temporal features 
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overlap with each other, creating a diverse picture of `similarities of detail'. In this sense the 

whole lecture can be seen as a celebration and illustration of an era that Foucault describes in 

terms of `the simultaneous, of juxtaposition, of the near and the far, of the side-by-side, of the 

scattered' and a relational method that `connects points and weaves its skein' (1998a: 175). 

After a close analysis of Foucault's text and a critical analysis of various interpretations, 

chapter two concluded by highlighting what I considered crucial features of heterotopia that 

needed to be tested and explored further through specific studies. In brief, I argued that these 

spaces are: 

(1) `little worlds' which are separate from and yet connected to other spaces. Operating 

through different scales, they tend to replicate, exaggerate or reduce in order to form their 

own enclosed world or microcosm, as in the library, the prison, the cemetery and the 
Persian garden/carpet (taken up in studies of gardens and cemeteries) 

(2) a certain reformulation or recasting of utopia (theme of chapter 4) 

(3) as much about time as space and often in different ways accentuate aspects of time as in 

the museum, prison, cemetery, festival (taken up in studies of gardens and cemeteries) 

(4) a spatio-temporal formulation that marks out different stages and aspects of our lives 

(Defert, 1997: 275) or punctuates the continuities of life (taken up in studies of gardens 

and cemeteries) 

(5) a play of the virtual/ideal/imaginary and the actual/concrete/real in such diverse forms as 

the theatre, brothel, garden, cemetery and utopian community 
(6) special places for inducing, displaying or transforming conduct, linking with Foucault's 

later notion of governmentality and resolving the contradictory interpretations of how 

these spaces relate to questions of power (related to emergence of the modern cemetery) 
(7) a means of analysis and discovery, or dispositifs (related to an analysis of Loudon's 

cemetery designs) 

(8) historically localised and mutate at different periods, gaining particular power and 

authority during various stages of the modern era (related to the emergence of the 

modem cemetery) 
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10.2 Strategic 

Chapter three took a step back and explored how Foucault's notion of heterotopia might be 

productively analysed in the context of his thorough engagement with spatiality. I 

investigated a range of Foucault's spatial techniques, or spatial means of analysis. These are 

evident in the different versions of his History of Madness, but in this early work Foucault 

also displays an ambivalent attitude to modem formulations of, and divisions between, 

insanity and sanity. He came to acknowledge that in his study he still held on to the thought 

that madness involved a deep, raw, fundamental experience beyond the bounds of history. In 

contrast, in his studies of the space of certain avant-garde literature, Foucault finds an 

example, a style, or approach that attacks relentlessly such traditions of profundity. Blanchot 

and Roussel, for example, as much as Nietzsche, offer an alternative to an explanation of 

things in terms of tracing some deep origin. Foucault's reading of modem fiction opens up a 

spatial field of analysis that embraces multiplicity and connectivity. Such an approach affirms 
difference and highlights space as both an instrument and an object. In The Birth of the Clinic 

(1973), Foucault reiterates the use of space as a mechanism and object of research. Here he 

exposes and unsettles the familiar and seemingly self-evident space of the body. He shows 
how modem medicine, pathological anatomy, spatailises illness in a meticulous way through 

the technique of the corpse. Importantly, the use of space as a tool of analysis completely 

undermines attempts to produce a historical narrative around the gradual development of 

enlightened thought. He replaces such a narrative with a presentation of conflicts and 

compromises between different modes of spatialisation. 

Through an analysis of The Archaeology of Knowledge (1972), a book he was writing at the 

time of his lecture to architects, I concluded that spatial techniques are applied in order to 

formulate a different `point of view', a method of analysis that for Foucault concerns the on- 

going quest for a `critical morality', the avoidance of various `critical commonplace' 

positions that postulate an essential, universal, autonomous or interior cause (2008: 186-87). 

Heterotopia can be viewed in the context of this quest and highlights why he opened his 

lecture with an affirmation of the importance of space over time. His overall method does not 

attempt to trace the dialectical play of conflicts (1972: 36), or try to `obey the temporality of 

the consciousness as its necessary model' (122). A spatial approach allows Foucault to make 

new connections that do not reject time, but provide a fresh handling of history. Heterotopia 

222 



can be seen in the context of an overall spatial attack. The brief and sketchy account opens up 

of the possibility of a field of study, but also promotes a mode or style of study. 

An understanding of Foucault's spatialisations in his early work provides clues as how to 

`read' his examples of heterotopia. Foucault's method does not reveal and explain; it 

meticulously shows and describes. Moreover, his method does not attempt to uncover 

something essential, pure, radical or `other'. Heterotopian sites do not sit in isolation as 

reservoirs of freedom, emancipation or resistance; they coexist, combine and connect. I 

concluded that they are not stable entities; they are contingent qualities. Heterotopology 

attempts to `establish the possible connections between disparate terms which remain 
disparate' (2008: 42). Foucault sketches heterotopias with broad brush strokes, but in the 

context of his wider uses of space, the description can be seen at one level as a provocation, a 

strategic exercise in thinking differently, to unsettle our sense of space, to make familiar 

spaces unfamiliar and to draw disconcerting connections between spaces. It is an exercise in 

making difference. In Foucault's talk to architects, he formulates a marginal experiment in 

archaeology, a playful, disruptive and challenging dispersion that reverberates with Deleuzian 

thought which Foucault went on to endorse later `without contradiction, without dialectics, 

without negation; thought that accepts divergence; affirmative thought whose instrument is 

disjunction' (Foucault, -1998i: 358). 

10.3 Analytical 

All of Foucault's accounts of heterotopia contrast the notion with utopia, but the relationship 
has tended to be neglected in most commentaries and critiques. Foucault tantalisingly 

describes heterotopias as ̀ localisable' or `actually realised' utopias. Unlike heterotopia, the 

concept of utopia has a substantial and varied history. I took one particular strand of utopian 

thought, tracing dialectical forms that particularly underpin the varied Blochian reflections of 

Lefebvre (1991,2003), Jameson (1982,1998,1991,2004) and Marin (1984,1993), and 

concluded with a critical analysis of Harvey's `spaces of hope' (2000). I purposely selected 

this aspect of utopianism because I felt it helped to draw a clear distinction between the two 

terms and further undermined Hetherington's and Soja's linking of heterotopia with Mann 

and Lefebvre respectively. Put simply, I argued that in Marin's terms, `utopia is not 

realisable' (1984: 275) except as a formulation of a contradiction, whereas for Foucault 

heterotopias are important because they formulate the imaginary and actually exist. Although 
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Foucault describes heterotopias as ̀ actually realised utopias', the conception is not tied to a 

space that promotes any promise, any hope or any primary form of resistance or liberation. In 

keeping with the notion of heterotopian strategies previously discussed, Foucault's account 

undermines all such essential or primary notions. Heterotopias are extraordinary without 

positing something below, behind, absent or other. Unlike Lefebvre's conception, these 

different spaces do not take on `all the weight, historicity and promise of time' (Shields, 

1999: 157). 

Heterotopias are utopian in the sense that they are spaces which manifest ideals, but I argued 
that Foucault examines them as apparatuses with changing functions, effects and meaning. 
Unlike Jameson's conception of utopia (1982), heterotopia is not about the failure or 

weaknesses of our imagination. Heterotopias concern the ability not the inability to imagine 

utopia. Overall, it is therefore a mistake to try and assimilate the two concepts, as 
Hetherington attempts to do, or like Harvey, to look for signs of `alternative' utopian values 
in heterotopia (2000: 183). The latter is not anti-utopian, or a critique of utopianism. It 

presents strangely related spaces - that are often described in real and imaginary terms as 
ideal, perfect, idyllic, heavenly, complete, intense, excessive - and, as I go on to illustrate, 

uses them as a tool of discovery. It is not their virtuality or promise that is crucial; it is the 
local and lasting impact of these spaces. Foucault is more interested in what the utopian 
imagination has left us, the cultural spaces that punctuate or interrupt our lives. 

Having argued that heterotopia is on one level a manifestation of a spatial style of thinking, I 

returned to how it also inspires us to look at certain spaces differently and how these spaces 

mirror, transform, connect, overlap and evolve. I examined the garden as one example of 

what Foucault describes as a `localisable utopia' in his account. In his tantalisingly brief 

comments, Foucault suggests that gardens are perhaps one of the oldest examples of 
heterotopia and possess a rich spatial incompatibility, highlighting the sacred Persian gardens 

which encapsulate ̀ the smallest parcel of the world and the whole world at the same time' 

(1998a: 182). I briefly examined the general history and philosophy of the garden and 

explored some of the garden's rich spatial ambiguities in order to tease out some of 

Foucault's `principles' of heterotopias that make them both ordinary and extraordinary, or 

somehow `in place' and `out of place'. In the broadest terms, a garden is a space marked off 
for a special protective purpose, but such a definition is often coupled with particular forms 

of spatial and temporal ambiguities, uncertainties and incompatibilities. The latter are 
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sometimes conceived as expressing a tension between aspects of culture and nature, human 

and non-human entities, privacy and sociability, or leisure and work. In contrast, many have 

highlighted the otherworldliness or magical quality of gardens. 

This rich complexity of gardens has long been associated with utopia which frequently 

invokes gardens, just as gardens have embraced utopian design, promise and meaning (Hunt, 

1987: 114). Botanic gardens perhaps provide the clearest example of an attempt to 

reconstruct the scope and density of paradise, or a totality of creation represented in all its 

essential ingredients. However, I argued that through the lens of heterotopia, actual examples 

of gardens are examined as ̀ fragments' of utopia within a network of other spaces that share 

certain features and principles. Both Marin's (1992) proposed fictitious, `neutral' garden, and 
Bann's (1993,2003,2004) interpretation of it, set the space outside, as ̀ other' in some sense, 
but in contrast, a heterotopian garden, as it were, absorbs, reflects, reiterates and transforms 

other spaces and applies aspects of utopia. Foucault's lecture invites us to examine how they 

function and their actual effects. 

In order to explore the heterotopian features of gardens in more detail, I selected four distinct 

studies. I chose examples that built up a complexity of heterotopian features. Using 

Foucault's framework, Derek Jarman's garden is analysed in relation to one main `principle' 

and the other examples progressively introduce further principles. I examined how Jarman's 

garden possesses a rich spatial ambiguity and highlighted how gardens generally are perhaps 

the most prevalent, varied and often accessible heterotopia listed by Foucault. I argued that 

gardens appear in hugely diverse forms and many are actually part of the everyday routine of 
life, but they also have the capability of producing a miniature world that contains both a 

spatial intensity and temporal interruption. Jarman's garden encompasses a temporal break, a 

place to `lose' ourselves, as we do in very different ways in other heterotopias mentioned by 

Foucault: brothels, festivals, old people's homes, theatres, prisons, saunas and cemeteries. I 

argued that all heterotopias are both spatially ambiguous and also alter or accentuate the usual 

rhythm of time. Jarman's garden was also presented as a rich dramatisation of the generative 

contest between Deleuze and Guattari's striated and smooth space, which goes far beyond 

rather trite debates about the tension or entanglement of nature and culture. I argued that 

gardens are striated spaces that provide possibilities of `escape' and they are smooth spaces 

that can be endlessly organised. 
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The second garden study explored how such a space is pregnant with possibilities for both 

escape and governance, which is not a resolution of freedom and order, but a certain 

productive play of control over oneself and others. I used various types of Japanese garden 

to illustrate this dovetailing. Keane tellingly describes the Japanese garden as a way `to adjust 

the wild to the scale of human measurement' (2002: 58). The garden can be a space of subtle 

adjustment, or in the widest sense of the word, a mode of discipline. The tea garden enacts 

this adjustment, a process or passage that interrupts daily life, incorporating measured, 
difficult steps towards an otherworldly space. In a different way, in Kare-san-sui gardens the 

vastness of the world is captured in the contemplation of the small garden which in turn acts 

as a tool for meditation. The measured and graceful process of cleaning and maintaining the 

garden brings calm and poise. The garden and gardening become indistinguishable. The 

garden's difference and effectiveness mesh together. 

