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In this theoretical essay, we analyze how strategy studies, seen as social practice, benefit from a
dialogue with studies of Philosophy, Sociology and Geography about space and associated concepts
such as spatiality, territory, region and place. These studies compose a diversified epistemic and
theoretical framework. Human and Social Sciences have promoted two epistemic changes in the
late 20™ century, namely: the return to practice and space. The practical turn in the organizational
strategy field was not followed by spatial turn. The aims of the present study are to analyze the
spatiality of strategy seen as practice and to suggest a research agenda to connect organizational
strategy to topics that go beyond the business world. It has also expanded the frontiers of studies
focused on investigating strategy as a complex of socially-situated strategizing practices
implemented by a plurality of actors who create and transform space as multiplicity: physical /
material, cultural / symbolic, political / economic, represented / narrated.
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Introduction

What all of these spatial (I would call them anti-spatial) strategies do is evade that
challenge of space as a multiplicity.
Doreen Massey (2015, pp. 97-98)

Studies focused on investigating strategy as social practice were encouraged by the turn
towards practice observed in Social Sciences. The “practice turn” in the strategy field took place in
the late 1990s (Chia, 2004; Gherardi, 2012; Whittington, 2004, 2007), along with the debate on post-
procedural (Chia & Mackay, 2007) and post-modernism strategy (Wilson & Jarzabkowski, 2004;
Whittington, 2004). Postmodern and post-structuralist skepticism gave rise to another turn in the
late 20th century, namely: the return to space (the spatial turn) in Social and Human Sciences (Warf
& Arias, 2009) and the return to territory, region and regionality (Haesbaert, 2010; Santos, 1996).
Space is now seen as social construction connected to stories of human subjects and cultural
production since, based on human geography, it is essential understanding where things happen in
order to understand how and why they happen (Warf & Arias, 2009).

Both the return to practice and the return to space are based on changes in modern
capitalism and on new forms of sociability and regulation of postmodernist human relations (Warf
& Arias, 2009). In addition to debates about territory and region, space acquired political, economic
and cultural meanings associated with life in cities, globalization, immigration, new technologies,
cyberspace, climate change and epidemics, among others.

Space was either ignored or implicitly treated by traditional theories in the management field
(Chanlat, 2006). In addition, studies focused on investigating strategy as social and strategizing
practice have neglected dimensions such as space and time (Hydle, 2015). However, an
epistemological concept, according to which, strategy is not something that organizations have
(Jarzabkowski, 2005), but that is built by people and by actions it in space and time, cannot shy away
from debating the space issue. Strategy seen as lived experience implies the debate about the ways
space and time enable and limit strategizing, which constitute such an experience (Samra-
Fredericks, 2013); yet, it does not presuppose the concept of space as the surface life happens on
or as a container where things are kept in (Massey & Keynes, 2004).

In this essay, our objective is to analyze the spatiality of strategy seen as practice and propose
a research agenda on the subject. Essays have long tradition in the Philosophy and Literary Criticism
fields; they can be used to achieve different goals, such as introducing new frontiers and
contextualizing knowledge by questioning the “order of things” (Suddaby, 2019), as well as
articulating accumulated knowledge and opening new study perspectives (Bertero, 2011). We
articulate a dialogue between studies on strategy seen as social practice and Philosophy, Sociology
and Geography studies about space and associated concepts such as spatiality, territory, region and
place. These studies compose a diversified epistemic and theoretical framework that takes into
consideration implications between space and coexistence with others, the responsibility for the
place and the ability to (re)imagine new spatialities.

In addition to the current introduction section, the essay comprises two sections addressing
theoretical approaches on space and spatiality, namely: Philosophy and Sociology studies, as well as
studies conducted in different Geography fields. In the third section, we present a theoretical-
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epistemic framework that associates space, organizations and strategy seen as socially-situated
practice. Next, we propose a research agenda on the spatiality of strategy seen as practice. Final
considerations close the article.

The Constituted and Constituent Space of Social Coexistence

The current section covers scholars and concepts belonging to the Philosophy and Sociology
fields that deal with space and social coexistence. Despite the number of scholars investigating this
subject, we highlight authors who have also contributed to the so-called “practice turn” in these
knowledge fields. These authors contribute to an understanding of spatiality as the production,
organization and appropriation of spaces.

