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David Harvey’s long contribution to the analysis of space now spans
- three decades. Few can doubt his contribution to a critical geography
" which space is prioritised as a fundamental element for understanding
how c_apitalism has survived and prospered. Harvey’s ‘project” was to
establish ‘historico-geographical materialism’ in which he sought to
deve]op' Marx's paradigm of capitalist accumulation to include the
Xrosd “evon of space in the production and reproduction of social life.
thse (ZS(I)];:; Sg;at?s Harvey’s focus is on “the recurrent.tension s betv;feﬁn
social procei,sezat})] problem of space and the (sociological) problem (;] the
an important = tak.e place within it” (Saunders, 1981: 22.0).. T. is is
analysis of ¢ COrltnbu,me i Fhe development of an inFer—dmmplmary
saciety. In thil:a;_}: and its application for the investigation of modern
be enhanced to .ar\;e:; writes that Marx’s original formulation 'needs }tlo
development wmefude a spatial as well as temporal ana!ysm of the
> Perpetuation and expansion of modern capitalism:

Historical iali
materialism has to be upgraded, 1 insist, to historical-geographical

materialism, : s
Lhe hlstorual.geogmphy of capitalism has to be the object of

theorising. (Harvey, 19835, xii)

Harvey’s ¢ fant? 1:
of the };’rogfx?t?gtn,(ilfk:pl;iegv‘;?’;’ is concerned with developing a theory
accumulation and circulation cticf aC.knowledges d.le folsobapace mn e
labour power. That ey capital as well as in the reproduction of
and geographical con;extpihaatagcummauon ta‘k es place in an historical
core of Harvey? lysi - engenders specific spatial forms. At the
: ¥’ analysis then is an account of space (and time) in which
mater'lal processes and social relations are considered essential to th
question of urbanisation. For Harvey, this question of urbanj ik
what he calls ‘the urban process’ is a theme that run:ntllianon and
Harvey’s considerable output. For Harvey, roughout

The question ‘what is space?’ is replaced by the question ‘how is it thay

X S G S differene
human practices create and make use of distinctive conceptualisations of g

Pace?*

PR——

An understanding of urbanism and of the social process — spatial form theme
requires that we understand how human activity creates the need for specific
spatial concepts and how daily social practice solves with consummate ease
seemingly deep philosophical mysteries concerning the nature of space and the
relationships between social processes and spatial forms. (Harvey, 1973: 14)

For Harvey, both space and time must be considered as basic categories
of human existence. They cannot be separated from material processes.
To understand space (and time) then, according to Harvey, one must
investigate the material processes and practices that form the basis for
the reproduction of social life. Every mode of production then will
produce its own conceptions of space and time. Harvey asserts that a
seeming consensus now exists in that it is recognised that space and time
are socially constructed. It is worth emphasising, as Harvey does, what
this materialist perspective means for the analysis of the role of space
and time in social life. Harvey states that

different socicties produce qualitatively different conceptions of space and time
[therefore] . ..each social formation constructs objective conceptions of space
and time sufficient unto its own needs and purposes of material social
reproduction and organises its material practices in accordance with those
conceptions. (Harvey, 1997: 256-8)

Space then, for Harvey, is understood as produced, shaped, moulded
and used within specific epochs and societies. The forms that space takes
not only represent the mode of production but symbolise the cultural
aspirations of a given society at a specific time as well as the existing
social order. Geographical space then for Harvey should not be separated
from society but must be understood as the product of social relations
and historical practices, as they become embedded and internalised
within spatial forms and structures. Harvey’s original focus, and one
that remains throughout his work, his project of historical-geographical
materialism, is to analyse the role of space under industrial capitalism.
More specifically to investigate:

the way in which markets conceal social (and we should add, geographical)
information and relations. We have to penetrate the veil of fetishism with which
we are necessarily surrounded by virtue of the system of commodity production
and exchange and discover what lies behind it. (Harvey, 1997: 262-3)

Harvey’s approach is fundamentally a Marxist analysis of the role of
space in the processes of the accumulation and circulation of capital, of
the production of the built environment and class struggle and which are
manifest in the meanings and values, as well as the spatial arrangement,
organisation and form of the urban landscape. That is, it is a consideration
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of the spatial dimension of Marx’s analysis of capitalism as a mode of
production in which the built environment of the city expresses the
needs of capital both for production and for the reproduction of labour
power. As Smith puts it, Harvey’s theoretical orientation throughout his
works is rooted in a Marxist theory that:

attempts to explain the specific economic, political and social structure of
society in a given period as the result not of supposedly universal forces (for
example, human nature), but as a result of historically specific and contingent
processes. It is not just that competition and the market, economic growth and
the profit motive are historically contingent, but that the form they take changes
and develops within the history of capitalism itself. A further strength of
Marxist theory is its relational perspective which treats capitalist society as a
coherent (if not always consistent) whole, rather than as an agglomeration of
fragments. (Smith, 1984: x)

What Harvey seeks is a spatialisation of Marx through the consideration
of the production of space and specifically, the creation of the buile
environment of the city as necessary conditions for, and the product of
the processes of accumulation, circulation and consumption of capital.
Harvey’s project then is o develop Marx’s ‘paradigm of production’ to
include the production of space as an essential element in the production
and reproduction of social life. As Harvey puts it,

Capital is a process an
through commodity p
world are heavily im

d not a thing. It is a process of reproduction of social life
roduction, in which all of us in the advanced capitalist
ensure that it is 4 dphcat:;d. Its internali.sed rules of operatio.n are sugh as to
restlessly and e y;lamlc and r‘evolutlonary mode of socxa! qrgamsatlon,
The process maskseae:csi )f'eg:}?.SfOI'mug.g the society within which it is emdeéed.
creates new wants and needs l:;;lf)ict;:}: s 2r O“fth through creative destdnéctlzn,
transforms spaces, and 2 € capacity for human labour and desire,
> and speeds up the pace of life. It produces problems of over-

accumulation fq i e C
(Harvey, 1990. 03[4;/’hlch there are but a limited number of possible solutions.

: iy significant

because as Harvey puts it, [i]deas about environment, population, and

resources are not neutral. They are political in origin and have po];tic I
a

effects” (Harvey, 1977: 237). Harvey’s concern then is to investigate the
production and use of the physical and social landscape of the city
that is shaped and formed within the urbanising process of capital
accumulation.

Much of Harvey’s work, it will be argued, supplements and illuminates
Lefebvre’s thesis concerning the production of space, in particular his
necessary element of ‘spatial practice’, but differs in that whilst
Lefebvre sees urbanisation as the means by which capitalism survives
through the production of new and increasingly dominant urban
spatial forms, Harvey argues that the creation of space is dependent on
the investment priorities and demands of industrial capital. For
Harvey, the production of specific spatial forms and the spatial
arrangements of urban industrial capitalism are fundamental for
understanding the organisation and structuring of the necessary social
relations of modern capitalist society. Thus Harvey argues that capital
accumulation demands urban forms that facilitate the more effective
extraction of surplus value by organising the spatial form of the urban
as a production centre, as a location for consumption, as facilitating
the circulation of capital and for the reproduction of labour. This then
is Harvey’s rationale for attempting to develop a political economy of
space as a means to spatialise and upgrade Marx’s analysis of capitalism
to provide an explanation for how it is that the urban became the key
spatial node for the social relations of modern capitalism’s necessary
social relations, structures and processes. How it is that the urban as
particular spatial forms are the product of capitalism. Harvey thus

attempts to provide an understanding of the fundamental processes
underlying the spatial form and organisation of modern, industrial
urban capitalism. That is,

Any general theory of the city must somehow relate the social processes in the
city to the spatial form which the city assumes...We must relate social
behaviour to the way in which the city assumes a certain geography, a certain
spatial form. We must recognise that once a particular spatial form is created
it tends to institutionalise and, in some respects, to determine the future
development of social process. (Harvey, 1973: 23, 27)