Botanical gardens, my third example, also attempt to capture the whole world within a 
defined enclosure, but these spaces work rather differently from Kare-san-sui gardens. I 

selected the hugely popular Eden Project in south Cornwall to illustrate and reflect upon this 

tradition. This garden is like a museum, collecting and classifying specimens from all over 
the world, and in many respects, is a utopian project, aiming to restore and improve nature 

and produce an ideal depiction of the world. However, against or within this accumulative 

process, I outlined many spatial ambiguities, or series of tricks that operate in the display of 

plant communities and reproductions of nature. Mabey compares the effect to a hall of 

mirrors, an attempt to capture and represent the wildness from which the project emerged, to 

mimic what it has replaced (2005). For example, within this artificial wilderness is a replica 

of the Cornish hedge. For Mabey, referring to something like the effect of Japanese Kare- 

san-sui gardens, ̀ the replica is framed, free-standing, out of context, and perhaps therefore a 

more suitable subject for reflection than the `real' thing' (37). 

I went on to outline how such a sense of spatio-temporal `difference' within the Eden Project 

dovetails with distinct functions. In this case, there is a focus upon protecting, sustaining and 

enhancing the natural environment and a pervading association with health concerns. 

Something that is a subdued presence in Jarman's garden, and becomes more apparent in 

certain Japanese gardens, emerges more explicitly: a therapeutic landscape. Such an aspect 

highlights the diversity, malleability and connectivity of heterotopias. Heterotopias are 

particularly intensive, or concentrated spaces that are able to embrace multiple and 
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changeable functions. They often rest on utopian principles, but they never rest in what they 

do, moving in different directions forming varied relationships. They connect and break at the 

same time (see Porphyrios, 1982). For example, the Eden Project encapsulates a therapeutic 

function which emerged strongly in late eighteenth and early nineteenth century practices 

concerning the benefits of nature, gardens and the open air (see Gesler 1992: 736-7). This 

botanical garden therefore connects to various other heterotopias such as prisons, asylums, 

museums and cemeteries. What has been missed by many accounts of heterotopia is this 

intimate link with practices and conduct. Joyce does make the link (2003: 223), particularly 

in relation to parks rather than gardens, but I have argued that the relationship is more 

pervasive and underpins the whole notion of heterotopia. The connection with practice and 

conduct is fairly obvious in Foucault's examples of rites of passage, as well as the institutions 

of the prison and asylum, but I have argued that it is also present in, or leaks into, less 

apparent examples such as the garden and, in the following chapters, the cemetery. 

The final garden study picked up this characteristic of gardens and gardening that I had noted 

in the previous examples: a certain relationship with conduct. The section examined the 

recent interest in, and practice of, Social and Therapeutic Horticulture (STH). Here I started 

to explore more explicitly how the therapeutic features of gardens connect to a range of 

heterotopian sites - including prisons, hospitals, asylums, old people's homes and cemeteries 

- and overlap with Foucault's studies of institutional discipline as well as later work on 

governmentality. Foucault asserts that the practice of gardening and the `wisdom' of gardens, 
illustrate the beginning of one of the major organising forms of nineteenth century psychiatry 
(2006: 473). Contact with nature would help the patient return to a natural, healthy state. 

Foucault explores the work of Pinel and Tuke. I supplemented this analysis through 

discussing the principles of the alienist Brown and particularly his conception of an asylum as 

a form of utopia, a perfect moral `machine' set within the healing properties of the open 

countryside. (1837: 203). I illustrated how the practitioners of contemporary horticultural 

therapy often unquestionably trace their roots to these historical practices and assume that 

nature is inherently pleasurable and `good'. Environmental psychologists such as Kaplan 

corroborate this link and suggest that a different space ̀ rich enough and coherent enough so 

that it constitutes a whole other world' (1995: 174) can have lasting restorative effects. 

Heterotopias often constitute separate worlds for guiding conduct. In this instance, I 

suggested that these practices merge into what Rose calls the `therapeutic culture of the self. 
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(1990: 213), using horticulture to produce a `skilled performance' that involves a range of 

psychological, physical, moral, spiritual and aesthetic values (238). 

Overall, a study of gardens through the lens of heterotopia pricks their seeming innocence. 

There is nothing natural about gardens. In this respect, heterotopia is an unsettling or 

disturbing conception. The analytical level of heterotopia reveals the relationship with, but 

difference from, the concept of utopia. Heterotopian sites are often based upon utopian plans 

and principles, and share many features, but the former highlight various uses, effects and 

innovative avenues of attack. Some are designed to change conduct (e. g. the modem prison, 

the asylum, the therapeutic garden); others are designed for a temporary alteration of conduct 

(e. g. the brothel, the sauna, the festival, the Japanese tea garden); others influence conduct 

indirectly or as a by-product (e. g. the museum, the ship, the botanical garden). They are not 

solely about conduct; their spatial and temporal ambiguities mark them out as different in 

themselves. But these extraordinary spaces have a special place in the conduct of conduct. 

Linking back to my analysis of Foucault's broader spatial techniques found in his early work, 
heterotopology makes difference, unsettles spaces, sometimes exposing the extraordinary in 

the most ordinary of places and spaces that fragment, punctuate, transform, split and govern. 

They seem to reflect or gather in other spaces and yet unsettle them at the same time. 

10.4 Productive dispositifs 

Among the cultural inventions of mankind there is a treasury of devices, techniques, ideas, procedures 
and so on, that .... can help to constitute, a certain point of view which can be very useful as a tool for 
analysing what's going on now - and to change it (Foucault, 2000c: 261). 

Heterotopia is a provocation to think spatially and to make difference. It is also a challenge to 

produce a topography of a distinct range of spaces, to analyse their peculiar properties, their 

blend of the ideal and real, their relationship with utopia, their varied connections with time, 

their place within different cultures, their mutation at different points in history and their 

association with conduct. I have also argued for a third interrelated level of interpretation. 

Heterotopias are particularly effective dispositifs because of their separation from, yet 

interpenetration with, other spaces, their mutative and adaptable qualities and their concrete 

manifestations of an ideal. To adopt Osborne and Rose's terminology, they are examples of 

`spatial phenomenotechnics', or modes of spatialisations that `try to conjure up in reality that 

which has already been conjured up in thought' (2004: 203), but at the same time they 
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provoke thought, providing a useful tool of analysis and discovery. They are object and 

method. To illustrate this level further, I selected the emergence of the modem cemetery, the 

most prevalent and thoroughly discussed example of heterotopia in Foucault's talk to 

architects and yet one that has been thoroughly neglected. Foucault seems to indicate that the 

cemetery is a particularly intense formation of heterotopia and I argued it provides a lens 

through which many of his other spaces can be focused relationally. 

I started by setting the cemetery explicitly within Foucault's later notion of governmentality. 

His work on the art of government diversifies his previous conception of disciplinary power, 

as well as reviving themes introduced in his history of madness regarding the relationship 

between nature, health and moral improvement, as briefly discussed in my section on the 

development of horticultural therapy. I provided an introduction to governmentality in regard 

to its emergence within Foucault's work, its relationship to anxieties around health and the 

significance of various spatial rationalities. I then illustrated how campaigns against old 

cemeteries dovetailed into wider health reforms and generated a new space for the dead. 

After looking at pioneering and influential policies and practices in France, I concentrated on 

developments in England in the 1840s, particularly the work of the health and burial reformers 

Chadwick, Loudon and Walker. Foucault himself has suggested that the debate that took 

place in the middle of the nineteenth century concerning public health legislation had wider 

political and social importance (2007b: 74). Likewise, Corbin suggests that the campaigns 

against old cemeteries generated a wider model for `anxiety, vigilance and intervention' 

(1996: 128). My brief genealogical study of the cemetery avoided a commonplace narrative 

about the growing `functionalism' of death, which is often related with a certain wistful 

romanticism concerning the previous creative jumble of dead bodies in mass graves and 

churchyards (see Laqueur 2001: 4). However, it did recognise that for burial reformers the 

dangerous effects o of miasma were both physical and moral. 

Primarily through tracing aspects of the notion of governmentality, I articulated the new 

space for the dead as a dispositif, an actual space involving practices of governance and, at 

the same time, a wider method of analysis or lens of intelligibility. Concentrating on 

Loudon's detailed cemetery designs and ideas, I explored how they illustrate or play out 

various techniques of governance through a series of relations between hygienic imperatives, 

disciplinary distributions, aesthetic-moral registers, specific functions and the urban milieu. I 

described how Loudon's utopian design was an analytical and utilitarian space that 
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encompassed order, safety, security and sanitary conditions. In similar ways to the emerging 

public parks, it reinforced a series of aesthetic-moral effects, but it also incorporated more 

explicit lessons regarding appropriate taste, sentiment and conduct, as well as overlapping 

with the educational functions of a museum. Again in a utopian manner, it combined and 

enhanced the virtues of both the country and the town, anticipating the much later 

development of garden cities. The authority of these spaces rests on their ability to be both 

utterly different from, and intimately connected to, their surroundings. Within these 

enclosures, relations of power are in this way subtle, fluid and multiple. Overall, I argued 
that the cemetery offers a tool for manifesting and illustrating the diversity and breath of 

various techniques of governance. 

10.5 Imaginative Lessons 

I turned finally to a study of certain contemporary cemeteries in order to trace a continuing 

subtle play of governmentality and also to measure the importance of these spaces as, in 

Foucault's words, a `reservoir of imagination' (1998a: 185). Many large municipal 

cemeteries function like public gardens or parks. I concentrated on the not untypical example 

of Haycombe Cemetery outside Bath. Although many civic cemeteries have been neglected 

and remained standardised and drab, some like Haycombe are reconfiguring Loudon's multi- 

purpose plans, adapting and taking on and developing a variety of new educational, 

environmental and historical applications. The contemporary cemetery incorporates a range 

of spiritual, aesthetic, physical and educational functions and promotes a series of values 

concerned with sustainability, health and well being. Like the philosophy of the Eden Project, 

many cemeteries share aspects of more explicit therapeutic or treatment milieus that work to 
improve our health through contact with nature, offering a space of rest, meditation and 

education. Cemeteries today display the subtle arts of governing the living and the dead 

(Rose et al 2006: 84). I argued that these cemeteries can incorporate and sustain new and 
imaginative forms of governance through their heterotopian features: their playful 

connectivity, ambivalences, diversity of meaning and effects and their ability to absorb other 

spaces. 

I went on to argue that rather than the ship mentioned by Foucault, I would present the 

cemetery as the heterotopia par excellence, as it takes various spatio-temporal ambiguities to 

an extreme. The space of the cemetery embraces a deep contradiction regarding time; it 
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marks an absolute rupture and also preservation, accumulation and stasis. It is a very complex 

enclosure that forms a passage for both the living and the dead. I concluded that cemeteries 

should be prized as perhaps the most `highly' heterotopian sites in contemporary society: 
incorporating all the ambiguous spatio-temporal features of gardens; recalling the myths of 

paradise; manifesting an idealised plan; marking a final a rite of passage; forming a 

microcosm; enclosing a rupture; offering multiple meanings; and enclosing both the mundane 

and the extraordinary. Loudon considered that cemeteries should be as much for the living as 

the dead and be used as public parks with a moral purpose. An exploration of contemporary 

cemeteries, within the context of Foucault's concept of heterotopia, highlights their potential 

as spaces of, and for, the imagination. Heterotopia illustrates and celebrates the spatio- 

temporal richness of these sites. 