In the field of Social Theory, Lefebvre (1991) develops a dialectical and three-dimensional
conception of space production. According to the Lefebvrian epistemological perspective, space is
produced by human beings who interact with each other through their activities and practices,
bodies, thoughts, sensitivity, imagination and ideologies; time and space are aspects integrating the
social practice, i.e., both are result and precondition for the production of society (Schmid, 2012).
The Lefebvrian three-dimensional analysis of space production (Lefebvre, 1991; Schmid, 2012) is
based on a triad that deals with the self-production of both the subject and society. This triad implies
three processes, namely: (a) perceived space: apprehension through senses necessary for social
practice and for space materiality perception; (b) conceived space: the prior conception or
production of knowledge about space; (c) lived space: daily experimentation of space by humans
during their practices.

Lefebvre’s triadic conception of space production (1991) presupposes that this production
process is of historical nature. Every society produces its own space; therefore, it is necessary
investigating the foundations these spaces are built on; the circumstances and pressures under
which spatial changes take place; the constructive and destructive power of productive forces,
scientific capacity and new technologies adopted to transform the natural space; as well as the
circumstances under which spaces are disputed through wars and violence and/or are instituted by
the State. Therefore, it is necessary overcoming the limits of the instrumental and homogeneous
analysis of space, as well as understanding the politics of space, in order to critically understand the
space we produce and live in.

Certeau (1998) conducted a urban study about inequality in cities, based on his political
concept of action and social relations (Dosse, 2013). He analyzed modes of action, practice
formalities and operation types or “ways of doing” that cannot be separated from the present time
and specific circumstances. The analysis of behaviors, according to their place on the “social board”,
has shown deviant tactics, which are not defined by the place and do not follow the law of the place,
as well as technocratic strategies, which aim to create, map and impose places. Only strategies
create places; tactics do not create places; they use, manipulate and change them. The place is “an
instant configuration of positions” with stability implications, whereas “space is the practiced place”
(Certeau, 1998, pp. 201-202).

According to Certeau (1998), there is difference between strategy and tactics if one takes
into consideration the power relations heading towards consumption. Tactic is the way of acting of
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the “weak” before the dominant order, whereas strategy is the action taken by “strong” individuals
before that very same order. Strategy is the calculated action or manipulation of a subject's power
relations about his/her will and power. It postulates a likely place to be “circumscribed as something
of its own” (p. 99) from where one can manage relationships with an exteriority of targets or threats.
Strategy makes it possible to distinguish and circumscribe a place proper to the will and power.
Tactic is the calculated action “determined by the absence of a proper locus” (p. 100). It is related
to autonomy, because it is the action of those who do not have the means to keep themselves at a
distance; therefore, it requires movement within other’s field of view (adversary); tactic plays with
the ground that is imposed to it by a law strange to it. It operates in a non-place (blow by blow and
bid per bid), as it is not able to assign itself a “global project”. Tactic mobility refers to the
possibilities of making use of the sense of occasion in order to use failures of particular conjunctures
of proprietary power in a tireless, insightful, vigilant, creative and surprising way.

The relationship between strategy and tactics is dialectical, because the tactic is determined
by the absence of power, whereas strategy is organized by the postulate of power (Certeau, 1998).
Tactic mobilizes itself waiting for the occasion for its action “over the terrain of the dominant order”
(p. 102), where rationality rules are imposed by the strategy based on “established rights of a proper
place” (p. 102). Therefore, tactic waits for the circumstances for its action and hopes to change
space organization through its movements. With respect to the present and future of life in large
cities, Certeau (1998) has advocated that transformations taking place in contemporary history
affect relations between strategy and tactics: a broader, homogeneous, unstable and continuous
space reduces the chances of tactics escaping regulation (migrants). And the strategy anchored in a
“definition of a proper place”, different from the others, is lost in random and uncontrollable
manipulations, networks of coercions and socioeconomic security.