THE SPACE OF INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM

Crucially for Harvey, after Marx, the needs of industrial capital (to
minimise circulation costs, but to maximise the availability of labour,
access to markets and raw materials, etc.) promoted the concentration
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and ‘rational’ location of production, and all associated activities within
large urban centres, As Harvey states,

Vast concentrations of capital and labour have come together in WCUOPOI"a“
areas of incredible complexity, while transport and communication s.zstems.
stretched in far-flung nets around the globe, permit information al?d 1 ClaSVaS
well as materia] goods and even labour power to move around with re an\éz
case. Factories and fields, schools, churches, shopping centres and p?rks, "’acd
and railways litter a landscape that has been indelibly and irreversibly carv
©ut according to the dictates of capitalism. (Harvey, 1982: 373)

Industrial capitalism dominates urbanism by producing the space and
the spatial Structures necessary for the creation of surplus "f’l“e that,
concomitantly, leads to the construction of the built environment.
Harvey’s understanding of what he calls ‘the urban PTOCCSS,,and e
importance for capitalism differs from Lefebvre in that despite both
viewing the Production of Space as crucial for the survival and perpetu-
ation of capitalism, Harvey does not prioritise the urban over the needs
of industria] capital, As Harvey puts it

Urbanism may pe regarded as a particular form or patterning of the social
Process. This process unfolds in 5 spatially structured environment created by
man. The city can therefore be regarded as a tangible, built environment — an
environment which jg , social product, (Harvey, 1973: 196)

Ha‘rvey’s analysis of the production of space emphasises the investment
logic of industria]

i 1al capital as the key causal function of urbanisation in
that “[i]n certain imp,

- _iportant and cryci,] respects industrial society and
tHc struc;l;r;s which comprise it continye to dominate urbanism™
(Harvey, 1973, 311). Harvey’s SPatialisation of Marx seeks to address
how the needs and priorij

ties of i
for investment in and Creation of th

of the u.rban as well as in those areas directly related to the means of
production. This then leads to ¢

1ption ke The reputation
and significance of individual cities rests to a large degree upon their location

with respect to the geographica.l circulation of the su.rplus. The qualitariye
attributes of urbanism will likewise be affected by the rise and fall in the tory)
quantity of surplus as well as the degree to which the surplus is produceq in
concentratable form. (Harvey, 1973: 246)

ACCUMULATION AND CIRCUITS OF CAPITAL

Harvey, like Marx and Lefebvre, views capitalism as depending upon the
concentration and circulation of surplus. The city is the product of these
processes by which its spatial form and arrangements prioritise the role
that the urban plays in processes of accumulation and circulation of
surplus value. The built environment of the city and its spatial patterning
under capitalism is the product of the needs of capital for accumulation
and its confrontation with labour. Harvey makes clear that his under-

standing of the urban process is based on Marx’s analysis theory of
accumulation:

Within the framework of capitalism, I hang my interpretation of the urban
process on the twin themes of accumulation and class struggle. The two themes
are integral to each other and have to be regarded as different sides of the same
coin — different windows from which to view the torality of capitalist activity.
The class character of capitalist society means the domination of labour by
capital ... The essential Marxian insight, however, is that profit arises out of
the domination of labour by capital and that the capitalists as a class must, if
they are to reproduce themselves, continuously expand the basis for profit. We
thus arrive at a conception of a society founded on the principle of “accumu-
lation for accumulations sake, production for productions sake,” (Harvey,
1978: 101, 102)

Different social, economic, technological and institutional possibilities
produce potentially different combinations and therefore different roles
for the city as a ‘node’ in the space economy. Harvey’s approach is an
attempt to explain the connections between the production of the built
environment and the capital accumulation process.

The industrial city was a new centrepiece of accumulation, The production of
surpluses through the direct exploitation of living labour in production was its
trademark. This meant the geographical concentration of labour power and
productive forces (epitomised in the facrory system) and open access to the
world market, which, in turn, meant the consolidation of money and credit.
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more pronounced

d class struggle
n of

socio-technical mixes within the labour process becamg I_Ill;Chan
within the urban landscape. Inter-capitallsF CQmPetltlord the productio
pushed the whole social dynamic of urbanisation toleatioﬂ- The search for
rational physical and social landscapes for capital ;:iccu cation of advantageous
profitable trade-offs between commang] over an -c.rtechnical conditions of
locations, coupled with adaptations in the socio within the urban process.
production, became a much more visible moving force

(Harvey, 1985: 197)

tition between
Following Marx, Harvey argues that unregu'l?lfe“i C:;lr:g ;rirnary circuit’®
capitalists results in crises of over-accumulation in in the realisation of
of capital (the industrial sector) and a dovf}ntuvm roduced in aggregate
surplus value. As he puts it, “[tJoo much Capltal'ls 113’ (Harvey, 1981: 94).
relative to the opportunities to employ that capita ulation can be tem-
One way that these periodic crises O.f over—accll)lm ficial conditions for
porarily mediated to promote and achieve more bene vest or ‘flow’ into
the production of surplus value is foF caplFal to mf apital: Harverss
other circuits, the secondary and tertiary cirenits O circuits becomes
point is that investment in the secondaf)’_ an_d tertlaryclass torinvestiin
advantageous for capital, that is for caplt_ahsts asd:'atioﬂs ,that will aid
areas that have the potential for producing condi ensuring their
accumulation and subsequent profits, as o at;us important to
reproduction as the dominant class in socwt}’-‘lt_ 5 its of capital’ as a
clarify how it is that Harvey defines and useshClrcl;ll sical and social
means to investigate the developm.ent Of £he-p ythe landscape of
infrastructure that constitutes the built environment,
the urban under capitalism. is all the means by which
The primary circuit of capital for Harvey is la Feie: "This Foclides
the capitalist secks to SEFLL S aud exrract SUtplps vat ation of work
the extension of the working day or t-h 3 re"[‘O}rlgaor:'lz‘;sanisation of the
processes which increases labour’s productivity. R uch as machinery
division of labour and investment in fixed capia M condary circuit
are also included in the primary circuit of caplt:l."rhj Secnvironment for
of capital is marked by a distinction bet.ween Aac bu} g 1 framework for
production’ of those items which _f‘f"CtL(;r; :ztaag};ysfisical framewo
D s and pf rlices C'?m[rrnl\? dltlfrsnetnt is importapnt for fixed capity]
for cor}sumpti\on. The bucli tfoer tﬁzocrz)nsumpﬁon fund (housing being th
(factories, offices, etc.) an f these, the built environment represents ,
best example). In bO'th 20 hich 2 roduction or consumption (or bogl, in
physical framework thhll_1 wi facillaitieS) is produced by geographijc,
the case of transporfatr’l(ggstrucmre_ Investment in the physical infy,

investment in necessary 1 ficant feature of the secondary Circyjy,

it a signi
structure of the city is thus

The tertiary circuit of capital for Harvey

comprises, first, investment in science and technology (the purposes of which is
to harness science to production and thereby to contribute to the processes
i S in society) and second,

a wide range of social expenditures which relate primarily to the processes of
reproduction of labour power. The latter can usefully be divided into investments
i f labour power from the
standpoint of capital (investment in education and health by means of which
the capacity of the labourers to engage in the work process will be enhanced)
and investment in the co-optation, integration and repression of Ja

bour by
ideological, military and other means, (Harvey, 1978: 108 )