10.5 Evaluation and possibilities for further research 

Many studies incorporate heterotopia as a useful theoretical platform, mirroring to a lesser 

degree the use of the `Panopticon' as a handy mode of analysis in, for instance, studies of the 

`surveillance society' (see Murakami Wood, 2007). But in contrast to his concept of the 

Panopticon, the range of examples that Foucault gives of heterotopia and the looseness of the 

formulation, encourage bewildering and often contradictory applications and incorporations. 

The three interrelated levels of heterotopia that I outline can be used to distinguish various 

interpretations. For instance, both Soja and Hetherington analyse actual spaces, but Soja's 

work tends to use the concept strategically within a notion of `third' space, whereas 

Hetherington tends to apply the concept in a broad sense as a dispositif, displaying important 

processes in the emergence of modernity. I have attempted to unravel the concept itself, 

avoiding the temptation to try and bolster its shaky foundations by equating or marrying it 

with another theoretical framework as, for example Hetherington's use of Marin's `neutral' 

and Soja's integration with Lefebvre's `trilectic'. I have not tried to tie the notion down, far 

from it, but I hope to have at least produced some caution in those who dismiss it, embrace it 

somewhat glibly, or incorporate it rather too easily. I also hope to have brought some clarity 

to heterotopia's relationship with utopia. The notions are closely bound together; the former 

is a particular expression of the latter. But they are distinct in conception and deployment and 

should not be collapsed together. I acknowledge that I have predominantly analysed one 

thread of this hugely diverse and complex concept of utopia. The starting point was to 

counter the incorporation of utopian features within the two major uses of heterotopia by 
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Hetherington and Soja. This led me to address aspects not only of Marin and Lefebvre's 

utopianism, but also Jameson's and Harvey's related work and the whole question of a 

dialectical utopianism. I think this strong strand of utopian thought indicates a fundamental 

distinction, not least in heterotopia's complete lack of any intrinsic normative value or sense 

of promise. 

Unlike the connection with Foucault's early work in terms of various spatial techniques of 

analysis, the link with later work on govemmentality was unexpected in my research. 

Hetherington and Bennett's work should have alerted me to this dimension earlier. The 

connection became apparent as I started to research the history of the modem cemetery. 

Although never a major focus of any Foucault's projects, the cemetery haunts his work. The 

link with governmentality helped me to group together Foucault's examples of heterotopia in 

a different way. The inclusion of institutions for `deviants' (asylum, prison, old people's 
home, and so on) has often been ignored in interpretations and applications of heterotopia. 

Foucault's thoughts on govemmentality drew links between these disciplinary spaces and 

other examples of heterotopia, including the ones I had chosen to examine: the garden and the 

cemetery. However, the discovery raises some questions regarding the balance of the thesis. 

In some ways govemmentality, and the notion of a dispositif, come to dominate the research. 

Links with governmentality also leads to questions of further research. The section on Social 

and Therapeutic Therapy opens the possibility of a major study of this thriving treatment 

milieu, particularly in the light of Rose's (1990) work on the governing of `souls'. The 

chapters on the cemetery itself could be the start of a major genealogical enquiry into the 

emergence of modem forms of burial. The same could be said for studying the botanical 

garden and so on. This again raises the question of the appropriate diversity and depth of my 

examples. I wanted to explore a range of spaces, but also provide a specific focus. But it must 
be said that each of the garden ̀ studies' could be developed into autonomous theses. On the 

other hand, gardens and cemeteries, which have been generally neglected in previous studies, 

present a narrow range in some respects. They are rather `tame' examples but have the 

strategic advantage of lying in a middle range of heterotopian sites somewhere between the 

clearly disciplinary space of the prison and the more disruptive spaces of the festival or the 

brothel. However, I have found that looking at gardens through the heterotopian framework 

releases them from their domestic or innocuous connotations. There is a certain unsettling, 

even insidious, quality about heterotopia. I expect studies of festivals or brothels would open 
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up interesting links with the art of government, but I imagine they would also move in very 
different directions. Nevertheless, I hope to have established some underlying and 
interrelated characteristics of heterotopia that need to be considered in any further research on 

the topic. These would include the specific relationship with, and difference from, utopia; the 

rich illustration of a strategic use of space; the specific use of these spaces as dispositifs; and 

the underlying relational quality of these spaces. 

In conclusion, heterotopia is not a single concept or theory. It can be viewed and used in a 

variety of distinct but related ways. Firstly, it can be viewed within a broad strategy that 

attempts to think differently, or to make difference, part of Foucault's on-going `critical 

morality' (2008: 186-7) that disturbs `the familiar landmarks of my thought - our thought' 

(1970: xv). Secondly, the relational quality of heterotopian sites, both with each other and 

with surrounding spaces, linked with their ability to be both different and the same, 

absorbing, mirroring and transforming other spaces, mesh with their productivity as both 

tools of governance and dispositifs: real spaces that provide a form of historical analysis. 

Finally, heterotopia provides a framework for examining cultural spaces differently and 

relationally, an unsettling exercise of the imagination. 
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Appendix: Reflections on Methodology 

Overall in this thesis I have tried to avoid assumptions that are often made about the notion of 
heterotopia. For example, I have attempted to uncouple it from any necessary connection to a 

specific era such as modernity or post modernity. From an early stage, I recognised that 

heterotopia was an utterly contested and problematic conception. On the other hand, I have to 

recognise that I had a vested interest in trying to make the concept ̀ work' in some way, to 

provide some way of making it coherent and productive. To spend 5 or 6 years on a project 

that eventually rejected the notion of heterotopia would be a rather negative and dispiriting 

experience, although an outcome that I had to acknowledge was possible. Despite frequent 

doubts about its usefulness, I kept coming back to the text and finding it richly suggestive. I 

got encouragement in my quest from books and articles that kept appearing which provided 

new twists and turns in interpretation. The research process has also been helped significantly 

through the publication during 2006-2008 of three of my articles related to various aspects of 
the thesis. The production of the articles has helped in three ways: (1) making sure I 

provided a coherent and supported argument at different stages of the research - related to 

chapters 2,3 and 8 (2) receiving detailed feedback from anonymous referees for each of the 

three articles (3) receiving encouragement and comments from those who had read the 

articles and were conducting related work. 

I decided to draw out the implications of Foucault's ideas through: (1) a close reading of the 

text itself (2) a critical analysis of all the major interpretations of the concept (3) a careful 

setting of his accounts of heterotopia within the context, content and method of Foucault's 

wider work (4) a thorough exploration of specific spaces. The first three objectives are 

covered extensively in chapters 2 and 3 of the thesis. The final objective presented extremely 

difficult choices concerning methodology and required constant evaluative reflection on the 

research process. The difficulty concerned the range and diversity of spaces that Foucault 

mentions in his outlines of heterotopia. The choice is almost limitless, particularly as some 

have questioned how you can draw a line between all ordinary social/cultural spaces and 

heterotopia. How can you divide the ordinary and extraordinary? I realised that the choice 

would bound to affect the results. For example, I could concentrate on the disciplinary 

institutions that he refers to in his lecture such as the prison or asylum, or focus on the more 

liberatory spaces such as the festival or fair. On the other hand, I could range well beyond the 

examples that he provides, as many have done, and investigate internet sites, shopping malls, 
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art installations, exhibition space and so on. Other questions centred on whether I should 
focus on sites that I was familiar with and that seemed to resonate with Foucault's ideas. 

Would this simply lead to a reinforcement of my intuition and assumptions based on my 

experience of certain sites? 

I initially considered studying a range of specific sites both with and without connections to 

Foucault's accounts. These included: the Glastonbury Festival in Somerset, Jarman's garden 
in Dungeness, Pere Lachaise cemetery in Paris, cemeteries in Corsica, adventure play 

grounds, the internet as a whole, specific on-line communities such as Face Party, the Bristol 

University campus and marginal, temporary spaces that are taken over by youngsters for 

various `parties'. I did a lot of preliminary work on the Glastonbury Festival, as I could draw 

on the experience of attending the event on many occasions. From the start I wanted to use 
Foucault's principles and features of heterotopia as a grid of analysis. It is here that I began to 

consider the relational quality of heterotopia and how the six principles might form clusters 

across certain sites with different levels of intensity. Using the grid suggested there might be 

mild and strong heterotopias, with sites ̀ scoring' at different levels under each principle and 

associated set of features. The study of Glastonbury threw out some interesting links with 

aspects of utopian thought and also got me thinking about direct links between sites. In order 

to manage the festival and stop masses of people attending without tickets, a huge fence has 

been constructed in recent years. This development could lead to questions around the 

administration, policing and commercialisation of the festival, but in terms of heterotopia the 

development links with themes around exit and entry into a space, rituals of access, rites of 

passage, the temporary enclosure of time and space and the disciplinary features of the 

festival. This preliminary case study raised many interesting points for further reflection, but 

I decided against taking it further because it might still seem a somewhat cliched example 

and perhaps too easily incorporated into the framework of heterotopia. I felt it would be in 

some ways covering similar ground to many other studies that focussed on mildly 

transgressive sites and would not contribute enough to an original understanding of the 

possible uses and limitations of the concept. 

Changing tack, I started to think about concentrating on cemeteries as a key focus for the 

thesis. They seem to be the dominant example provided by Foucault and yet hardly any work 

has looked as them in relation to heterotopia. Unlike music festivals, cemeteries were not 

something that I had given much thought to and had little knowledge of their history. Taking 
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a cue from Foucault's remarks in the lecture to architects concerning developments in France 

in the late eighteenth century, I initially concentrated on the famous Pere Lachaise cemetery 
in Paris. The history of the cemetery is well documented and having familiarised myself with 

relevant background material, I spent two days exploring the cemetery, taking notes and 

photographs. The most striking feature of the cemetery is the way in which it mirrors the 

design of a city. The avenues and boulevards fan-out geometrically and the mausoleums have 

tiny windows, decorative grilles and panelled doors that look like small houses or apartments. 
Designed as a garden cemetery, it actually feels like a very urban environment with formal 

and schematic planting of scrubs and trees. The background reading, visit and observations 

made me consider various aspects of Foucault's account of heterotopia more widely and 
deeply, particularly: (1) how these sites are as much about time as space (2) how the space for 

burying the dead became totally transformed within a very short period (3) how the historical 

development was very close to Foucault's wider concerns about growing anxieties 

concerning the dangers of disease and death, or death as disease (4) how the design of the 

modem cemetery has some resemblance to the design of hospitals, prisons and asylums and 
(5) how the design is in many senses utopian. I wrote up my notes as a possible starting point 
for a case study in the thesis but I felt I needed to consider the research implications of other 

examples before settling on the balance and range of studies to be included. Questions 

included: (1) how far is this thesis an historical examination of these spaces? (2) what 

methods should I use to corroborate or substantiate my own observations about these spaces? 

(3) how can I do justice to the breadth of spaces that Foucault mentions and at the same time 

provide sufficient depth to the analysis? 

I also considered investigating the intemet as a heterotopian site. The relational quality that I 

had detected in Foucault's accounts of the concept seemed to fit well with the vast network of 

the internet. However, I soon came to the conclusion that the subject was so wide that it 

would have to be the sole focus of the study in order to make a convincing piece of research. 

Overall, I wanted to tease out some of the examples that Foucault mentioned and consider a 

range of spaces. Why? This had not been done before. Most previous studies had used 

heterotopia as a loose theory to underpin a piece of research, or as a rhetorical device to 

bolster an investigation. I thought it would be interesting to take up Foucault's remarks about, 

a possible heterotopology literally and to take a range of familiar spaces in order to examine 

their possible `difference'. I decided to concentrate on gardens and cemeteries. Foucault 

suggests gardens are the oldest form of heterotopia and cemeteries are the most highly 
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heterotopian. The two spaces are also connected but different, so it seemed to me that they 

would provide some form of overall coherence to the thesis whilst retaining an element of 
diversity. But I still had difficult choices to make in deciding which gardens and cemeteries 

to study and how to study them. 