One of the questions emerging from a material approach to space and from an approach
based on theories of action in the Space Sociology field lies on the inquiry about whether space is a
condition and product (result) of social processes or only operates in a social-action structuring way
(Low, 2008, 2013). Space is understood as a relational category between objects and people, which
not only involves a symbolic dimension, but also a material dimension: “spaces are experienced”.
Space emerges from the (structured) orders of social goods and people in places; new spaces are
created by performative actions that synthesize and relate these orders.

In analyzing social practices and space, Bourdieu (2013, 2018) argues that physical space is
an abstraction of inhabited space, appropriated space or “space of the possible” (Ribeiro, 2014).
Space is socially demarcated and constructed. Social space becomes objectified space and/or
physically realized social space — fields — through the distribution of different kinds of goods,
services, people and groups, in physical spaces. This distribution in physical space defines “the
differential value of the various regions of realized social space” (Bourdieu, 2013, p.136; 2018, p.
109). This distribution generates devoid spaces (ghettos) and spatial profits: profits of localization
and of occupation are related to spaces where there is concentration of rare goods and of their
dominant owners, who are distinguished by living in a certain neighborhood, enjoying security and
other public services, as well as symbolic profits of distinction and profits of occupation. Social
segregation is understood as “cause and effect of the exclusive usage of a space and of the facilities
necessary for the practices and reproduction of the group that occupies it” (Bourdieu, 2018, 110,
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2013, p. 138). Based on the Bourdieusian analysis, the manipulation of groups’ distribution in space
is at the service of space domination, which is one of the privileged forms of exercising domination.

In analyzing the constitution of society, Giddens (2013) deals with “locatability”, which is
understood as action/interaction in time and space. Time and space/geography matter in his
structuring theory because they concern the restrictions and practical nature of daily activities. The
time-space structuring of the interaction scenarios where ordinary people spend their daily lives in
presupposes the concepts of location and accessibility of presence. Location refers to space using
modes, provides the scenario for interactions, and allows specifying the contextuality of these
interactions. Regionalization is understood as the “time-space zoning” of everyday social practices.
According to Giddens (2013), “all social life occurs in — and consists of — intersections of presence
and absence in the ‘low’ of time and in the ‘gradual transformation’ of space”. This statement of the
theory of structuring implies other concepts, namely: “daily space-time paths, distribution and
meetings, regionalization of places, contextualization of regions, intersection of places” (pp. 155-
156).

Space and Spatiality in Geography

Geography is a field rich in epistemic and theoretical concepts and perspectives with long
tradition in research. In this section, we discuss different researchers and their study topics. They
contribute to the reflection on spatiality, with emphasis on concepts such as space, territory, region
and place. These concepts are polysemic because they are appropriated by geographers, as well as
by scientists from other knowledge fields and by experts and technicians who need to apply them
in policies, decision-making and practices focused on planning and developing social groups,
organizations, cities, states and countries.

The concepts of territory, region and place give rise to a fruitful debate in the Geography
field about the sense of “cutting out” space (Haesbaert, 2018). This debate implies addressing
“space, territory, region and place” as a notion, category or concept. It got broader and deeper in
the 1980s due to globalization and fragmentation, social and environmental, and flow and
connectivity movements (satellites, internet, computers) that have made social relations more
hybrid and multifaceted. As for the relationship between concepts, Raffestin (1993) advocated that
“space comes before territory”, because “territory is formed from space” (p. 143); people
appropriate (concretely and abstractly) space as the result of their actions, programs and practices;
thus, these people “territorialize” space. According to Haesbaert (2018), space predates region. He
recalls the “hegemony of the concept of territory” in Latin geographies, mainly due to Latin
American researchers, as well as the preference for the concept of place by Anglo-Saxon
geographers (p. 42). ldentity, intersubjectivity and symbolic exchanges are the most visible
dimensions of the concept of place that supports the construction of images and meaning of the
place: spatiality lived, perceived and endowed with meaning (Souza, 2015c).