Capital represents itself in the form of the physical landscape created in its own
image, created as use values to enhance the progressive accumulation of capital,
The geographical landscape which results js the crowning glory of past capitalist
development. But at the same time it expresses the Power of dead labour over
living labour and as such it imprisons and inhibits the accumulation process
within a set of specific physical constraints. And these can be removed only
slowly unless there is substantial devaluation of the exchange value locked up
in the creation of these physical assets. Capitalist development has therefore to
negotiate a knife-edge path between preserving the exchang
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These crises of accumulation result in the nc?d to create J] :U,:t
environment that opens up the potential for fut.urv JCCl'”]“.“ ;)r*”r-
However, the physical landscape created by. past L‘rlst’f ma)‘ IT':;‘ e
impede future accumulation, This then is l_larv(‘ys ‘d'zﬂ )rkuiu;\ of
explanation for the cyclical redevelopment, redeflgn and “}«;f“: ];()\\' o
the urban landscape. In this, Harvey is explicit III‘CmPII;lSISlﬂb
Marxist theory of accumulation should be used for understanding the
production of features of the urban landscape:

The understanding that T have to offer of the urban process unr\rllcr Ul’[”:‘ll\‘:‘::
comes from sceing it in relation to the theory of accumulation... W ;Jvmx:l i
may entail, the urban process implies the creation of a material P!,\ML] s
structure for  production, circulation, exchange and Unnsnm[:;l‘“ t: 'R;“J]
reproduction of labour power is essential and requires certain kmvs u.‘ e
expenditures and the creation of a consumption fund. The HO“S:\“ ,,‘Um
sketched, in so far as they portray capital movements into the lnu.lt mur‘onixlmm
(for both production and consumption) and the laying out of social C\I‘;"‘Lk e
for the reproduction of labour power, provide us, then with the slrucn:r;ﬂ |In'_>] o
need to understand the urban process under capitalism. (Harvey, 1978: 113

It is on the cre

. - ; sl at Harvey
ation of the space of industrial capitalism that H )
focuses whe

n he turns his attention to the built environment.

THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT OF THE CITY AND THE URBAN
The Marxist method of analysis applied to that of the urban is
encapsulated in Harvey’s assertion thar “Urbanism involves thf: concen-
tration of surplus (however designated) in some version of the city
(whether it be walled enclave or the sprawling metropolis of the present
day)” (Harvey, 1973, 237). Harvey defines the city as an urban system that
“contains a geographical distribution of created resources of great eco-
nomic, social, psychological and symbolic significance” (Harvey, 1973:
69). Capitalism then for Harvey creates a physical landscape, it produces
Space, a material, physical infrastructure for production, cir(ulﬂfi(”L_
exchange and consumption, in its own image through the urbanisation of
capital whilst social relations simultaneously become increasingly
urbanised to meet the needs of capital. Harvey puts it thus

the urbanisation of capital is primarily concerned with how labour, working

creates a “second nature”
particular kinds of spatial configurations. .

under capitalist control, of built environments with

-lit is]...an objectification in the
landscape of that intersection between the productive force ¢

and the social relations required to reproduce an
capitalism. (Harvey, 1985: xv—xvi)

of capital investment
increasingly urbanised

Capitalist society then accordir

g to Harvey must cre;
landscape, specifically the

ate a physical
‘built environment’, for the purposes of
production and reproduction of capital and the socia] relations of capital.
This is fundamental for the continual expansion of capitalism and the
extraction of more surplus value. This js 4 key and repeated theme in
Harvey’s long analysis of the urban process and is emphasised in much
of his work.! For Harvey, the buile environment is
needs of capitalism to create the
for accumulation. Thus 4

the product of the
most effective conditions and environment
arvey makes the point that

The studies on the urh,

anisation of capital are primarily concerned with how
labour, working under

capitalist control, creates 3 “second nature” of built
environments with particular kinds of spatial configurations, | am primarily
concerned with how capitalism creates a physical landscape of r
factories, schools, shops and so forth in
tions are that arise out of such processes of producing space.. . he study of
urbanisation is a study of thar process as it unfolds through the production of
physical and social landscapes and the production of consciousness, The study
of urbanisation is not the study of a lcgal political entity or of 4 physical
artefact. It is concerned with processes of capital circulation; the shifting flows
of labour power, commodities, and money capital; the spatial organisation of
production and the transformation of space relations; movemens of information
and geopolitical conflicts between territorially-based class
(Harvey, 1985. Xv—xvi)

oads, houses,
its own image and what the contradic-

alliances, and so on.

It is the ways and means by which this creation of the built environment
of the city is achieved that Harvey seeks to investigate in his anal
the spaccyeconomy. In this there is a need to understand how con
over space is required for the development of a market in land.

ysis of
nmand

COMMAND OVER SPACE AND THE MARKET IN LAND

It is not just those features or elements associated directl
but the whole of the urban environment that Harvey considers essential
for the success of capitalist accumulation, The built environment of the
city then is viewed by Harvey as a physical framework within which
pr(,ducti()ﬂ Or consumption (or in some cases — such
facilities — both) takes place. Thi
for understanding the spatiality of capitalism,

form materialises as a result of the rise of indust;
demands of accumulation that structures the |
structures are fixed and immobile and m
barriers to the further exp.

y with production

as transport
s is, as Harvey emphasises, significant
how a distinct spatial
rial capitalism and the
andscape of the city. These
ay act eventually as spatial
process of capital accumulation,

ansion of the
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: i take on their
However, exchange value and use vall.le in r?latl'?ntit(())nlzzid e il
meaning in special circumstances. D'omma}nt Lnstl uace e
use space hierarchically and symbolically in that st;:ls  reipreled
ised and manipulated to emphasise anq r.ef.lect sta in, it e
relationships. However, Harvey is explicit in stress dgs atial SRS
to be thought of as only being a human coqstrucvt;hili diibai e
is directed at increasing capital accurr.lulatlon. ) it ditect priodioit
argued, is its function and the built environment is AR s
this process, it also has other affects. and conseq e
environment through and in which we live our lives an
meaning from it, As Harvey writes,

. A : rce system,
I'think it is far more satisfactory to regard the city as a glgam]f;s:(;;st sifi inthe
most of which is man-made. It is also an areally Iocal'lsed res‘c.)t i Y
sense that most of the resources we make use of in theo(; )accyessibilit,v anid
ubiquitous and thejr availability, therefo;e, depends uiical distribution of
proximity. The urban system thus contains a geogfa.r ieal aiid aymmbblic
created resources of great economic, social, psycho Oglfj us in the urban
significance. .. The signs, symbols and signals that surr;)luﬂ oiig), Wb iom
environment are powerful influences (particularly among the yo 0?:1!' aspirations
our sensibilities, extract our sense of wants and need§ alnd llocelte S reated. .
with respect to a geographical environment that is in large If)create d space
Neither the activity of space creation nor the final product ‘ﬁ_ aed by foross
appear to be within our individual or collective control but fashio :
alien to us, (Harvey, 1973. 68-9, 310)

: . . ivilege are
These hierarchical structures of authority, status and pr 8

i S bols and
transmitted through forms of spatial organisation and the sym
meanings attached to them:

The land market SOItS spaces to functions on the basis of land prices and‘ 'drce’zs
SO not only on the basis of ability to pay, which, though c]early_dlffeAre_mid' ns~
is by no means differentiated enough ro etch clear class and social dnsnnmoin
into the social Spaces of the city, The response is for each and every S”a[u_"?“ |

i owers of domination it can command (money, P?lm"‘:j
> €ven violence) to try and seal itself off (or seal off others judge g
undesirable) in fragments of space within which processes of reproduction o
social distinctions can be jealously guarded. (Harvey, 1985: 14)

It is this ‘sorting of Space’ under capitalism that creates the necessity for
the development of 4 Space economy’, a market in land that Harvey

divisions in space and specific
spatial forms widen and deepen class distinctions. Capitalism, for

Harvey as for Lefebvre, required not only the production of space burt
also the means to have command over it. The geographic concentration

——ITINEER.