In terms of the method of study, I decided to use Foucault's outline of principles and 

associated features as a grid of intelligibility. Careful reading of his texts on heterotopia and 

the teasing out of his brief accounts (as presented in chapter two) gave me a broad framework 

to explore the gardens through observations and a range of secondary sources, as outlined 

below. In terms of the choice of gardens, I realised that this would inevitably determine the 

outcome of the project. With gardens, I initially chose three examples. I knew Jarman's 

garden quite well and I thought it would be worth studying because in many ways it is a 

typical or generic example, a piece of private land converted with some difficulty into a 

garden space for relaxation, cultivation and pleasure. Jarman knew a lot about gardening and 

cared for gardens deeply but he was not an `expert'. In terms of the thesis, one key advantage 

of this garden was that Jarman wrote about it, photographed it and filmed it extensively. The 

case study would not simply be based on my observations over the years; it would include 

detailed accounts of the history, formation and uses of this simple garden. Considerations of 

his garden in line with Foucault's ideas also led me to incorporate Deleuze and Guattari's 

notion of striated and smooth space within my analysis. Their spatialisations seemed to 

develop Foucault's suggestive remarks concerning the spatio-temporal ambiguities of certain 

spaces. 

I also thought it might be productive to include a botanical garden as this connects closely to 

another example of heterotopia provided by Foucault, the museum, and links more directly 

with themes around the concept of utopia (which I explore in chapter 4). The range, extent, 
formalisation and purpose of the garden would contrast strongly with Jarman's private space. 

As the Eden Project was one of the most extensive and celebrated botanical gardens in 

Europe, it seemed an appropriate choice and the distance of less than 100 miles from where I 

live allowed a number of visits. Again, I used my own observations, notes and photographs 

in my analysis but I supplemented this with (1) Mabey's journal in which he records his 

impressions and reflections of the garden over a full year (2) the architects' ideas for 

designing the site and (3) historical accounts of the creation of botanical gardens (some of 

which appears in chapter 5). On my second visit to the garden, I was struck by possible links 
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to Auge's concept of non-places. I used this concept as a sort of test of its heterotopian 

credentials. The case study examined the similarities and differences between non-places and 
heterotopias. 

Whereas the first two examples were already familiar to me, the third was almost randomly 

chosen. In contrast to my first examples, I wanted to choose a garden from another culture to 

see if this might throw a different light on heterotopia. In my research into the theory and 

philosophy of gardens, I was initially drawn to the wonderful Islamic gardens and visited a 

number in Spain, including the Alhambra. But I eventually decided to investigate certain 

types of Japanese gardens. My initial reading about these gardens suggested that they were 

very different in design and purpose and would be interesting to interrogate through the lens 

of heterotopia. The literature on Japanese garden philosophy and design is extensive. I 

acknowledged that it would be impossible to share the cultural `form of life' that incorporates 

these spaces, but I wanted to investigate simply some of the philosophy and rituals that were 

associated with these extraordinary spaces. Here, unexpectedly, I found some striking links 

with Deleuze and Guattari's spatialisations, as well as a variety of heterotopian features that 

were not so apparent in the first two studies. 

My final study of gardens was unexpected and formulated almost by chance. During a visit to 

the Eden Project, I came across a presentation concerning the health benefits of open spaces, 

greenery and gardens. It struck me that the link between this botanical garden and health 

concerns was prevalent and also had a long history. These reflections drew me back to 

Foucault's early study of the history of madness where he describes how regimes for treating 

the mad rested on the association between health and nature, and how utopian designs for 

asylums incorporate this assumption. I started to research the various uses of gardens and 

gardening for different types of therapy, both historically and within the burgeoning area of 

horticultural therapy. This work led eventually to a fourth case study and also provoked new 

lines of enquiry. Firstly, the study drew my attention to the overt link between gardens and 

conduct and Foucault's work on aspects of governmentality. I went back to the other gardens 

I had studied and reflected on their varied connections with conduct and how this meshed 

with heterotopias generally. Secondly, the links between health, gardens and conduct made 

me consider a new angle for my research into cemeteries, looking at the relationship with 

themes within the governmentality literature and how this might relate to heterotopia. 
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The garden studies were deliberately diverse and relational, testing the notion of heterotopia 

against contrasting forms of gardens and seeing to what extent the framework of heterotopia 

helped in `reading' these spaces and defining their qualities of difference. In contrast, with 

cemeteries, I wanted to concentrate on a specific example that would provide a more in-depth 

historical analysis. The transformation of these spaces at points in history seemed to be at the 

heart of Foucault's account of heterotopia. Researching the history of cemeteries drew me to 

remarks made by Foucault in various lectures on the relationship between health anxieties' 

and the burial of the dead in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Rather than 

revisiting the well documented French example, my research started to look at the later 

developments in England where the relationship between burial and health reform became 

completely entwined. It is here that I came across the extraordinary work of the Benthamite 

John Claudius Loudon. By chance, the library at Bristol University houses a wide selection of 
his publications, including the Gardiners Magazine from 1826-34 which Loudon edited and 

contributed to widely. Loudon's hugely influential plans and ideas for cemeteries became the 

focus of the study. I continued to tease out aspects of governmentality in my research but I 

also discovered that Loudon's cemetery provided a rich picture of a whole set of aesthetic, 

moral and educational themes that occupied reformers at the time. I started to use the 

cemetery as what I called a dispositif, both an object and method of historical enquiry. I also 

realised that this could be a particular use of heterotopias generally. Their ability to contain 
layers of meaning and their connection with other spaces made them particularly productive 
learning devices. 

To try and find a further perspective on heterotopia, I finally decided to research 

contemporary garden cemeteries. What could a heterotopian framework reveal about these 

spaces and would it add anything to what I had learnt from the garden case studies and the 

historical enquiry into the birth of the modem cemetery? Here I used secondary literature, but 

mainly drew on over 100 memoranda presented to a recent Select Committee on the present 

state and uses of cemeteries in England and I supplemented this with a specific case study of 

Haycombe Cemetery near Bath. The latter happened to be close to where I lived but, from the 

evidence of the memoranda, is a typical large, well maintained municipal cemetery. 

Observations, talks with the Superintendent and historical research provided the focus of the 

study and led to the analysis of recent studies that have attempted to explain the complex 

spatio-temporal dynamics of these contemporary burial grounds. 
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The research process was therefore far from linear and seemed in keeping with the relational 

quality of heterotopia. Concentrating on a particular case study forced me to re-interrogate 

the others as well as opening up a range of connecting sites. Overall, I have used a variety of 

methods to `read' these spaces. The methods are not formally Foucauldian, although the 

whole thesis draws widely upon the analytical framework that he briefly presents in his 

lecture to architects. Drawing upon my examination of Foucault's use of space as a tool of 

analysis, I have investigated these spaces as both objects and methods of study, as particular 
dispositifs. The historical study of Loudon's designs, burial reform and the birth of the 

modem cemetery is a broad genealogy, in Foucault's terms (see section 3.6). In this regard, I 

have also used specific aspects of Foucault's notion of governmentality (see section 7.2). If I 

had chosen other spaces to study and other methods, I am sure they would have generated 
different questions and implications to consider, but I hope to have provided enough range 

and depth to support my overall argument that heterotopia has three inter-related dimensions 

as a strategic exercise, an analytical framework and a method of study. 

240 



References 

Adorno, T. W. and Horkheimer, M. (1979) Dialectic of Enlightenment, Verso: New York. 

Agnew, J. (2005) `Space: Place' in P. Cloke and R. Johnston (eds. ), Spaces of Geographical 
Thought, London: Sage, 142-174. 

Allweil, Y. and Kallus, R. (2008) `Public-space heterotopias: heterotopias of masculinity 
along the Tel Aviv shoreline' in M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter, (eds. ), Heterotopia and the 
City, London and New York: Routledge. 

Aries, P. (1976) Western Attitudes Toward Death, London: Marion Boyers. 

Aries, P. (1981) The Hour of Our Death, London: Allen Lane. 

Aries, P. (1985) Images of Man and Death, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 

Arnold, C. (2006) Necropolis: London and Its Dead, London: Simon and Schuster. 

Atkinson, J. (2007) `Seeds of Change: the new place of gardens in contemporary utopia', 
Utopian Studies, 18 (2): 237-260. 

Auge, M. (1995) Non-Places: Introduction to an Anthropology of Supermodernity, London: 
Verso. 

Bailey, P. (1978) Leisure and Class in Victorian England: rational recreation and the contest 
of control 1830-1885, London: Methuen. 

Bakhtin, M. (1984) Rabelais and His World, Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 

Bann, S. (1993) `A Luton Arcadia: Ian Hamilton Finlay's contribution to the English neo- 
classical tradition', Journal of Garden History, (13): 104-122. 

Bann, S. (1994) `Shrines, Gardens, Utopias', New Literary History, 25: 825-837. 

Bann, S. (2003) `Arcadia as utopia in contemporary landscape design: the work of Bernard 
Lassus', History of the Human Sciences, 16 (1): 109-121. 

Bauman, Z. (2005) `Living in Utopia' LSE Lecture 
[http: //www. lse. ac. uk/collections/LSEPublicLecturesAndEvents/pdf/20051027- 
Bauman2. pdf, accessed 16/9/2008]. 

Beecher, J. (1986) Charles Fourier: the visionary and his world, Berkeley, California: 
University of California Press. 

Bennett, J. (2001) The Enchantment of Modern Life, Princeton and Oxford: Princeton 
University Press. 

Bennett, T. (1995) The Birth of the Museum, London: Routledge. 

Berleant, A. (2005) Aesthetics and Environment, Aldershot, Hants: Ashgate. 

Berthier, F. (2000) Reading Zen in the Rocks, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

241 



Bhatti, M. (2006) `When I'm in the garden I can create my own paradise: homes and gardens 
in later life', The Sociological Review, 54 (2): 318-341. 

Bhatti, M. And Church, A. (2004) `Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of Gardens in 
Late Modernity', Housing Studies, 19 (1): 37-51. 

Billinge, M. (1996) `A time and place for everything: an essay on recreation, re-Creation and 
the Victorians', Journal of Historical Geography, 22 (4): 443-459. 

Birringer, J. (1998) `Makrolab: A Heterotopia', Journal of Performance and Art, 20 (3): 66- 
75. 

Blanchot, M. (1982) The Space of Literature, translated with introduction, A. Smock, 
Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press. 

Blanchot M, (1987) `Michel Foucault as I Imagine Him' in Foucault/Blanchot, New York: 
Zone Books, 61-109. 

Blanchot, M. (1996) The Most High, translated, A. Stopel, Lincoln, NE: University of 
Nebraska Press. 

Bloch, E. (1986a) The Principle of Hope, Volume One, trans. Plaice, N. et al, Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

Bloch, E. (1986)b The Principle of Hope, Volume Two, trans. Plaice, N. et al, Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

Bloch, E. (1988) The Utopian Function ofArt and Literature, Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
MIT Press. 

Bloch, E. (2000) The Spirit of Utopia, trans. A. Nassar, Stanford, California: Stanford 
University Press. 

Borges, J. L. (1975) Other Inquisitions 1937-1952, translated, R. Simms, Texas: University 
of Texas Press. 

Boyer, (2008) `The many mirrors of Foucault and their architectural reflections' in M. 
Dehaene and L. De Cauter (eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and New York: 
Routledge, 53-74 

Boyne, R. (1990) Foucault and Derrida, the Other Side of Reason, London: Unwin Hyman. 

Brooks, C. (1989) Mortal Remains: The History and Present State of the Victorian and 
Edwardian Cemetery, Exeter: Wheaton. 

Brown, J. (1999) The Pursuit of Paradise: A Social History of Gardens and Gardening, 
London: HarperCollins. 

242 



Browne, W. A. F. (1837) What Asylums Were, Are, and Ought to Be, Edinburgh: Adam and 
Charles Black, facsimile edition in A. Scull (1991) (ed. ) `The Asylum as Utopia: W. A. F. 
Browne and the Mid-Nineteenth Century Consolidation of Psychiatry', London: 
Tavistock/Routledge. 