The trajectories of the concepts of space, territory, region and place can be found in studies
conducted by Bezzi (2004), Haesbaert (2018), Lencioni (2014) and Massey (2015). However, they
are entangled concepts, as reported by Souza (2015c): a region or a neighborhood are spaces! A
region or a neighborhood can be “places” (lived and perceived spaces). A region or a neighborhood
can be a territory, when a social movement starts to exercise an “insurgent anti-power” in there (p.
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57) or even when the State adopts these space units at the service of its administration or planning.
Next, we analyze spatiality from the concepts of space, territory, region and place. Spatiality seen
as simultaneously ideal, material and conceived practical space (Retaillé, 2005) is, therefore, a set
of spatial practices.

In the 1980s, in a study in the field of critical geography, Santos (1988) proposes that “space
is a relational reality: things and relationships together” (p. 10). Space can only be understood in
relation to other realities: nature, society, work. Santos (2013) has advocated that the analysis of
any spatial fraction reveals a technique or a set of particular techniques. The implication of this
argument is that studies about space-technical relationships enable and require immersion in social
relations themselves. Santos (1996) has also suggested that the use of territory is what makes it the
object of social analysis. The aforementioned author has questioned the concept of territory
inherited from modernity (nation-state, legal-political notion) by stating that the territory is our
“framework of life”. A postmodern idea of territory must consider that (a) the interdependence of
places becomes a new reality of the territory; (b) the value of local natural resources is relative
and/or relativized; (c) the territory trans-nationalization / globalization process is underway; (d)
territories may play active role in trans-nationalization processes. Hence, the metaphor of the return
of the territory takes place.

Based on studies conducted in the Marxist critical geography field from 1975 to 2001, Harvey
(2005) has questioned the capitalist production of space and repositioned the space category from
“given” to “produced”, with material and ideological implications related to capitalist accumulation,
as well as to the creation and destruction of new investment and consumption spaces. He advocated
that, in order to escape its own contradiction, capitalism simultaneously intensifies social desires
and needs, as well as enable geographical expansion to existing spaces or even to new spaces
created for capitalist accumulation. By trying to escape its own contradiction, capitalism promotes
(and requires) certain space organization forms. However, the search for new spaces can lead to
reflections and to progressive political actions. These new spaces are seen by the aforementioned
author as “spaces of hope”, which must be investigated and cultivated by opposition movements
and progressive cultural forces.

In the field of postmodern studies on space, in geography, Gibson and Watson (1995)
propose the concept of postmodern spaces. According to them, the concept of postmodern refers
to a socioeconomic period and to a scientific thought and knowledge field. With respect to the
concept of postmodern, it is necessary understanding urban space in capitalism: cities and politics.
This process implies investigating space by taking into consideration events, stories and places as
“empirical pieces”. By proposing the study of postmodern spatiality, they encourage the reflection
on how “we think, represent, live in, and create space” (Gibson & Watson, 1995, p. 2).

Still, in the field of postmodern studies on space and critical geography, Soja (1993) states
that space is socially produced and that space organization is a social product, since it “emerges
from deliberate social practice” (p. 102). Spatiality is the center of a Marxist critical theory of space
(Soja, 1993) and it has an “essentially dialectical” nature of opposition, unity and contradiction of
social and spatial relations at the production and consumption spheres (p. 98). In his proposal of a
spatialized ontology, he concluded that (a) spatiality is a social product that incorporates physical
and psychological spaces by socializing and transforming them; (b) spatiality “is simultaneously the
means of and result from action and social relations”; (c) the “space-time structuring of social life
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defines how action and social relations are materially constituted and realized”; (d) the “space-time
constitution/embodiment process is problematic, as well as full of contradictions and struggles”; (e)
the “contradictions primarily emerge from the duality of the produced space, as the
result/incarnation/product and medium/assumption/producer of social activity”; (f) concrete
spatiality (effective human geography) implies competition and struggles for social practices aimed
at “maintaining and strengthening the existing spatiality” or at seeking “significant restructuring
and/or radical transformation”; (g) “the spatiality of social life is rooted in temporal/historical
contingency”; and (h) the materialistic interpretation of history and geography “are inseparably
interspersed and theoretically concomitant” (pp. 158-159).