quired that it be conceived a

capable of domination
action... Builders, engineers, i

$ something usable,
malleable, and therefore through  human
wed how abstract
exploration of the

these were a| just

and architects for their part sho
Ppace could be combined with
es of materials in Space. But
hronological ners thrown over 5 totality of socia]
er of other conceptions of place and space - sacred and

imi could continue to function undisturbed,

representations of objective s
concrete, malleable propert;
islands of practice, light ¢
practices in which all manp,

ct was then to bring a

the single measuring rod of money value. (Harvey, 1985a; 13)

The production of space is therefo
such, cannot be considered indepe

processes of capital accumulation develop,
spatial forms. That is:

the requirements of accelerating accumulation, The
fragmentation necessary to homogenise space have to t
(Harvey, 1985. 27-8)

‘pulverisation’ and
ake definite forms,

: : S s )

Space, homogenised by its ‘pulverisation Into pieces to be bought and
sold on the market, as real estate, as private property, Operates as g
commodity but one that has special features. It js a container of socia]
power but also the framework through which power is organised and

» and the domination of space by the state,
class or social power. Thus there is the potenti

appropriation of land by individu.ells or by
and the domination of land ag private pro
power interests, Harvey is clear thar comma
in the operation of power in different spher

groups for social purposes
perty, by the state, class or
nd over space is fundamenta]
es and for different purposes,

Command over space, as every general and geo-

politician knows, is of the
utmost strategic significance in any power struggle

- This value of space lies ar
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spatial relations often entails, thcrcfnrc, not only the destruction of ways of
life and social practices built around preceding time-space systems, but the
‘creative destruction’ of a wide range of physical assets embedded
landscape... The Marxian theory of capital accumulation permits theoretical
insights in to the contradictory changes that haye oceurred in the dimension
of space and time in Western capitalism, (Harvey, 1997. 266)

T c competition,
the root of land rent. But spatial competition is always |nonop(‘}1““[“m ?]an
. ‘xactly the same location. Ca

simply because two functions cannot occupy exactly the same f}”nmr\ i

of strategic spaces within the overall space can confer mlm\”}“n the urb.

aliquot share of control. .. Contro! over strategic land parcels \‘\‘ i

5 At eve -

matrix confers immense power over the whole ir‘»‘"“'" ”t_ _‘ & by timie

And although the liberation of space and the annihilation o :[" o, the

erodes any permanent power thar may attach to L'(I)mrinl of “r]d[(;:[h.v pr.\i“;— }'{;}r\'t'\"s ana]ySiS 0‘: space iS clearly |()Cﬂt8d i]‘l aM

istic s alws: screated afresh. Indeed control ov e .

monopolistic element is always recreated afresh. : R needs must also con g vl )

tion of spatial organisation then becomes fundamental to the creation of new nee onsider class struggle and confl

spatial monopolics. (Hary ey, 1985

in the

ality

arxist perspective that

ict over the meanings
5 and (use versus exchange) values associated with it.

For Harvey, the analysis of the role of space in the accumuhngn prm‘c;\\j
the creation of the specific spatial form of the mode_rn city, SPM:\}:
structures and arrangements and investment in the built cn\'lrfmin:u:» 3 ; _
reveals the means by which capitalism has survived and prospered.” As The dynamic of capital
Harvey writes:

CLASS STRUGGLE AND CONFLICT IN AND OVER SPACE

investment in the different circuits is not a
one-way process. Urban processes themselves can have reciprocal effects

on primary circuit investment and activity as well as wider social,
Vitaihea . : 3 anisation
Capitalism has to urbanise in order to reproduce itself. But the urb:

o economic and political activity. Thus, the modern city is created by the
of capital creates contradictions. The social and physical lnmimlp;orJn:l;{:ii?i:t needs of capital but there are inherent conflicts and contradictions in the
- ism i< fa . Y an - - tes / to the trans i s SR o a f 1 17
l:;[\:z]rls]?:; Ll*”:‘\[rl l:‘::);;mi«)/]rll: L::fui,]:.::‘lf);]:flL crl:-.:::::-t”(lilplaumhq urbanisation me‘eSS- HUW'SVeI‘,‘thehdY“an’iCSC;)f _ﬂie market Z}HId ‘rl;: l’]]m,ds,-(')t mdu-strlva]
has its own distinctive logic - 1 its own distinctiv u\ forms of contradiction. .. capital can_produw the uneven deve opment of the Ll.l tenvironment as

isation v logic and its ow : et nd tim rell : e ly negative consequenc 25
But urbanisation means 4 certain mode of human organisation in space and time well as unintended and, for some, extremely negative ¢ q es. 111
110 that can somehow embrace all of these conflicting forces, not necessarily ““ Harvey writes that:
harmonise them, but to channel them into so many possibilities of both creative
and destructive social transformation . - Capitalism has survived not only The evolution of the urban system, whether we like it or not, can lead to large
through the production of space, as Lefebvre insists, but also through superior scale sensory deprivation with respect to certain phenomena (such as clean air,
command over space - and thar truth prevails as much within urban regions as i

wilderness, etc.) and over-exposure to others (such as suburban vistas, air
el > glob: g : 5:222.226) o
over the global Space of capitalist endeavour, (Harvey, 1985: 222, 226) pollution, etc.). (Harvey, 1973: 85)
But Harvey argues that the need to create specific spatial urban forms
and arrangements can lead to contradictions when the changing

demands of capital for the realisation and circulation of surplus requires
New arrangemens, Thus previous iny
lead to the creation of ‘spagi
This is represented in

Harvey then considers urban struggles as a form of class struggle in thar
the nature of the built environment involves issues and questions that
relate to capital investment as a form of surplus value extraction, but also
to concerns within labour for a redistribution of income, resources and
quality of life. Harvey identifies how these struggles occur and what
these struggles are over:

estment in the built environment can
al barriers’ to future capital accumulation.
attempts at the wide-scale redevelopment of cities
to secure a more favourable disposition to capital. For example,
mdus[rriu] cities fashioned in the nineteenth century predominantly for
m;umt;u'mring may find their spatial form and arrangements unsuitable

Public facilities, recreational opportunities, amenitics, transportation access,
to capital seeking to invest in ne

and so on are all subjects of contention. But underlying thesc immediate
concerns is a deeper struggle over the very meaning of the

w technologies, finance, leisure or rerail

built environment as
in the twenty-first century,

T : .t of use values ---Capital in general and its factio s
”er) argues that this is g fundamental a set of use values for lahEur p Ewlh 1.,[_ a”f dft ] I;m n that pr()d\‘K N
feature of how capitalism works and how it has been perpetuated: the buile pomronment seek to define the quality of life orfabour In terms of the
commodities which they can profitably produce in certain locations, Labour, on
. r hand, defines quality of life sol :ly in use-value terms and, i .
The elimination of spatial barriers and the struggle to “annihilare space by time® the other hand, de = JRO8 1ie o5y ms and, in v[h“
is essential to the whole dynamic of « pital accumulation ind becomes partie larl process, may appeal to some underlying and fundamental conception of what it js

S essentiz ole dynamic of capital acc on ; Yxcomes particular]y 2 N
f capital over-accumulation ..., A revol ition in temporal ang to be human. Production for profit and production for use arc often inconsistent,

acute in crises of capital over-: v . volutio nporal anc
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Tl B ~aDits inate not simply

The survival of capitalism therefore requires that capital dommaul no ; ln; :
. G e quality of life in

in the work process, but with respect to the very definition of the quality c

the consumption sphere. (Harvey, 1978a: 14)

Crises of capital over-accumulation provided the impetus for investmer it
in the built environment to ensure the efficient organisati_on a.m? {0‘?"‘:1
of the physical and social infrastructure in the industrial city for »”;‘\
purposes of production, circulation, exchange and consum p“tu:i
However, the produced space of capitalism is also the space of social
reproduction, and therefore control over the production and urgams«m%wr
of space is a crucia) factor for the reproduction of labour and of pow &tf
relations, The state, urban developers, financiers or lnndO_“'“'-’rS ‘T“:
often mask thejr power over the processes of social rcpro(‘iucn.(m l?f*llxxa_‘
the seeming neutrality of space, Whilst the urbanisation of capital is seen
as an essential condition for jrs reproduction, it creates its own contra-
dictions, Urbanisation, as the human organisation of space ‘1_”*1_ Hie,
somehow has to accommodate all the conflicting forces to maximise r,h'”:
transformatiye potential of new forms and structures in the spatial
organisation of the city,.