Bryant-Bertail, S. (2000) `Theatre as Heterotopia: Lessing's Nathan the Wise', Assaph, (16): 
91-108. 

Burdett, C. (2000) `Journeys to the Other Spaces of Fascist Italy, Modern Italy, 5 (1): 7-23. 

Burnett, F. H (1993) The Secret Garden, London: Wordsworth Classics. 

Burrell, G. and Dale, K (2002) `Utopiary: utopias, gardens and organisation' in M. Parker 
(ed. ) Utopia and Organisation, Oxford: Blackwell, 106-127. 

Casarino, C. (2002) Modernity at Sea: Melville, Marx, Conrad in Crisis, Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press. 

Casey, E. (1998) The Fate of Place: A Philosophical History, Berkley and LA: University of 
California Press. 

Chadwick, E. (1843) Report on the Sanitary Conditions of the Labouring Population of Great 
Britain: A Supplementary Report on the Practice of Internment in Towns, 1843 (509): xii, 30- 
144. 

Chesshire, C. (2005) ̀Zen and the Art of Tea Gardening' in T. Richardson and N. Kingsbury 
(eds. ) Vista: the culture and politics of gardens, London: Frances Lincoln, 118-126. 

Chiba, K. (2007) Class and Gender Dynamics in Chadö, unpublished PhD thesis, University 
of Bristol. 

Choay, F. (1969) The modern city: planning in the nineteenth century, translated, M. Hugo 
and G. Collins, London: Studio Vista. 

Collier, S. (2009) Topologies of Power: Foucault's Analysis of Political Government beyond' 
Governmentality', Theory, Culture, Society, 26 (6): 78-108. 

Colebrook, C. (2002) `The Politics and Potential of Everyday Life', New Literary History, 33 
(4): 687-706. 

Connor, S. (1989) Postmodernist Culture, Oxford: Blackwell. 

Conner, S. (2004) `Topologies: Michel Serres and the Shapes of Thought' Anglistik, 15: 105- 
17. 

Conway, H. (1991) People's Parks: The Design and Development of Victorian Parks in 
Britain, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

243 



Cooper, D. (2005) `Garden, Art, Nature' in T. Richardson and N. Kingbury (eds. ), Vista: The 
Culture and Politics of Gardens, London: Frances Lincoln. 

Cooper, D. (2006) A Philosophy of Gardens, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Corbin, A. (1996) The Foul and the Fragrant: Odour and the Social Imagination. London: 
Papermac. 

Crang, M (2005) `Time: Space' in P. Cloke and R. Johnston (eds. ), Spaces of Geographical 
Thought: Deconstructing Human Geographies Binaries, London: Sage, 199- 220. 

Crang, M. and Thrift, N. (eds. ) (2000) Thinking Space, London: Routledge. 

Crimp, D. (1983) `On the Museum's Ruins' in H. Foster (ed. ), The Anti Aesthetic: Essays on 
Postmodern Culture, Seattle: Bay Press. 

Curl, J. S. (1980) Death and Architecture, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Sutton Publishing. 

Curl, J. (1993) A Celebration of Death, London: B. T. Batsford. 

Davidson, A. (1997) `Structures and Strategies of Discourse: Remarks Towards a History of 
Foucault's Philosophy of Language' in A. Davidson (ed. ), Foucault and His Interlocutors, 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1-17. 

Davidson, A. I. (2001) `Foucault and the Analysis of Concepts' in The Emergence of 
Sexuality, Cambridge, Massachusetts Harvard University Press, 178-191. 

Davies, A. (2008) `Guillermo del Toro's Cronos: the Vampire as Embodied Heterotopia', 
Quarterly Review of Film and Video, 25 (5): 395-403 

Dean, M. (1997) `Nature as Book -a Book as Nature', Journal of Garden History, (17): 172- 
3 

Dean, M. (2007) Governing Societies, Milton Keynes: Open University Press. 

De Boeck, F. (2008) `Dead society in a cemetery city: the transformation of burial rites in 
Kinshasa in M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter (eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and New 
York: Routledge, 297-308. 

Defert, D. (1997) `Foucault, Space, and the Architects' in Politics/Poetics: DocumentaX- 
The Book, Ostfildern-Ruit: Cantz Verlag, 274-283. 

Defcrt, D. (2004) Introduction to Utopies et heterotopias [Utopias and heterotopias] CD: 
INA, Memoire Vive. 

Dehaene, M. and De Cauter, L. (eds. ) (2008a) Heterotopia and the City, London and New 
York: Routledge. 

Dehaene, M. And De Cauter, L. (2008b) `The space of play: towards a general theory of 
heterotopia' in. M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter, (eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and 
New York: Routledge, 75-87. 

244 



Deleuze, G. (1988) Foucault, London: Athlone Press. 

Deleuze, G. (1992) `What is a Dispositif? ' in T. Armstrong (eds. ), Michel Foucault, 
Philosopher, New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 159-168. 

Deleuze, G. (1994) Difference and Repetition, NewYork: Columbia University Press. 

Deleuze, G. and Guattari, F. (2004) A Thousand Plateaus, London: Continuum. 

Descola, P. and Pälsson, G. (eds) (1996) Nature and Society: Anthropological Perspectives, 
London: Routledge. 

Dosse, F. (1997a) History of Structuralism, Volume 2: The Sign Sets 1967-Present, 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Dosse, F. (1997b) History of Structuralism, Volume 1: The Rising Sign, 1945-1966, 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Dove, M. R. (1992) `The Dialectical History of "Jungle in Pakistan": An Examination of the 
Relationship Between Nature and Culture', Journal ofAnthropological Research, 48: (3): 
231-253. 

Dreyfus, H. and Rabinow, P. (1982) Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and 
Hermeneutics, Brighton: Harvester Press. 

Driver, F. (1988) `Moral Geographies: Social Science and the Urban Environment in Mid- 
Nineteenth Century England', Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 13 (3): 
275-287. 

Driver, F. (1993) Power and Pauperism: The Workhouse System 1834 -1884. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Eaton, N. (2003) `Excess in the City? The Consumption of Imported Prints in Colonial 
Calcutta, c. 1780-1795', Journal of Material Culture, 8 (1) 45-74. 

Elden, S. (2001) Mapping the Present: Heidegger, Foucault and the Project of a Spatial 
History, London and New York: Continuum. 

Elden, S. (2007) `Strategy, Medicine and Habitat' in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ), 
Space, Knowledge and Power, Aldershot: Ashgate, 67-82 

Elkins, J. (1993) `On the Conceptual Analysis of Gardens', Journal of Garden History, (13): 
189-98., 

Ellen, R. (1996) `Introduction' in R. Ellen and K. Fuki (eds. ), Redefining Nature: Ecology, 
Culture and Domestication, Oxford and Washington DC: Berg, 1-36. 

Ellen, R. and Fuki, K. (eds. ) (1996) Redefining Nature: Ecology, Culture and Domestication, ' 
Oxford and Washington DC: Berg. 

245 



Etlin, R. (1984) The Architecture of Death, Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press. 

Faubion, J. (2008) `Heterotopia: an ecology' in M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter (eds. ), 
Heterotopia and the City, London and New York: Routledge, 31-40. 

Felski, R. (2002) `Everyday Life', New Literary History, 33 (4): 607-622. 

Finucane, R. C. (1981) `Sacred Corpse, Profane Carrion: Social Ideals and Death Rituals in 
the later Middle Ages' in J. Whaley (ed. ) Mirrors of Mortality: Studies in the Social History 
of Death, London: Europa Publications. 

Fishman, R. (1982) Urban Utopias in the Twentieth Century, Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
MIT Press. 

Fishman, R. (1987) Bourgeois Utopias: the rise and fall of suburbia, New York: Basic 
Books. 

Fitting, P. (1998) `The Concept of Utopia in the Work of Fredric Jameson', Utopian Studies, 
(9) 2: 8-17. 

Flynn, T. (2005) 'Foucault's Mapping of History' in G. Gutting (ed. ), The Cambridge 
Companion to Foucault, 2°d edition, New York: Cambridge University Press pp 29-73 

Foucault, M. (1968) [1967] `Des espaces autres', [Of other spaces] Ärcittetura, 13: 822-23. 

Foucault, M. (1970) [1966] The Order of Things, Andover, Hants: Tavistock. 

Foucault, M. (1972) [1969] The Archaeology of Knowledge, Andover, Hants: Tavistock. 

Foucault, M. (1973) [1963] The Birth of the Clinic, Andover, Hants: Tavistock. 

Foucault, M. (1977) [1975] Discipline and Punish, London: Allen Lane. 

Foucault, M. (1980a) [1977] `The Eye of Power' in C. Gordon (ed. ), Power/Knowledge, 
Brighton: The Harvester Press, 146-165. 

Foucault, M. (1980b) [1977] `The Confession of the Flesh' in C. Gordon (ed. ), 
Power/Knowledge, Brighton: The Harvester Press, 194-228. 

Foucault, M. (1980c) [1976] `Questions on Geography' in C. Gordon (ed. ), 
Power/Knowledge, Brighton: The Harvester Press, 63-77. 

Foucault, M. (1984) [1967] `Des espaces autre' [Of other spaces], Architecture, Mouvement, 
Continuite, (5): 46-49. 

Foucault, M. (1986) [1967] `Of other spaces', Diacritics, (16): 22-7. 

Foucault, M. (1987) [1963] Death and the Labyrinth: the World of Raymond Roussel, 
London: Athlone Press. 

246 



Foucault, M. (1989a) [1966] `The Order of Things' in S. Lotringer (ed. ) Foucault Live: 
Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, New York: Semiotext(e), 13-18. 

Foucault, M. (1989b) [1961] `Madness Only Exists in Society' in S. Lotringer (ed. ), Foucault 
Live: Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, New York: Semiotext(e), 7-9 

Foucault, M. (1994) [1963] `Distance, aspect, origine' in Dits et ecrits Volume 1: 1954-1988, 
Paris: Gallimard, 272-287. 

Foucault, M. (1998a) [1967] `Different Spaces', in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, Method, 
and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: Penguin, 175-185. 

Foucault, M. (1998b) [1966] `The Thought of the Outside' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, 
Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: Penguin, 147- 
171. 

Foucault, M. (1998c) [1968] `This Is Not a Pipe", in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, Method, 
and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: Penguin, 187-204. 

Foucault, M. (1998d) [1966] "A Swimmer Between Two Words in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), 
Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: 
Penguin, 171-174. 

Foucault, M. (1998e) [1963] `A Preface to Transgression' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, 
Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: Penguin, 69-88. 

Foucault, M. (19981) [1967] `On the Ways of Writing History' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), 
Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: 
Penguin, 279-296. 

Foucault, M. (1998g) [1971] `Nietzsche, Genealogy, History' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), 
Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: 
Penguin, 369-389. 

Foucault, M. (1998h) [1968] `On the Archaeology of the Sciences: Response to the 
Epistemological Circle' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology: 
Essential Works ofFoucault Volume 2, London: Penguin 297 -334 

Foucault, M. (19981) [1970] `Theatrum Philosophicum' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Aesthetics, 
Method, and Epistemology: Essential Works of Foucault Volume 2, London: Penguin, 343- 
368. 

Foucault M, (2000a) `The Courses' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Ethics: Essential Works of 
Foucault 1954-1984. Volume 1, London: Penguin, 3-108. 

Foucault M, (2000b) [1969] `Candidacy Presentation; College de France 1969' in J. D. 
Faubion (ed. ), Ethics: Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984. Volume 1, London: Penguin, 
5-10. 

247 



Foucault, M. (2000c) [ 1983] `On the Genealogy of Ethics' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Ethics: 
Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984. Volume 1, London: Penguin: 252-280. 