In the field of cultural geography and Marxist geography, Massey (2015) proposes a new
spatiality policy and the spatialization of social theory and political thought. The author offers three
propositions: acknowledging “space as a product of interrelationships” “constituted through
interactions”; understanding “space as a sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity”
and “contemporary plurality”, and as a sphere of coexistence of different trajectories, i.e.,
“multiplicity and space are co-constitutive”. Finally, the third proposition implies acknowledging
space as “a product of relationships-between”, i.e., these relationships are embedded in material
practices that must be effected; therefore, space “is always in the process of making itself”, it is
never finished or closed, and it implies thinking about “space as the concurrency of stories-so-far”

(p. 29).

These assumptions can guide progressive policies, rather than an individualistic liberalism,
based on the argument that “space is political”. Identity and relationships are constructed as part
of the political game, and relationships are understood as “embedded practices” in a “relational
understanding of the world” (Massey, 2015, p. 30). Space does not precede identities; it is, from the
beginning, integral part of the constitution of identity and relationships. In epistemological term,
understanding space as a process rather than as a closed system suggests “openness to the future”,
as well as enables and encourages political engagement to policies that can “make a difference” (p.
32). Such a political engagement is relevant if one takes into consideration that “place as an ever-
shifting constellation of trajectories poses the question of our togetherness” (p. 215).

In the field of critical geography, Carlos (2016) analyzes “the movements of space production
as necessary moment of reproduction of the human (and his world)” (p. 17). According to him, space
is not the background of human practices or a “stage” of phenomena. Space is a condition: “the act

", «

of producing is the act of producing space”; “the production of space is part of the production of
objective material conditions for the production of human history”; “there is no a-spatial society”
(p. 18). Life and the conditions of life reveal a space-time of action and unveil its use as a form of
appropriation. Space appropriation is understood as a space production and continuous
reproduction movement. In the socio-spatial practice of everyday life, “the particular story of each
individual takes place in the collective story it is inserted in, and in relation to which it gains

meaning” (p. 55).

Also, in the 1970s, in addition to return to space, there were discussions about the return to
territory, whenever a positivist view of territory was not enough to account for the transformations
and demands of geopolitics, for the territorial organization of capitalism, for social domination, as
well as for unequal development and forms of control in everyday social life (Saquet, 2015). Studies
conducted in the political geography, and territorial and urban development fields in the 1990s
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focused on investigating “new territorialities” and postmodern territorial regulation forms.
Globalization, the emergence of new territorial actors and migratory processes were analyzed by
Antheaume and Giraut (2005), who edited a collection of articles that problematized territoriality,
namely: territories with fixed or flexible borders (Piermay, 2005); moving territories (Fremédnt,
2005); fluid territoriality (itinerant); and multiple, plural and unstable territories (wars) (Mbembé,
2005).

But, after all, what is territory? According to Sack (2013), “territories require constant efforts
to be established and maintained”, and it implies using “strategies to affect, influence and control
people, phenomena and relationships” (p. 77). According to Saquet (2015), the concept of territory
implies movement (it is related to space production and reproduction), procedures (space
production-exchange-consumption involves social contradictions and technification) and multi-
scales (flows, networks, hierarchies, centers and peripheries). Territory can be understood as
geographical space, “as area controlled and delimited by some authority, as the result from
influence strategies that take place individually or through social groups” (p. 84).

Territory and territorialization processes involve material-functional and symbolic-identity
issues. If the territory refers to an “appropriate and used extension”, territoriality “can be defined
as the sense of belonging to what belongs to us”, i.e., “it is a feeling of exclusivity and limit” in the
experience and reproduction field; for both humans and animals (Silveira, 2013, p. 39). Individuals
and companies use territories in different ways and this behavior depends on their strength or
position in the global capitalist logic (Corréa, 1998, Silveira, 2013). According to Raffestin (1993),
human territoriality involves the construction of the future; therefore, it has political, power and
control dimensions, which comprise birth and mortality, mobility (migration flows), resources
(language and religion) and differences (races, ethnicities, discrimination).