The formation of physical and socjal infrastructures adequate to support the
reproduction of both capital and labour power while serving as efficient 1mm“:
works for the organisation of production, consumption, and exchange surged
10 the forefront of political and managerial concerns. Such problems had to be
approached with an eve to efficiency and economy because that was the way
to assure growth, accumulation, Innovation, and ;"fﬁ(icn(y in interurban com-
petition. Public invesyments also had to be
more and more long-term basis and in such a way as to compensate for individual
capitalists undvr~prndlming collective infrastructures. (I larvey, 1985: 198)

» — >
organised on an increasing scale and on

Harvey’s fundamenta] Proposition is that urban struggles are a form of
class struggles over resources and conditions, However, not all struggles
between capital and laboyr necessarily result in conflict. The possibiliry
for alliances between them results when the demands of the working
clfms coincide with the €conomic needs and political interest of fractions
(.)I lht“ capital class, if not the class as a whole. For example, demands
for affordable h:msing by the working class may be supported by
capitalists if lower rents lead to lesser demand for wage increases.
Similarly, demands for resources such as schools, health and child care,
and leisure and recreation facilities may strengthen the

capitalist class if
they can be sold as commoditie

s or enhance a sense of well-being

and
contentment. As Harvey cloquently purs it:

Capital, in short, seeks to draw labou wstian bargain: accept a pack

i-ad
relation to nature in the living place as just and ade

quate compensation for

alienating and degrading relation to n
refuses to be drawn in in spite of seduction, blandishment
mobilised by the bourge(»sic, then capital must impose it |
capitalist society must, in the final an
of capital, rather than to the real,
1978a: 29)

ature in the work place. And if labour

and dominang ideology
because the landscape of
alysis respond to the accumulation needs

human requirements of labour. (Harvey,

Harvey therefore argues that stry
the built environment, whether }
and educational institutions, etc

ggles over the production and use of
nouses, factories, roads, parks, culrura|
. is one that is replete with contradic.
tions and conflicts, Capital will invest in such features and facilities if it
enhances accumulation whether directly in the production process or
indirectly by improving the means by which the reproductior
produces more efficient, willing,
it this way:

1 of labour
docile and able workers. Harvey puts

Labour needs living space. Land is therefore a condition of living for labour
in much the same way that it is a condition of production for capital ... Apart
from space as a basic condition of living, we are concerned here with housing,
transportation (to jobs and facilities), amenities, facilities, and
bundle of resources which contribute to the total living environment for
labour ... The cost and quality of these items affect labour’s standard of living,
Labour, in secking to protect and enhance its standard of living, engages, in
the living place, in a series of running battles over a variety of issues which
relate to the creation, management, and use of the built environment. (Harvey,
1978a: 11)

a whole

However, investment and interventions in the built environment thar
produce forms and arrangements that promote the reproduction of
labour and which may result in class conflict or further the accumulation
process is not necessarily carried on by individual capitalists or by
capitalists acting as a class. It is the role of the state in the creation,
organisation and maintenance of the spaces. of prud.u'ctl()n and re
duction that Harvey considers as an essential condition o
process. It is the state who are responsible for th
and control of the space of the urban.

pr()»
f the urban
€ creation, organisatjon

HEGEMONY, THE STATE AND THE SPACES OF PRODUCTION
AND REPRODUCTION

It is the state, viewed in classjcal Marxist analysis “as a committee for
managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie» (Marx and

Engels, 1848/1975: 35) ang particularly the Jocal state, which plays
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: 4 o by
i i iati v built environment t
a prominent role in mediating struggles over the

e . ‘vev echoes this perspective:
intervening on behalf of capital. Harvey echoes this perspec

The e provides
One overwhelming feature does cry out for special Hm\mm.‘?_-]l'h;rtﬁ‘uj\run* i
the single most important channel for flows of value into socia n‘1 ;‘hc Gl
State involvement arises in part because collective means have Nl‘“m“‘ i
do what individual capitalist cannot reasonably do .1an| mv P‘ml “;‘”‘1\(“”](
struggle requires the mediations of the state apparatus if any kind Apsi
1s to be made at all in socially sensitive areas. The lnvul\'mwfﬁ tl:;l’ oductive
shape when it was recognised that such investments could )‘LI “.7 ‘Wlm”n} and
(in the sense of improving the social conditions for surplus va ue lu ‘ Jeriod).
stabilising (in the sense of managing effective demand over a long
(Harvey, 1982. 404)

Therefore, the state rationalises the production of the Ijuult cn\vlru:f:: T;r
in “the interest of kceping the costs of reproduction of [;ll’()t}li ?,ﬂmc “*];
a minimum, the capitalist class, as a whole, may St’l’k‘m_”e‘_mkl . h;]m
to intervene in the processes of investment and appropriation ”_1 ¢ “‘_ the
environment” (Harvey, 1978a. 14, 17). It is the state tI);lF ‘19511;1‘1“ ri]”
mantle of fashioning the built environment by taking an active role ]m‘ :
appropriation of space, It does so by “planning the lom‘n(m ot inc U\t[’_l
and Population, of housing and public facilities, of transport and

i . . erall spatial
Communications, of land uses, and so on, [it] creates an over F
frame to contain

and facilitate the mnumerable and trdng\_mltlcg
decisions thar otherwise shape urban dcvcl()pmenrs“ (Harvey, ]?M: 2Nl
Investment in those fundamental features of the built environment
necessary for the reproduction of labour
mulation of profit i

: : . root,
distance themge, wolvement in such services. At
according to Har\'(‘); as a crucial factor in this proce
for vnh;mmng capital accumulation:

’ officient accu-
and for the more tm"“'nlr. e

rs capitalists to
§ pursued through the state and allows capita
Ives from direct ir

"
ss was the potential

Individual capitalists find i hard to m,
matter how desirable they, m
to some degree to constitute
of the state - and thereby to
development and ingo the
power. We should recog,

ake such Investments as individuals, no
ay regard them. Once again, capitalists are forced
themselves as a class usually through the agency
annel investment into research and
quantitative and qualit
nise that capitalists often n
in order to fashion an adequate social b
regard to social expendi

find ways to ch

ative improvement of labour
ced to make such investments
asis tor further accumulation. Bur with
tures, the investment flows

are very strongly affected by
the state of class struggle. (Harvey, 1978a: 108)

Iwo themes related to Harvey’s analysis of the dominating influence

of
industrial capital in the production of space in Century city require
mention. The first concerns the transformation of the ‘bourgeois public

here’ from a mediating inflyence between society and the stage,
Secondly, and intimately connected to thig transformation, js the role of
the urban bourgeoisie as Primary agents for the he,
industrial capital. An analysis of the
‘literate bourgeois public’,
versus the private

BeMoNic interest of
role and function of |
“as a specific dom
---specifically 3 part of ‘cj
1992: 2-3) provides a basis for unde
of the production of public space and the built env
the nineteenth century. The private sphere is composed of the family
and the necessary relations for thejr reproduction whils the public
sphere was the space of participation, debate, informed and influentja]
opinion formation and became a dominant conceptual division for
understanding the growth and influence of the emergent urban bourgeoisic
and modern industrial capitalism.* The distinction between private and
public spheres became significant when an increasingly powerful,
educated and literate urban gentry, critical of aristocr
privilege, used their ability to represent public opinion
an era of enormous socio-economic change. As Haberm

labermag’
ain - the public domain
vil society’ » (Habermas,
rstanding the significance of the role
ironment in the city of

atic power and
as their own in
as puts it:

The bourgeois public sphere arose historically

¥ in conjunction with a society
separated from the state. The ‘social’ could be constituted as its own sphere 1o

the degree that on one hand the reproduction of life took on private form, while
on the other hand the private realm as a whole assumed public reley.
The general rules that governed interaction among people now became a publi¢
concern, in which private people soon enough became cngaged with the public
authority, the bourgeois public sphere attained its political fgncu()n. Private
people gathering to constitute a public turned the political sanctioning of socicty
as a private sphere into a public topic. (Habermas, 1992: 127)

ance,

Historically, the bourgeois public sphere Cn]CTng in the late
century with the widening of political participation and t.he de
of ideals of citizenship.® That is, the rise of the bourgeois pu
reflected the need to represent the moral and critical authority of an
emergent and economically important fraction of power in urban and
industrial society. The local character of state Power and the [ocy]
‘provincial’ basis of industry, and the inrer-relationships between the
two, form the basis for understanding the development of processes of
urban spatial formation in which the roles of the ‘urban gentry’ were
crucial. This reflects Gramsci’s understanqing of hegemonic power as
“the supremacy of a social Broup manifests itself i, tWo w.
‘domination’ and as ‘intellectual and moral It:adership’ i
1971: 57-8). The development of self-conscious and organised
strata involved in a number of voluntary associations, societies
philanthropic endeavours Was transmitted into the

eighteenth
velopment
blic sphere

ays, as
Gramsci,
bourgeois
and
organisation and
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admmis.tration of the local state. Thus the local state, charged with
.addressm.g the problems of urbanisation and industrialisation through
mt;rvent]ons in th.e built environment to produce better conditions
‘gbod ondemad ik ran by i s e e b
ple whose business interests
“fo}xld bfaneﬁt.6 Thus the bourgeois public sphere developed its influence in
civil society, as a realm of wider social relations and public participation
and constituted an arena of considerable influence in the development of
l;he ethos of municipal administration and, concomitantly, infrastructural
investment in the physical and social environment of the city. The
adherex?ce of the municipal elites, those elected representatives as well
as ofﬁqals, th.roughout much of the period was based on the principle
of pubhF service, sound and prudent administration and a commitment
f‘o prgvndmg for the ‘common good’. As Gramsci put it, they were
an elite of men of culture, who have the function of providin’g leadership
f’f a cultural and general ideological nature for a great movement of
lme”fflated parties (which in reality are fractions of one and the same
organic Party” (Gramsci, 1971: 149-50). Therefore, the urban
bourgeoisie were implicated in the organisation and adm’inistration of
the lqcal ..state. as well as in public sphere associations in that “hegemon
0\;]e_r its hl‘storlcal development belongs to private forces, to civil society z
w lCh, is State" too” (Gramsci, 1971: 261), and among these ‘private
fotlziﬁs lnfiustrlal capital dominated in the expanding urban areas.
il S [ Harvers i conceriog
I R i 5 pro ucing spatial forms and str}xc-
of oyt Rt I cumulation of.capltal and the transformation
Rl g;o_ls. pub.llc sphere into agents gf the hegemonic
e lItl)lStl‘atlor.l of thc? city. Howgver, it is also necessary
i e bourgeois pul.)llc sphere did not exist in isolation
pressure from other sections of the population.” It is in this
context of competing publics that the production of the new spaces of
the lfldUStrlal city must be viewed. It was not just those infrastructural
requirements fo.r housing, production, consumption and circulation that
need to be considered in this respect but the streets, public squares and
park‘s, the theatres, cinemas and leisure facilities in the modern city that
provided arenas for contest and conflict over cultural and ideological
forms, representations and uses and provided the background for the
democratisation of power.?

St‘ate involvement in the organisation and provision of necessary
services and amenities (such as housing, health care, education, sanita-
tion, etc.) was in part a response to campaigns for the amelioration of
the moral, physical and medical dangers perceived as having potentially

revolutionary consequences in the new industrial city as well as a means
for making labour a more efficient, virtuous, willing and able workforce.
There was an attempt to use moral persuasion through philanthropic
and municipal enterprises, or as Marx puts it, to “raise the condition of
the labourer by an improvement of his mental and moral powers and to
make a rational consumer of him” (Marx, 1978: 516). For Harvey,

after Marx,

the ‘rational’ consumption of commodities in relation to accumulation of
capital implies a certain balance between market purchases and houschold
work. The struggle to substitute the former for the latter is significant because
its outcome defines the very meaning of ‘use values’ and the ‘standard of living’
for labour in its commaodity aspects. The construction of the built environment
has to be seen, therefore, in the context of the struggle over a whole way of
living and being. .. The bundle of resources which comprise it — streets and
sidewalks, drains and sewer systems, parks and playgrounds — contains many
elements which are collectively consumed. The public provision of these public
goods is a ‘natural’ form of collective consumption, which capital can easily
colonise through the agency of the state. .. [therefore]. .. The built environment
requires collective management and control, and it is therefore almost certain
to be a primary field of struggle between capital and labour over what is good
for people and what is good for accumulation. (Harvey, 1978a: 19, 20)

Thus Harvey recognises that the built environment also includes struggle
between classes who sometimes act in opposition but also sometimes in
coalition to provide not only for the material necessities of life but also
those required for the reproduction of labour in general. Again for
Harvey it is the needs of capital that are prioritised.

The socialisation and training of labour — the management of ‘human capital’
as it is usually called in the bourgeois literature — cannot be left to chance.
Capital therefore reaches out to dominate the living process - the reproduction
of labour power —and it does so because it must. (Harvey, 1978: 126)

The possibility for alliances between labour and capital exist in that
consumption demands by the working class, for example for affordable
housing, which may coincide with the economic and political interests
of capital. Saunders makes clear the point that:

Working class demands for a variety of consumption provisions may also be
consistent with the interest of capital so long as the resources in question (school-
ing or health care for example) can be made available in the commodity form,
and even struggles over questions concerning ‘community” and the ‘quality of life’
may reinforce capitalist domination by attempting to re-establish in the sphere of
consumption some spurious relation to nature (as in municipal parks) that the
very process of capitalist production has torn asunder. (Saunders, 1981: 227)

11,
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I’izgesi:r:]?em;nfts of environmental deter‘minism evident in some of
anbatian envig}on;n or fexampl.e, better housmg makes better workers;
‘spatial environmem I;l the cuty. @ak?s hea!thler workers, etc. Thus the
administrators waema dete'rfmmsm of c1ty.planners, designers and
omtibian behavios a reiiognmon that_ the spatial form of a city may act
the spatial iy ur and thus op social processes. Tht? mgqlpulatlon of
those activities [()m}inel']t of the city was an attempt to 1.nhxb1t or dest-ro_v
capitalise aCCur’n ;? aviours or processes deemed negative to an efficient
famously by H ulation process. T!us was done on a ]argc scale most
attempts to discifulslmanss reorganisation of Paris.’ (}apnal Fherefore
places where woﬁf mel-]abollr in the work place and in the times and
ourgeois values €rs live and play, to instil the work ethic and’ civilising
with explaining t}(n) vesil sPh'eres of life. To this extent, Harvey’s concern
Product of the neezpr(;d_ucnon .Of the built environmen.t qf the. city as a
the Production of Ss - ;nduStual' capital provides an msxghf into h.ow
Production, Circulan'gqa spaces in the city, that serve no immediate
the consumptiop, ﬁmdn }(:r E)'(C}_’al?ge end, but have a function as part of
T€Production of |,p, that is intimately involved in the process of the
) our. In this Harvey is clear that in modernity:
€ socj '
the spac:s] Zia\i?rﬁfndlsrr?ﬁp n and display become as vital to urban culture as
gzgr comman overgs;: cehv;?g‘ SOCfal competition with respect to life-style
el fi‘;zl[?le’ became meore 2 ndw;{,s,e@pouam for upper segmentsl oictl:,cf
class repm‘;ﬂ, Sometimes eyer, s lr;:portlam within thfz mass CU‘ n;cs 2
Uction, (Harvey, 1985. 25?_117 )e role of community in proces
The Production of 28
:;‘gtﬁil:sical infrastizlciglrtele(s)fa;]d i“?faCts in the city, that is the social
capital a’n'(‘iofhnecessarily antagofl- uile environment, was cou.plccli with
e princ tl € Creation of the urbft‘c el?ment in the urbanisation of
communitylz; of ‘Bilding the . ;Ierzw.ronment of the mdu.strlal city.
as the chyrgp, proven?e_“t and a COmm(;t il .Cor.nmftmem ke
spirit” (Harveyanl(;;“"l 8overnment Cr:enr)lr o those institutions, sth
along with archite SMoa); Thus, 5 nepi § - wargingrcommenity
i Cts, plannerg and soc::1y ;mpc_’“’ered bourgef)ns:e,
Ireatened the htea‘;:)hr j pshituationg]
> order, economy etc.