Foucault, M. (2001 a) [ 1982] `The Subject and Power' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Power. 
Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Volume 3, London: Penguin, 326-348. 

Foucault, M. (2001b) [1974] `The Birth of Social Medicine' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Power: 
Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Volume 3, London: Penguin, 134-156. 

Foucault, M. (2002) [1982] `Space, Knowledge, Power' in J. D. Faubion (ed. ), Power: 
Essential Works of Foucault, Volume 3, London: Penguin, 349-364. 

Foucault, M. (2004) [1966] Utopies et heterotopias [Utopias and heterotopias], CD: INA, 
Memoire Vive. 

Foucault, M. (2005) The hermeneutics of the subject: Lectures at the College de France, 
1981-82, New York : Picador 

Foucault, M. (2006a) [ 1961 ] History of Madness, London: Routledge. 

Foucault, M. (2006b) [ 1974] Psychiatric Power: Lectures at the College de France 1973- 
1974, New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Foucault M, (2007a) [1964] `The Language of Space', translated. G. Moore in J. W. 
Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ), Space, Knowledge and Power, Aldershot: Ashgate, 163-168. 

Foucault, M. (2007b) [ 1978] Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at the College de 
France 1977-78, New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Foucault, M. (2008) [1979] The Birth ofBiopolitics: Lectures at the College de France 1978- 
1979, New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Foucault, M. (2009) [197 1] Manet and the Object of Painting, translated M. Barr, London: 
Tate Publishing. 

Francis, D. Kellaher, L. Neophytou, G. (2005) The Secret Cemetery, Oxford: Berg. 

Francis, M. Hester, R. (1990) The Meaning of Gardens, Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT 
Press. 

Franklin, A. (2000) Nature and Social Theory, London: Sage. 

Gardiner, M. (2004) `Everyday Utopianism: Lefebvre and his critics', Cultural Studies, 18 
(2/3): 228-254. 

Genet, J. (1965) Miracle of the Rose, translated B. Frechtman, London: Anthony Blond. 

Genocchio, B. (1995) `Discourse, Discontinuity, Difference: the Question of Other Spaces' in 
S. Watson and K. Gibson (eds. ), Postmodern Cities and Spaces, Oxford: Blackwell, 35-46. 

248 



Gesler, W. M. (1992) `Therapeutic landscapes: medical geographic research in the light of 
the new cultural geography', Social Science and Medicine, 34: 735-46. 

Gloag, J. (1970) Mr Loudon's England: The Life and Work of John Claudius Loudon, and his 
influence on architecture and furniture design, Newcastle: Oriel Press. 

Goffman, E. (1968) `Characteristics of Total Institutions' in G. Rusche and O. Kircheimer 
(eds. ), Punishment and Social Structure, New York: Russell and Russell, 97-108. 

Gordon, C. (1991) `Governmental Rationality: An Introduction' in G. Burchell et al (eds. ) 
The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, London: Harvester Weatsheaf, 1-52. 

Gordon, J. (2003) `Hybridity, Heterotopia, and Mateship in China Mieville's Perdido Street 
Station' Science Fiction Studies, 30 (3): 456-476. 

Goto, S. (2003) The Japanese Garden, New York: Peter Lang. 

Grainger, H. J. (2005) Death Redesigned -British Crematoria: History, Architecture and 
Landscape, Spire books Ltd: Reading. 

Grimshaw, R. and King, J. (2003) Horticulture in Secure Settings: a study of horticultural 
activities in prisons and secure psychiatric facilities, London: Thrive and Centre for Crime 
and Justice Studies. 

Grosz, E. (1995) Space, Time and Perversion, London and New York: Routledge. 

Guarrasi, V. (2001) `Paradoxes of Modern and Postmodern Geography: Heterotopia of 
Landscape and Cartographic Logic' in C. Minca (ed. ), Postmodern Geography, London: 
Blackwell, 226-237. 

Gutting, G. (1989) Michel Foucault's Archaeology of Scientific Reason, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Hacking, I (2006) `Forward' in History of Madness, M. Foucault, London and New York: 
Routledge, ix-xii. 

Hallam, E. and Hockey, J. (2001) Death, Memory and Material Culture, Oxford and New 
York: Berg. 

Hamlin, C. (1998) Public Health and Social Justice in the Age of Chadwick, 1800-1854, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Hannah, M. (1993) `Foucault on theorizing specificity' Environment and Planning D, 11 (3): 
349-363. 

Hannah, M. (2000) Governmentality and the Mastery of Territory in Nineteenth-Century 
America, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

249 



Hannah, M. (2007) `Formations of Foucault in Anglo-American Geography: An 
Archaeological Sketch' in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ) Space, Knowledge and Power, 
Aldershot: Ashgate, 83-106. 

Haraway, D. (1991) Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: the reinvention of nature, London: Free 
Association. 

Harding, R. P. (1998) `Research priorities: an historian's perspective' in M. Cox (ed. ) Grave 
Concerns: Death and Burial in England 1700-1850, CBA Research Report 113, Council for 
British Archaeology, 205-212. 

Harrison, R. P. (2003) The Dominion of the Dead, Chicago and London: University of 
Chicago Press, 

Harvey, D. (2000) Spaces of Hope, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Hayakawa, M. (1973) The Garden Art of Japan, Kyoto: WeatherhilVrankosha. 

Hayashiya, T. (1974) Japanese Arts and Tea Ceremony, Kyoto: Weatherhill/Tankosha. 

Heinberg, R (1995) Memories and Visions of Paradise: Exploring the Universal Myth of a 
Lost Golden Age, London: Wheaton, Quest Books. 

Hetherington, K. (1997) The Badlands of Modernity: Heterotopia and Social Ordering, 
London: Routledge. 

Heynen, H. (2008) `Afterthoughts: Heterotopia unfolded? ' M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter 
(eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and New York: Routledge, 311-323. 

Hibi, S. (1989) Japanese Detail: traditional architecture, gardens, interiors, London: 
Thames and Hudson. 

Hjorth, D. (2005) `Organizational Entrepreneurship', Journal of Management Inquiry, 14: 4: 
386-398. 

Hook, D. and Vrdoljak, M. (2002) ̀ Gated Communities, heterotopia and a rights of privilege: 
a heterotopology of the South African security-park', Geoforum (33): 195-219. 

Hotz, M. E. (2001) `Down Among the Dead: Edwin Chadwick's Burial Reform Discourse in 
mid Nineteenth Century England', Victorian Literature and Culture, (1) 21-38. 

Howard, E. (1966) [1902] Garden Cities of Tomorrow. London: Faber. 

Howarth, G. (2007) Death and Dying: A Sociological Introduction, Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Howett, C. (1990) `Gardens Are A Good Place for Dying' in M. Francis and R. T. Hester 
(eds. ), The Meaning of Gardens, Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 245-258. 

250 



Huch, R. (1985) `The National Association for the Promotion of Social Science: Its 
Contribution to Victorian Health Reform, 1857-1886', Albion: A Quarterly Journal 
Concerned with British Studies, 17 (3): 279-299. 

Hudson, W. (1982) The Marxist Philosophy of Ernst Bloch, London: Macmillan. 

Hudson, W. (2003) The Reform of Utopia, Ashgate: Aldershot. 

Hunt, J. D. (1987) `Gardens in Utopia: Utopia in the Garden' in D. Baker-Smith and C. 
Barford (eds. ), Between Dream and Nature: Essays on Utopia and Dystopia, Amsterdam: 
Rodopi, 110-125. 

Hunt, J. D. (1999) `Approaches (New and Old) to Garden History', Dumbarton Oakes 
Colloquium on the History of Landscape Architecture, (21): 77-90. 

Hunt, J. D. (2000) Greater Perfections: The Practice of Garden Theory, London: Thames & 
Hudson. 

Huxley, M. (2006) `Spatial rationalities: order, environment, evolution and government', 
Social and Cultural Geography 7(5): 771- 787. 

Huxley, M. (2007) `Geographies of Government', in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ) 
Space, Knowledge and Power, Hampshire: Ashgate, 185-204. 

Itoh, T. (1972) The Japanese Garden: an approach to nature, Yale: Yale University Press. 

Itoh, T. (1973) Space and Illusion in the Japanese Garden, Kyoto: Weatherhill/Tankosha. 

Jacobs, K. (2004) `Pornography in Small Places and Other Spaces', Cultural Studies (18): 67- 
83. 

Jameson, F. (1982) `Progress Versus Utopia, or Can We Imagine the Future', Science Fiction 
Studies, 27: 147-158. - 

Jameson, F. (1988) `Of Islands and Trenches: Neutralisation and the Production of Utopian 
Discourse' in The Ideologies of Theory, Essays 1971-1986, Volume 2, London: Routledge, 
75-102 

Jameson, F. (1998) `Comments', Utopian Studies (9) 2: 74-77. 

Jameson, F. (1991) Postmodernism, or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism, London: 
Verso. - 

Jameson, F. (2002) A Singular Modernity: Essay on the Ontology of the Present, London and 
New York: Verso. ' 

Jameson, F. (2004) `The Politics of Utopia', New Left Review (25): 35-54. 

Jarman, D. (1990) The Garden [film] London: Channel Four and British Screen. 

251 



Jarman, D. (1991) Modern Nature, London: Vintage. 

Jarman, D. and Sooley, H. (1995) Derek Jarman's Garden, London: Thames and Hudson. 

Joyce, P (2003) The Rule of Freedom, London: Verso. 

Jupp, P. (1990) From Dust to Ashes: The Replacement of Burial by Cremation in England 
1840-1967, The Congregational Lecture (pamphlet). 

Jupp, P. (1993) `Cremation or burial? Contemporary choice in city and village' in C. Clark 
(ed. ), The Sociology of Death: theory, culture, practice, Oxford: Blackwell, 167-175. 

Jupp, P. (1997) `Enon Chapel: No way for the Dead', in P. Jupp and G. Howarth (eds. ), The 
Changing Face of Death, London: Macmillan Press, 90-104. 

Kahn, M. (1995) `Heterotopic Dissonance in the Museum Representation of Pacific Island 
Cultures', American Anthropologist, 97 (2): 324-338. 

Kaplan, S. (1995) `The Restorative Benefits of Nature: Towards an Integrative Framework', 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, (15): 169-182. 

Keane, M. (2002) The Art of Setting Stones, Berkeley, California Stone Bridge Press. 

Keane, M (2004) Japanese Garden Design, Boston: Tuttle Publishing. 

Kern, K. (2008) `Heterotopia of the theme park street' in M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter 
(eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and New York: Routledge, 104-116. 

King, R. (1979) The Quest for Paradise: A History of the World's Gardens, London: 
Whittet/Windward. 

Kit-Wai Ma, E. (2002) `Translocal Spatiality', International Journal of Cultural Studies, 5 
(2): 131-152 

Koyre, A. (1957) From the Closed to the Infinite Universe, Baltimore, John Hopkins Press. 

Kselman, T. (1993) Death and the Afterlife in Modern France, Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. 

Kumar, K. (1991) Utopianism, Buckingham: Open University Press. 

Laqueur, T. (1983) 'Bodies, death and pauper funerals', Representations, 1 (1): 109-31. 

Laqueur, T. (2001) `Spaces of the Dead in Modernity' Cultural Studies at George Mason 
[http: //www. probeinternational. org/old_drupal/UrbanNewSite/spacesofthedead. pdf, accessed 
4/1/10] 

Larson, J. M. (2006) `What's so therapeutic about horticulture? ' Paper given to BGCI's 6`h 
International Congress on Education in Botanic Gardens: `Nature of Success: Success for 
Nature' [www. beci. org/educationcongress/pages/authors/larson, accessed 1/10/08]. 

252 



Lash, S. Szerszynski, B. Wynne, B. (eds) (1996) Risk, Environment and Modernity: towards 
a new ecology, London: Sage. 