The concept of territoriality concerns a wide variety of activities and practices: the
relationship among state and social groups, home, and workplaces. According to Sack (2013),
territories require “constant strategies to be established and maintained”, i.e., “their limits are used
to affect behaviors when access is controlled”; thus, a place or a region becomes a territory if its
boundaries are "used by some authority to shape, influence, or control activities" (p. 77). According
to Corréa (1998), territory “is the space covered by the political or the affective dimension, or by
both of them” (pp. 251-252); territoriality “refers to the set of practices and their material, as well
as to symbolic expressions capable of guaranteeing the appropriation and permanence of a given
territory by a particular social agent, the State, as well as by different social groups and companies”;
deterritorialization refers to the “loss of the appropriated and lived territory due to different
processes deriving from contradictions capable of undoing the territory” (p. 252).

According to Souza (2015c), politics are the central dimension to the definition of territory,
since they refer to the exercise of power: sovereignty, emancipatory movements, insurgence and
spatial practices of resistance, and ideological discourses. In addition to the political dimension,
there are also the cultural (symbolism, meaning, identity) and economic (goods’ production,
exchange and consumption processes, and labor) dimensions. Therefore, territory is one of the
“manifestations of social space and spatiality” (p. 61). According to Medeiros (2015), territory “is a
space of identities” and “an identification space” (p. 215). There is also the understanding of
territory as a place of mediation between people and culture: the feeling and the imaginary. Again,
space and territory are intertwined: the existence of the territory requires space. In addition to this
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cultural dimension (of identification and belonging), it is possible thinking about the appropriation
of territory, which is seen as a political space: a place of power, which defines limits, cuts it, and is
synonymous with domination and control. After all, the "dominance between people and nations
goes through the exercise of land control" (p. 216).

In studies in the field of human geography and cultural geography, Haesbaert (2016) argues
that postmodern perspectives, at the end of the 20th century, rediscovered space only to declare
the end of the territory: deterritorialization. He has analyzed the destruction and creation of new
territories as part of the social change process and of new territorialization forms; the study about
these movements has evidenced the intensity of changes, as well as enabled new space readings
and new territorial articulation forms. Based on the economic conception, deterritorialization is
interested in topics such as economic globalization and the world market; trade flows; the
relationship between territory and different times in capitalism (Fordism/industrial capitalism,
financial capitalism, flexible accumulation); the strengthening or loss of economic power in different
territories; logic of business location, labor relations and precariousness; the immateriality featuring
the financial sector and globalized economy. Based on the political conception, deterritorialization
is interested in issues such as loss of power of state territories; security issues; territories shared by
different ethnic and social groups; borders created by cyberspace; flow of migrants; and changes in
the role played by the State. Based on the cultural conception, deterritorialization is interested in
topics associated with the sense of collectivity; territorial identities; sectarian movements;
coexistence in large urban centers; multiple modern tribes; ethnicization of life and territory;
cultural identities and fractures.

Studies about region have also contributed to the reflection on spatiality. Region has had its
“death” declared through several theoretical/epistemic perspectives, but several movements have
also “resurrected” it as geographical category. The emergence of regional mesoscales (Haesbaert,
2018) in the late 20th century has placed region and regionalization in the political and theoretical
agenda. Based on a historical and epistemic viewpoint, the concept of region was analyzed by Bezzi
(2004) and Lencioni (2014), who showed the influence of positivism (experimentalism, with
emphasis on the natural region and concrete existence of the region) and determinism (the rise of
science, causal relationship, region seen as objective entity) on the trajectory of this concept. Based
on a theoretical-conceptual viewpoint, region is of interest to geographers, scientists from other
knowledge fields, as well as to technicians in the public policies and regional planning fields.

Regional restructuring and the concept of region were analyzed by Soja (1993) based on a
critical social theory and on the perspective of the construction of postmodern geography. It was
necessary enabling another ontology of human society, space and region in the late 20th century, a
concretizing ontology historically situated and politically engaged, which comprised the spatial
structure of society and the interpretive specificities of different regions as part of a spatiality
(properties of the social production of space) that extends “from everyday life, to networks, flows
and transnational connections that join the global economy of space” (p. 198).