.[A]H. r}(:dc forth as saviours of the mo,
it mi
respeftst :ne}.:n to the needs of efficiency, clea
> 10 human needs.. . it is undenjal,
e .- ndeniable that th
e cities work better, to improve the lot not only t:faugrimgatc = fect was 1o
. s

urban mas . : S i
ses, to radically improve basic infrastructures (su:}l:tes but also of

as Water
and

dcrn ci I
% bursting wich, ideas as to whar

nline
SS, and, a¢ least in some

energy supply, housing, sewage, and air quality) as well as to liberate urban
spaces for fresh rounds of organised capital accumulation in ways that lasted
for much of the nineteenth century. Compared to the best of the ‘gas and water
municipal socialism’ of those days, one would have to say that the contemporary
blasé attitude (to borrow a phrase of Simmel’s concerning one of the most
powerful mental attitudes to modern urban life) towards the degeneration of
our cities leaves much to be desired. (Harvey, 1996: 406)

Harvey makes clear his admiration and appreciation of what was
achieved in the nineteenth century by a mix of moral reform, civic
solidarity and municipal organisation to improve the quality of life in
the urban environment.

Was it not, after all, a central aim in the work of Olmsted and Howard, to try
to bring together the country and the city in a productive tension and to
cultivate an aesthetic sensibility that could bridge the chronic ills of urbanised
industrialism and the supposedly healthier pursuits of country life? It would be
churlish to deny real achievements on this front. The marks of what were done
in those years — the park systems, the garden cities and suburbs, the tree-lined
streets — are now part of a living tradition that define certain qualities of urban
living that many (and not only the bourgeoisie) can and do still appreciate. But
it [is] also undeniable that this ecological vision, noble and innovative though
it was at the time, was predominantly acstheric (and very bourgeois) in its
orientation and was easily co-opted and routinised into real-estate development

practices for the middle classes. (Harvey, 1996: 427)

Harvey is unambiguous in his analysis of the built environment as.thc
product of the needs for capital to expand and enhance accumulation.
However, the role of the state as well as class struggles over demaqu for
better housing, recreational and leisure amenities,.created a commitment
to the provision of an urban, social and physical lnfrastfucturg that was
more holistic and widespread than much of what is evident in modern

investment strategies in the redevelopment of the contemporary urban

environment.

CONCLUSION

Harvey’s project to spatialise Marx through an emphasis on
historical-geographical materialism’ results in the analysis of the urban
through a political-economy of space. Harvey’s focus on the
political-economic imperatives for the production of space, and partic-
ularly the creation, organisation and administration of the built
environment as part of the process of capital accumulation and class
struggle, is a significant contribution to the analysis of the role of space
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Place in this context can be defined simply as a position or location, a
geographically delineated area. It can also be considered as a thing, an
object or entity that solidifies relationships of space and time in that it is
the institutionalised objectification of social relations of space and time, as
material practices, as forms of power and discourses that come to be
embedded in the landscape. The social construction of particular places
then may be considered as relatively permanent physical and social struc-
tures within the social, cultural and physical landscape. That is, they
become fixed capital entities embedded in the landscape as configurations
of organised social relations, However, as Harvey has pointed out places
with meanings and values to people and groups may be threatened by new
imperatives of capital and become transformed or destroyed in the process.

i capitalist urban modernity. It also offers a corrective to the “hurman
v«‘“_h\u_\ "model of urban growth promulgated by the Chicago School in
their explanation of the city. Domination by powerful individuals.
groups, classes or fractions, who organise and produce space to exercis
or control its use value or the activities that occur there entails the means
by which new systems of land use, transportation, communication and
organisation arise with and through the development of a markert in
l‘n.ul, These dimensions are not mutually exclusive of each other but
exist in a relationship of dynamic inter-dependence. Harvey’s argument,
which he attributes to the work and ideas of Lefebvre, is that command
over space is one fundamental element in an interconnecting nexus of
sources of social power that also includes money and time. Therefore,

whoeve Ll : . : CE :
}}1()& ver defines the meanings, forms and material practices of space and y . . . .
time (; ell as . ¢ s c e entive create W market, to reduce spatial barriers, and to
ne (as well as money) has power over the fundamental operation of the The incentive to create the world marker, e e
social, political and ec . e o - < annihilate space through time is omni-present, as is the incentive to rationalise
; and economic conditions, orgenisatiol and operation of spatial organisation into cfficient configurations of production (serial organisation

of the detail division of labour, factory systems, and assembly line, territorial
division of labour and agglomeration in large towns), circulation networks
(transport and communication systems) and consumption (household and

SOCIy THieiies : i P
ciety. This is a point thar Harvey emphasises in that:

éi::::ﬂ;"‘(] r;ill,,;i.l?f);,’{iCAII hegemony in any society depends on the ability to ystem  sensuemptiog [heyiehold g
e aterial context nfvpcrso'nul and social experience. For this reason, domestic layout, community ()r;,.'\ﬂls{lfl(?n, E (.‘ ”:\h.;m C;Nm”m“ "m][m];
tha s h[;' \h:l.nuns and meanings given to money, time and space have more collective consumption in gn!m)...]nu here, l(.‘(\)i Lc”\l ) h neoun ,;.()ducr,‘,,,
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been and continues to be formed under capitalism. It applies a consistent
critical awareness of the importance of space, in spatial forms and
arrangements, of structures and artefacts of the development of the urban
for social relations. His continuing historical-geographical materialist
Project to upgrade Marx’s paradigm of production provides a means to
analyse and investigate the continuing urban processes under global
capitalism that continue to influence and structure urban development
and experience in the twenty-first century. The various urban regeneration
schemes in citjes throughout the world that provide a means for the
‘gentrification’ of disused industrial areas, the redevelopment of dockside
and waterfronts for commercial, residential and leisure functions etc.
represents an Opportunity to apply Harvey’s political economy of space
to the problematics of contemporary cityscapes.