Laurier, E. and Philo, C. (2004) `Ethnoarchaeology and Undefined Investigations', 
Environment and Planning A, 36 (3): 421-436. 

Lax, F. (1998) `Heterotopia from a Biological and Medical Point of View' in R. Ritter and B. 
Knaller-Vlay (eds. ), Other Spaces. The Affair of the Heterotopia, Dokumente zur 
Architektur 10, Graz, Austria: Haus der Architektur, 114-123. 

Lees, L (1997) `Ageographia, heterotopia, and Vancouver's new public library', Environment 
and Planning D, 17 (1): 69-86. 

Lefebvre, H. (1991) The Production of Space, translated D. Nicholson-Smith, Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

Lefebvre, H. (2003) The Urban Revolution, translated. R. Bononno, Minneapolis, University 
of Minnesota Press. 

Legate, K. (2000) `Shrubbery planting (1830-1900')' in J. Woudstra and K. Fieldhouse, 
Regeneration of Public Parks: London: E& FN Spon, 89-108. 

Legg, S. (2007) Spaces of Colonialism: Delhi's Urban Governmentalities, Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

Lemert, C. and Gillan, G. (1982) Michel Foucault: Social Theory as Transgression, New 
York: Columbia University Press. 

Lemke, T. (2001) `The birth of bio-politics: Michel Foucault's lecture at the College de 
France on neo-liberal governmentality', Economy and Society. 30 (2): 190-207. 

Levitas, R. (1990) The Concept of Utopia, New York: Syracuse University Press. 

Levitas, R. (2001) `For Utopia: The (Limits of the) Utopian Function in Late Capitalist 
Society' in B. Goodwin (ed. ), The Philosophy of Utopia, Ilford: Frank Cass Publications, 25- 
43. 

Levitas, R. (2003a) `Introduction: the elusive idea of utopia', History of the Human Sciences 
16 (1): 1-10. 

Levitas, R. (2003b) `Utopia Here and Now' in S. Meyer (ed. ) Midlertidige Utopier 
[Temporary Utopia] Oslo: Museum of Contemporary Art, 142-148. 

Levitas, R. (2003c) `On dialectical utopianism', History of the Human Sciences, 6 (12): 137- 
150. 

Levitas, R. (2005) `The Imaginary Reconstitution of Society or why sociologists and others' 
should take utopia more seriously', Inaugural Lecture, University of Bristol, 24 October 2005 
[http: //www. bristol. ac. uk/sociology/staff/ruthlevitas. html, accessed: 1/5/2010]. 

253 



Levitas, R. (2007) `Looking for the blue: the necessity of utopia', Journal of Political 
Ideologies, 12: (3): 289-306. 

Levitas, R. (2008) `Pragmatism, Utopia and Anti-Utopia in Critical Horizons', Journal of 
Philosophy and Social Theory, 9 (1): 42-59. 

Lewis, C. (1976) `The evolution of horticultural therapy in the United States', National 
Council of Therapy and Rehabilitation Through Horticulture 2(5): 1-6. 

Liff, S. (2003) `Shaping e-Access in the Cybercafe: Networks, Boundaries and Heterotopian 
Innovation', New Media and Society, 5: (3): 313-334. 

Longhurst, R. (2006) `Plots, plants and paradoxes: contemporary domestic gardens in 
Aotearoa/New Zealand' Social and Cultural Geography, 7 (4): 581-593. 

Lou, J. (2007) `Revitalising Chinatown into a Heterotopia', Space and Culture, 10 (2): 107- 
194 

Loudon, J. (1829) The Gardener's Magazine, Volume 5, London: Longman, Rees, Orme, 
Brown and Green. 

Loudon, J. (1833) An Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm and Villa Architecture and Furniture, 
London: Longman. 

Loudon, J. (1834) The Gardener's Magazine Volume 10, London: Longman, Rees, Orme, 
Brown and Green. 

Loudon, C. (1835) The Gardeners Magazine Volume 12, London: Longman, Rees, Orme, 
Brown and Green 

Loudon, J. (1838) The Suburban Gardener, and Villa Companion, Edinburgh: Longman, 
Orme, Brown, Green and Longmans, and W. Black (reprinted facsimile edition, 1982, 
London: Garland Publishing). 

Loudon, J. (1843) On the Laying Out, Planting, and Managing of Cemeteries; and on the 
Improvement of Churchyards, London: Longman, Brown, Green and Longmans (reprinted 
facsimile edition, 1981, Redhill, Surrey Ivelet Books). 

Mabey, R (2005) Fencing Paradise: reflections on the myths of paradise, London: Eden 
Project Books. 

MacDougall, E. (1980) John Claudius Loudon and the Nineteenth Century in Great Britain. 
Washington DC: Dumbarton Oaks. 

Macey, D. (1993) The Lives of Michel Foucault, London: Vintage. 

Mackinnon, W. A. (1842) Select Committee on Improvement of Health of Towns: Report on 
the Effect of Interment of Bodies in Towns, Minutes of Evidence, 1842, (327), 1-258. 

254 



Macnaghten, P. and Urry, J. (1998) Contested Natures, London: Sage. 

Major-Poetzl, P. (1983) Michel Foucault's Archaeology of Western Culture: Toward a New 
Science of History, Brighton: Harvester Press. 

Marin, L. (1984) Utopics: The Semiological Play of Textual Spaces, New York: Humanity 
Books. 

Marin, L. (1992) Lectures traversieres, Paris: Albin Michel. 

Marin, L. (1993) `Frontiers of Utopia: Past and Present', Critical Inquiry, (19): 397-420. 

Markus, T. (1993) Buildings and Power, London: Routledge. 

Massey, D. (1993) `Politics and Space/Time' in M. Keith and S. Pile (eds. ), Place and the 
Politics of Identity, London: Routledge, 141-161. 

Massey, D. (2005) For Space, London; Sage. 

Matless, D. (1992) `An occasion for geography: landscape, representation, and Foucault's 
corpus' Environment and Planning D, 10 (1): 41-56. 

McHale, B. (1992) Constructing Postmodernism, London: Routledge. 

McKay, G (2000) Glastonbury: a very English fair, London: Victor Gollancz. 

McManners, J. (1981) `Death and the French Historians' in J. Whaley (ed. ), Mirrors of 
Mortality: Studies in the Social History of Death, London: Europa. 

McNamee, S. (2000) 'Foucault's Heterotopia and Children's Everyday Lives', Childhood, 7 
(4): 479-492. 

Meerzon, Y. (2007) `The Ideal City: Heterotopia or Panopticon? On Joseph Brodsky's Play 
Marbles and Its Fictional Spaces', Modern Drama, 50 (2): 184-209. 

Megill, A. (1985) Prophets of Extremity: Nietzsche, Heidegger, Foucault, Derrida, Berkley: 
University of California Press. 

Meinig, D. W. (1979) The Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes: Geographical Essays, 
New York: Oxford University Press, pp 33- 50. 

Meyer, S. (2003) Midlertidige Utopier [Temporary Utopia] Oslo: Museum of Contemporary 
Art. 

Minca, C. (2001) (ed. ) Postmodern Geography, London: Blackwell. 

More, T. (1965) [1516] Utopia, London: Penguin. 

Mosser, M. and Teyssot, G. (1990) (eds. ) The Architecture of Western Gardens: A Design 
History from the Renaissance to the Present Day, Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

255 



Mosser, M. (1990) `Paradox in the Garden: A Brief History of Fabriques in The Architecture 
of Western Gardens' in A. Mosser and G. Teyssot (eds. ), A Design History from the 
Renaissance to the Present Day, Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 263-280. 

Moylan, T. (2000) Scraps of the Untainted Sky, Oxford: Westview Press. 

Mumford, L. (1961) The City in History: Its Origins, Its Transformations, and Its Prospects, 
London: Seckerand Warburg. 

Murakami Brown, D. (2007) `Beyond the Panopticon? Foucault and Surveillance Studies' in 
J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ), Space, Knowledge and Power, Aldershot: Ashgate, 245- 
264. 

Muzzio, D. and Muzzio-Rentas, J. (2008) `A kind of instinct: the cinematic mall as 
heterotopia' in M. Dehaene and L. De Cauter (eds. ), Heterotopia and the City, London and 
New York: Routledge, 137-149. 

National Art Museum of China (2008) `Garden Utopia by Zhang Wang', [http: //www. e- 
flux. com/shows/view/5322 accessed 16/9/2008]. 

National Urban Forestry Unit (1999) `Urban forestry in practice - woodland burial', Case 
Study 12: NUFU. 

North, P. (1999) `Explorations in Heterotopia: Local Exchange Trading Schemes', 
Environment and Planning D, 17 (1): 69-86. 

Ogborn, M. and Philo, C. (1994) `Soldiers, sailors and moral locations in nineteenth century 
Portsmouth', Area 26 (3): 221-31. 

Osborne, T. (1996) `Security and vitality: drains, liberalism and power in the nineteenth 
century' in A. Barry, T. Osborne and N. Rose (eds. ), Foucault and Political Reason, London: 
University College London Press. 

Osborne, T. (1998) Aspects of Enlightenment, London: UCL Press 

Osborne, T. and Rose, N. (1999) `Governing cities: notes on the spatialisation of virtue', 
Environment and Planning D, 17 (6): 737-760. 

Osborne, T. and Rose, N. (2004) `Spatial phenomenotechnics: making space with Charles 
Booth and Patrick Geddes', Environment and Planning D, 22 (2): 209-228. 

Owens, B. M. (2002) `Monumentality, identity and the state: local practice, world heritage, 
and heterotopia at Swayambhu, Nepal', Anthropological Quarterly, 75 (2): 269-316. 

Parkes, G. (1989) `The Role of Rock in the Japanese Dry Landscape Garden' in F. Berthier 
(cd. ), Reading Zen in the Rocks, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 85-145. 

Pearman, H. (2003) ̀ The Other Eden' in H. Pearman and A. Whalley (eds. ), The Architecture 
of Eden, London: Eden Project Books, 9-30. 

256 



Persson, A. and Richards, W. (2008) 'From closet to heterotopia: a conceptual exploration of 
disclosure and passing among heterosexuals living with HIV, Culture, Health & Sexuality, 10 
(1): 73-86. 

Philo, C. (1987) `Fit Localities for an asylum: the historical geography of the nineteenth- 
century mad business in England as viewed through the pages of the Asylum Journal', 
Journal of Historical Geography, 13 (4) 398-415. 

Philo, C. (1989) `Thoughts, words, and creative locational acts' in F. W. Boal and D. N. 
Livingstone (eds. ), The Behavioural Environment, London: Routledge, 205-234. 

Philo, C. (1992) 'Foucault's geography' in Environment and Planning D, 10 (2): 137-161. 

Philo, C. (2000) `The Birth of the Clinic: an unknown work of medical geography' Area, 32: 
11-19. 

Philo, C. (2004) A Geographical History of Institutional Provision for the Insane from 
Medieval Times to the 1860s in England and Wales: The Space Reserved for Insanity, 
Lampeter, Wales: Edwin Mellen Press. 

Philo, C. (2007) `Bellicose History and Local Discursivities: An Archaeological Reading of 
Michel Foucault's Society Must be Defended' in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds. ) Space, 
Knowledge and Power, Aldershot: Ashgate, 341-367. 

Piercy, M. (1979) Woman on the Edge of Time, London: The Woman's Press. 

Pilgrim, R. (1986) `Intervals ("Ma") in Space and Time: Foundations for a Religio-Aesthetic 
Paradigm in Japan', History of Religion, 25 (3): 255-277. 

Prest, J. (1981) The Garden of Eden: The Botanic Garden and the re-Creation of Paradise, 
New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 

Porphyrios, D. (1982) Sources of Modern Eclecticism, London: Academy Editions. 

Rabinow, P. (1989) French Modern: Norms and Forms of the Social Environment, Chicago 
and London: University of Chicago Press. 