Region/place in the Human Geography field is understood as constituted and constitutive of
social life, relationships and identity. Spatialities are “part of a wider network of cultural, political
and economic processes and of labor division” (Paasi, 2002, p. 804). Regions are currently
investigated as historical and identity processes, as part of broader scales of human history itself,
rather than being “taken for granted”. Region is no longer seen as something given, uniquely
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natural; it is now seen as socially and historically constructed in practices, discourses, narratives and
meanings produced by actors: symbolic and the material dimensions of region-building process.
Thinking about spatiality based on the concept of region also requires reflecting about the concept
of regional identity. This concept has emerged in the late 20th century, it was rose by democratic
movements that brought new topics to the social, political and economic scenarios. However,
regional identity narratives rely on a variety of elements, namely: “ideas on nature, landscape, built
environment, culture/ethnicity, dialects, economic success/recession, periphery/central relations,
marginalization, stereotyped images of people/communities, both ‘us’ and ‘them’, actual/invented
histories, utopias and diverging arguments on the identification of people” (Paasi, 2003, p. 477).

The study conducted by Tomaney (2017) has questioned traditional measurements of local
and regional development and their contribution to human well-being. The aforementioned author
highlighted the limits of traditional approaches (Gross Domestic Product - GDP) and suggested policy
evaluation alternatives for human development purposes. However, it does not imply that the
relational approach to the study about region and place is consensual. According to Jonas (2012),
the relational approach neglects territorial issues and New Regionalism policies available in the
literature. Based on the aforementioned study, an ontology of region cannot consider that it is
exclusively built outside, or by, a non-territorial process; therefore, it questions the approach of
cities-regions centered on capital, which are seen as constructs of external competing forces
separated from territory policies.

Alternatively, regionalisms can be thought of as “territorial expression of relational practices
of alterity” or territorialization alternatives (Jonas, 2013, p. 822): counter-hegemonic regionalisms;
regionalism based on new urban environmental policies; regionalism based on progressive urban
policies, changes in class relations, new coalition forms; and alternative economic practices that
challenge market hegemony; art/craft-based regionalism that counters traditional work
organization and innovation systems; community-based regionalism that counters the neoliberal
agenda and the idea of regional market integration.

Table 1
A conceptual framework to think about spatiality in the Geography field.

1 - Space, Spatiality

e “Space results from men's actions in their own space, which is intermediated by objects, both natural and artificial”
(Santos, 1988, p. 25).

e Space is “produced” with material and ideological implications related to capitalist accumulation, as well as to the
creation and destruction of new investment and to consumption spaces (Harvey, 2005).

e Space: condition, medium and product; and spatiality is a socially produced space (Soja, 1993).

e “1. Space is the product of interrelations. It is constituted by interactions, from the immensity of the global to the
intimately tiny . . . 2. Space is the sphere of possibility of existence of multiplicity; it is the sphere where different
trajectories coexist; it is the sphere of the likely existence of more than one voice. Without space, there is no
multiplicity; without multiplicity, there is no space . . . 3. Finally, and precisely because space is the product of
relationships-between, relationships that are necessarily embedded material practices that need to be made
effective, it is always in a process of becoming, it is always being done” (Massey & Keynes, 2004, p. 8).
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e Space, “as category of thought and practical reality, brings within itself the idea of reference for human beings, since
it is its condition of existence, just as transformations in society bring, as consequence, spatial changes” (Carlos,
2016, p. 17).

2 —Territory, Territoriality, Deterritorialization

e “Territory means a portion of geographical space under the jurisdiction of certain peoples, i.e., it means distinction,
separation and partition based on geopolitical and psychological behaviors” (Saquet, 2015, p. 68).

e “Territoriality . . . reflects the multidimensionality of the ‘lived’ territory” (Rafestin, 1993, p. 158).

e “Territoriality for humans is a powerful geographic strategy to control people and things through [geographic] area
control. . . . Territoriality is a primary geographical expression of social power. It is the means by which space and
society are interrelated” (Sack, 2013, 63).

o Territoriality “refers to the set of practices and their material and symbolic expressions capable of guaranteeing the
appropriation and permanence of a given territory by a given social agent, the State, as well as different social
groups and companies” (Corréa, 1998, pp. 251-252).

e Deterritorialization: the destruction and creation of new territories as part of the social process of change and of new
territorialization forms; these movements show the intensity of changes, allow new space readings and new
territorial articulation forms (Haesbaert, 2016).