NOTES

b ! Harvey provides 5 definition and description of the built environment created
Y the urban process:

:;lscte;(:tsahty ;}f pfh)’sical structures: houses, roads, an‘CForics, offices, se\g'a’gg

capita] l)tepn?s‘ tS, Lultural Institutions, educational fa.cxhtles, anq so on...ﬂ:l Xe

and so on) , 3 o used 10 producr{on (factories, hlghways, ralquads, offices,

roads i 1d consumption fun.d items to be used in consumption (houses,
> Parks, sidewalks, and the like). (Harvey, 1978a;: 9-10)

Thi iDti 2
s description and definition is emphasised elsewhere by Harvey:

The byj 4
ilt environm g y
ent comprises a w i slements: factories,
dams, offices, sho P hole host of diverse eleme

supply and Sewapgsé ":i?fehoulscs, roads, railways, docks? power sration§, water
festaurants — the list i Sposal systems, schools, hospitals, park§, cinemas,
of the built eny; S endless.... The whole question of the spatial ordering

© be considered; the decision where to pur
the ‘where’ of others. The built environment
Beographically ordered, complex, composite

vorced from
€ regarded, then as ,

uction . .
of such 5 commodity pose’ Orde; ng, maintenance, renewal, and transformation
S ser i 3 s S
elcmenrs—houses, factorjes e fsct canins. "The production of individual

s :
> shops, schools, roads, erc. — has to be co-ordinated,

in such a way as to a]] : .
. ow the ¢ t ity
configuration. (Harvey, 19g., Zggp"s‘ ¢ commodity to

2 Harvey consider:

o s the Creation of a spaci

i ; € eco
€ circulation of surplus as 3 product of nomy as 3 p,

ong ccessary development
Capitalism ag m

ode of production:
A space econom

y has to be created and maintaj i
- nt
a social form. b

Expanded reproduction and .}, banism is o survive

1 1 as
anging scale in urbanism 4]

so

require an expanfiing (geographically) or intensifying space economy. The flow
of goods and services throughout this space economy are a tangible expression of

that process which circulates surplus value in order to concentrate more of it,
(Harvey, 1973: 237-8)

3 In language reminiscent of Lefebvre, Harvey highlights the importance of
urbanisation both for the survival of capitalism and for the creation of a new form
of consciousness and relationship to nature.

We know that capitalism has survived into the 20th century in part through the
production of an increasingly urbanised space. The result has been a particular
kind of urban experience, radically different quantitatively and qualitatively
from anything that preceded it in world history. Capitalism has produced a
‘second nature’ through urbanisation and the creation of the built environment
of extraordinary breadth and intricacy. It has also produced a new kind of
human nature through the urbanisation of human consciousness and the
production of social spaces and a particular structure of inter-relations between
the different loci of consciousness formation. ... The urban process then appears
as both fundamental to the perpetuation of capitalism and a primary expression
of its inner contradictions now expressed as external constraints. (Harvey,

1985: 273)

4 Habermas provides some details of the distinction between the public and
private spheres:

Included in the private realm was the authentic ‘public sphere’, for it was a
public sphere constituted by private people...The private sphere comprised
civil society in the narrower sense, that is to say, the realm of commodity
exchange and of social labour; imbedded in it was the family with its interior
domain (Intimsphare). The public sphere in the political realm evolved from the
public sphere in the world of letters; through the vehicle of public opinion it put
the state in touch with the needs of society. (Habermas, 1992: 30-1)

5 Howell gives some clarification of the historical origins and development as
well as the political context for the rise and role of the public sphere:

The public sphere is a sphere which mediates between society and the state, in
which the public organises itself as the bearer of public opinion. It has its origins
in the late 18th century ideals of citizenship and of a wider, informed and educated
public, of representative and participatory government, and above all in the new
forms of political action that these enshrined. Historically then the public sphere
is particular and specific to a time and a place, and also to certain social
transformations. It is linked to the demand for political reform, principally on
the part of an emergent but increasingly self-confident bourgeoisie, and it
depended on and presumed the prior transformation of social relations, their
condensation into new political arrangements and the generation of new social,
cultural and political discourse around this changing environment. (Howell,
1993: 309)
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6 This is a point that Gray emphasises in his analysis of the links b‘»‘t\}ccr[ the
local state and an Increasingly dominant bourgeois public sphere. In this, for Gr.
ruling class intellectuals were

[plarticularly concerned with the administrarive and ideolc OrgARLAlion 6x
society, they were to be found as members of statistical societies and Royal
Commissions, writers and readers of the quarterly press, organisers of charity
and social dimplimx..Thuy played a crucial role in the organisation of
hegemony . .. The industrial bourgeoisie constituted the hegemonic fraction
within the power bloc — whose interests preponderate in the exercise of state
power, and whose particular social relations figure in dominant ideological
representations. . . Various overlapping intellectual and literary c.ldmf »rmpgl)
committed to utilitarianism and free trade, staffed key new branches of the State

apparatus. Moreoyer ‘divinity and economics’ ran together and the laws of
political cconomy were ¢f

losely entangled with moral, and often religiously
sanctioned, norms of <.

ational conducr’. (Gray, 1981: 237, 239
7 Ely stresses H.

abermas was at pains to recognise this point:

‘Ir 18 important to acknowlcdgc the existence of competing publics not just later
i the nineteenth century. ., |

and, indeed, from the ve;
was never defined sole|
authority,
well

Put at every stage in the history of the public sphere
ry beginning.

The emergence of the bourgeois public
y by the struggle against absolutism and traditional
" Also, it necessarily addressed the problem of popular containment as
1+ - Consequently, the public sphere makes more sense as the structured
Setting where culyyr) and ideological contest or negotiation among the variety
of publics ce, rather th 3
achievemeng of the bourgeoisie ins

akes pl.

an as the spontancous and class-specific
ome sufficient sense, (Ely, 1992: 306)

8 As Habermas writes:
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‘pressure
longer ag embod

of the streer’ could hardly be understood any
ying the reason

3 able consensus of publicly debating private
persons. .. The competitive order p, :

e 0 long
that, along with the alleg,
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©f opportunity to accumulate private
SS to t

5 it also Mmaintained open acce:

realm. The principle of (e latter, r.

labouring classes.
throug

he public sphere in the political
ather, demanded the direct admittance of the
of the uncducared maggeq without property — precisely
rights. Electoral reform was the topic
¢r the principle of publicity

1ry, but of the

th century: no long,
been true in the cighteenth cenpy
(Habermas, 1992, 132-3)

as such, as had
enlargement of the public.

9 See Chapter 3 in Harvey (1985) and also Harvey (2003
}
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Michel Foucault did not Propose a general theory of space or of
power. However, his well-known proposition of

through a number of interrelated professions and
nineteenth century of a ‘disciplinary
for investigating both his use of the concept of power/knowledge and
the importance of the spatial dimension in his understanding of social
relations. What will be explored and given particular emphasis here are
those ‘disciplinary discourses’ that illuminate the dispersed practices of
power operative and inherent in representations of forms of space that
are an integral part of Foucault’s social theory. These discourses are
pertinent to an appreciation of the historical origins and development of
modern, predominantly urban society, in which ‘disciplinary spaces’ are
created through the application of knowledge/power for the cultivation,
instillation and propagation of ‘civilised’, bourgeois values. They are an
important feature of Foucault’s analysis of modern socio-spatial forms
and the social relations of power. In particular, Foucault’s assertion of
the role of the medical professions as ‘the first specialists of space’ will
be analysed to investigate the power of disciplinary discourses in the
pmduct-izm, representation and use of space i1_1 the development of a
planned, managed, policed urban society. In th-lS, the role of space :{11d
spatial forms will be considered in relation to Foucault’s ulndcrsmndujg
of what he terms the two aspects of ‘bio-power’: the creation of *docile
bodies’ and the policing of the “species body’. The following necessarily
selective usage of Foucault’s array of concepts and works i§ one that
heeds Foucault’s own advice for the trearment of ‘original® thinkers:

the emergence
activities in the
society’, provides the opportunity

The only valid tribute to thought such as Nietzsche’s is precisely to use it, to
jeform it, to make it groan and protest. And if commentators then say that [ am
c s 8 3

being unfaithful to Nietzsche, that is of absolutely no interest to me. (Foucault,
1980: 53-4)

The following then is my attempt not to make Foucault (or the reader)

groan and protest but to illuminate the spatiality of Foucault’s analysis