Ragon, M, (1983) The Space of Death, translated A. Sheridan, University Press of Virginia: 
Chalottesville. 

Rees, S. (2001) The Floating Brothel, London: Headline. 

Reynolds, R. (2008) On Guerrilla Gardening: a handbook for gardening without boundaries, 
London: Bloomsbury. 

Richardson, R. (1987) Death, Dissection and the Destitute. London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul. 

257 



Ripley, C. (2006) `Safe as Houses: The Mettray colony as Seen by Jean Genet', Space and 
Culture, 9 (4): 400-417. 

Riding, L. (1980) The Poems of Laura Riding, Manchester: Carcanet Press. 

Ritter, R. and Knaller-Vlay, B., (eds. ) (1998) Other Spaces: The Affair of the Heterotopia, 
Dokumente zur Architektur 10, Graz, Austria: Haus der Architektur. 

Roach, J. (1996), Cities of the Dead : Circum-Atlantic Performance, New York: Columbia 
University Press. 

Robbe-Grillet, A, (1965) Snapshots and Towards A New Novel, translated B. Wright, 
London: Calder and Boyars. 

Robinson, K. S. (1996) Blue Mars, London: HarperCollins. 

Rose, G. (1993) Feminism and Geography, Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Rose, N. (1990) Governing the Soul, Routledge: London. 

Rose, N. O'Malley, P. and Valverde, M. (2006) `Govemmentality', Annual Review of Law 
and Social Science, (2): 83-104. 

Rotenberg, R. (1995) Landscape and Power in Vienna, Baltimore and London: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. 

Rothman, D. J. (1971) The Discovery of the Asylum, Toronto: Little and Brown. 

Roussel, R. (1995) How I Wrote Certain of My Books, Cambridge MA: Exact Exchange. 

Rousseau, J. (1997) Julie or the New Heloise: letters of two lovers who live in a small town at 
the foot of the Alps, translated Stewart and Vache, Hanover and London: University Press of 
New England. 

Rugg, J. (1997) `The Origins and Progress of Cemetery Establishment in Britain' in P. Jupp, 
and G. Howarth (eds. ) The Changing Face of Death, London: Macmillan Press, 105-119. 

Rugg, J. (1998) ̀ A few remarks on modern sepulture: current trends and new directions in 
cemetery research', Mortality, 3 (2): 111-119. 

Rugg, J. (1999) `From Reason to Regulation: 1760-1850' in P. Jupp and C. Gittings (eds. ) 
Death in England, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 202- 229. 

Rugg, J. (2006) `Lawn cemeteries: the emergence of a new landscape of death' 
, Urban 

History 33 (2) 213-233. 

Rush, B. (1812) `Medical Inquiries upon Diseases of the Mind' republished in The History of 
Medicine Series, Number 15, (1962), New York: Hafner Publishing. 

Saldanha, A. (2008) `Heterotopia and structuralism', Environment and Planning A, 40: 2080- 
2096. 

258 



Saunders, C. and Price, S. (2009) 'One person's eu-topia, another's hell: Climate Camp as a 
heterotopia', Environmental Politics, 18 (1): 117-122. 

Scanlan, J. (2005) On Garbage, London: Reaktion Books. 

Schama, S. (2004) Landscape and Memory, London: Harper Perennial. 

Schiechen, J. (1988) `The Victorians, the Historians, and the Idea of Modernism', American 
Historical Review, 93 (2): 287-316. 

Schumann, U. (2003) `The Hidden Roots of the Garden City Idea: From John Sinclair to John 
Claudius Loudon', Journal of Planning History, 2(4): 291-310. 

SCRC (2001a) Select Committee Report on Cemeteries, ̀ Environment, Transport and 
Regional Affairs: Report and Proceedings of the Committee together with the Minutes of 
Evidence taken before the Environment Sub-Committee', 2001,91 (I) 
[http: //www. publications. parliament. uk/pa/cm200001 /croselect/cmenvtra/91 /9102. htm: 
accessed: 14/4/2010] 

SCRC (2001b), Select Committee Report on Cemeteries, ̀ Environment, Transport and 
Regional Affairs: Memoranda relating to the inquiry submitted to the Environmental Sub- 
Committee', 2001,91 (I1) 
[http: //www. publications. parliament. uk/pa/cm200001 /croselect/cmenvtra/91 /91 mO2. htm, 
accessed: 14/4/2010]. ' 

Scull, A. (1979) Museums of Madness London; Allen Lane. 

Scull, A. (1980) `A convenient place to get rid of inconvenient people: the Victorian lunatic 
asylum' in A. D. King (ed. ), Buildings and Society, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 39- 
56. 

Scull, A. (1991) The Asylum as Utopia: W. A. F. Browne and the Mid-Nineteenth Century 
Consolidation of Psychiatry, London: Tavistock/Routledge. 

Sempik, J. Aldridge, J. and Becker, S. (2003) `Social and therapeutic horticulture: evidence 
and messages from research', Loughborough: Thrive and Centre for Child and Family 
Research, Loughborough University. 

Sempik, J. Aldridge, J. and Becker, S. (2005) Health, Well-Being and Social Inclusion, 
Therapeutic Horticulture in the UK, Bristol: The Polity Press. 

Sempik, J. and Spurgeon, T. (2006) `Lessons learnt - Evidence from practice paper given to 
BGCI's 6`h International Congress on Education in Botanic Gardens: Success for Nature' 
[www. beci. org/educationcongress/pages/authors/sempik, accessed 1/10/08]. 

Serres, M. (1997) `The Geometry of the Incommunicable: Madness' in A. I. Davidson (ed. ), 
Foucault and His Interlocutors, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 36-56., 

259 



Shields, R. (199 1) Places on the Margin: alternative geographies of modernity, London: 
Routledge. 

Shields, R. (1999) Lefebvre, Love and Struggle: Spatial Dialectics, London: Routledge. 

Shillington, L. (2008) `Being(s) in relation at home: socio-natures of patio' gardens' in 
Managua, Nicaragua', Social and Cultural Geography, 9 (7): 55-776. 

Sibley, D. (1995) Geographies of Exclusion: Society and Difference in the West, London: 
Routledge. 

Siebers, T. (1994) Heterotopia: Postmodern Utopia and the Body Politic, Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press. 

Simo, M. (1988) Loudon and the Landscape, New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 

Slaney, R. (1833) Report of Select Committee on Public Walks, 1833, xv, (448): 1-69. 

Smit, T. (1997) The Lost Gardens of Heligan, London: Victor Gollancz. 

Smith, N. (2003) `Foreword', The Urban Revolution, H. Lefebvre, Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota, vii-xxiii. 

Soja, E. (1989) Postmodern Geographies: the reassertion of space in critical social theory, 
London: Verso. 

Soja, E. (1995) `Heterotopologies: A Remembrance of Other Spaces in the Citadel-LA' in S. 
Watson and K. Gibson (eds. ) Postmodern Cities and Spaces, Oxford: Blackwell, 13-34. 

Soja, E. (1996) Thirdspace, Oxford: Blackwell. 

Somay, B. (1984) `Towards an Open-Ended Utopia', Science Fiction Studies, 11 (1): 25-38. 

Stallybrass, P. and White, A. (1986) The Politics and Poetics of Transgression, London: 
Methuen. 

Sumara, D. and Davis, B. (1999) `Interrupting Heteronormativity: Towards a Queer 
Curriculum Theory, Curriculum Inquiry, 29 (2): 191-208. 

Tafuri, M. (1987) The Sphere and the Labyrinth, London: MIT Press. 

Tamboukou, M. (2000) ̀ Of Other Spaces: women's colleges at the turn of the century in the 
UK', Gender, Place and Culture, 7 (3): 247-263. 

Teyssot, G. (1998) `Heterotopias and the History of Spaces' in M. Hays (ed. ), Architecture 
Theory since 1968, London: MIT Press, 298- 310. 

Thomas, K (1983) Man and the Natural world. - changing attitudes in England 1500-1800, 
London: Allen Lane. 

260 



Trunkwell Garden Project (2007) `The Secret Garden', Thrive Publications. 

Thrift, N. (2006) `Space', Theory, Culture and Society, 23: 139-146. 

Thrift, N. (2007) `Overcome by Space: Reworking Foucault' in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden 
(eds. ), Space, Knowledge and Power, Aldershot: Ashgate, 53-5 8. 

Tiley, R. (2006) Haycombe Cemetery, Bath and North East Somerset Council. 
[www. bathnes. gov. uk/communityandliving/deaths/cemeteries/Pages/Haycombe. aspx, 
accessed 01/11/2006] 

Tonna, J. (1990) `The Poetics of Arab-Islamic Architecture, Muqarnas, (7): 182-197. 

Trellis Charity (2008) `What is HT? ' [www. trellisscotland. org. uk/publications, accessed 
18/11/2008]. 

Tuan, Yi-Fu. (1974) Topophilia, New York: Columbia University Press. 

Tuan, Yi-Fu (1984) Dominance and Affection, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Tuke, S. (1813) `Description of the Retreat', reprinted in Psychiatric Monograph Series 7 
(1964), London: Dawsons. 

Turner, T (2005) Garden History: Philosophy and Design 2000 BC-2000 AD, London and 
New York: Spon Press. 

Ulrich, R. S. (1984) ̀ View through a window may influence recovery from surgery', Science 
and Children, 22 (4): 420-421. 
Urbach, H. (1998) `Writing architectural heterotopia', The Journal of Architecture, (3): 347- 
354. 

Van Erp-Houtepan, A. (1986) `The Etymological Origin of the Garden', Journal of Garden 
History, (6): 227-231. 

Van Gennep, A. (1960) The Rites of Passage, London: Routledge and Kegan. 

Van Zuylen, G. (1995) The Garden: Visions of Paradise, London: Thames and Hudson. 

Vattimo, G. (1992) The Transparent Society, Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Veyne, P. (1984) Writing History: Essay on Epistemology, Manchester: Manchester 
University Press. 

Veyne, P. (1997) `Foucault Revolutionizes History' in A. I. Davidson (ed. ), Foucault and His 
Interlocutors, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 146-182. 

Walker, G. A. (1839) Gatherings from Grave Yards, London: Messrs. Longman and 
Company. 

261 



Walker, G. A. (1840) `Evidence submitted to the Select Committee on the Health of Towns', 
1840 (384): xi, 211-218. 

Webb, D. (2005) `Bakhtin at the Seaside', Theory, Culture and Society, 22: 121-138. 

Wedderbum, T. (2009) `Together We Can Grow in the UK', Journal of Social and 
Therapeutic Horticulture, (116): 7-9. 

Wegner, P. E. (1998) `Horizons, Figures, and Machines: The Dialectic of Utopia in the Work 
of Fredric Jameson', Utopian Studies, 9 (2): 58-73. 

Werbner, P. (1997) `Introduction: The Dialectics of Cultural Hybridity' in, P. Werbner and 
T. Modood (eds. ), Debating Cultural Hybridity, London and New Jersey: Zed Books, 1-28. 

West-Pavlov, R. (2009) Space in Theory, Amsterdam: Rodopi. 

Whalley, A. (2003) `Eden and the Glasshouse Tradition' in H. Pearman and A. Whalley 
(eds. ), The Architecture of Eden, London: Eden Project Books, 104-117. 

White, E. (1993) Genet, London: Chatto and Windus. 

Williams, R. (1973) The Country and the City, London; Chatto and Windus. 

Wilson, A. (1991) The Culture of Nature, Toronto: Between the Lines. 

Wittgenstein, L. (1976) Philosophical Investigations, Oxford: Blackwell. 

Worpole, K. (2003) Last Landscapes: The Architecture of the Cemetery in the West, London: 
Reaktion Books. 

Yoshinaga, Y. (1962) Composition and Expression in Japanese Traditional Gardens, Tokyo: 
Shokokusha Publishing. 

262 

UNIVERSITY 
nF RRSTOL 