3 —Region, Regionalization, Regionalism, Regionality

¢ “In a regional study, one should try to detail its composition as social, political, economic and cultural organization
by addressing concrete facts in order to understand how the area is inserted in the international economic order. It
should be done by taking into account the preexisting and the new in order to capture the list of causes and
consequences of the investigated phenomenon” (Santos, 1988, p. 17).

e Region is a “concrete geographical entity”; regionalization concerns the process of differentiating space into
articulated and relatively cohesive plots; regionality is a symbolic and lived/identity dimension, the property of being
regional (Haesbaert, 2010).

e “. .. all regionalization must always be considered an act of power — the power to cut, to classify and, often, to
name” (Haesbaert, 2018, p. 23).

e “ .. movements, identities, representations and the so-called regional policies are still alive in a more integrated and
lived vision, rather than just in a simply functional and classificatory vision of region” (Haesbaert, 2018, p. 181).

4 — Place

e “Elements grouped for enabling the spatial configuration of a place should undergo an in-depth study, from man to
the institutions that will direct, together with firms, society materialization forms” (Santos, 1988, p. 17).

e An object in which one can inhabit and develop feelings and emotions (Oliveira, 2014).

e Relations between socio-spatial practices and the place, “as a place where the bond to the other is established”
(Carlos, 2016, p. 38).

* “What gives a place its specificity is not a long and internalized history, but the fact that it is constructed from a
particular constellation of social relations” (Massey, 2000, p. 184).
Sources: elaborated by the authors.

Table 1 presents concepts associated with the discussion about spatiality in the Geography
field, which were addressed in the current section. We close this section by addressing the concept
of place and its role in improving the understanding about spatiality. In a study on the meaning
(identity) of the place, from a critical perspective and from human geography, Massey (2000)
analyzes whether the search for the meaning of place is necessarily reactionary (based on
traditionalism, nationalism, antagonisms) or progressive (not closed and defensive, open to the
other and facing outwards). According to him, places do not have “singular and essential identities”
(p. 182). In addition, it is not enough to think about our experience with a place as exclusively related
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to economics, capitalism, or space-time compression; after all, the mobility of capital and
labor/workers are different concepts. The contingency of the place requires humans to develop a
negotiation policy due to the global connectivity between humans and non-humans. These
negotiations “will always be inventions, there will be the need for judgment, learning, improvisation,
and there will be no merely portable rules” (Massey, 2015, p. 230).

Therefore, thinking about the concept of place implies reflecting about our experience:
mobility levels; communication through space; geographical dimension of social relations;
(in)security and feeling of vulnerability; and race and gender issues (Massey, 2000). The search for
a global sense of place implies thinking about social differentiation as spatial, moral and political
issue. He provides different images of place: people who, even contributing to space-time
compression, are prisoners of the place; people who move freely and quickly from place to place;
people who seek a place as refuge; people who acknowledge the multiple identities of a place, or
for whom the identity of the place is the complex mixture of multiple identities.

A study conducted by Relph (2014) in the Human Geography field has analyzed place as
follows: (a) grouping of place’s qualities, experiences and meanings; (b) location: changes the
experience of place (does not imply a fixed location, websites); (c) place escape: shape of the place
(people, streets, buildings, hills); (d) “genius loci”: places that have very strong identity (churches,
temples); (e) sense of place: experimentation and apprehension of qualities of place; (f) roots and
rooting: deep association and feeling of belonging; (g) interiority: familiarity with and knowledge
about place; (h) home: place “where one knows and is known to others”, (i) placelessness and non-
place: everywhere is a place or settings of things, activities and meanings; non-places are places
built in a standardized way (supermarkets, airports, fast food restaurants); (j) we: “places are the
nodes of national and international networks”; (l) exclusion/inclusion: strong attachment to the
place or feeling out of place; (m) contaminated sense of place: prejudiced view heading towards
those who are seen as strangers to the place (ethnic cleansing, compulsory displacements); (n) place
construction: by those who live in the place and architects and engineers; (o) place fabrication:
practices adopted to build the identity of a place, among them, manipulative practices of invented
identities, practices based on vague historical or fictitious connection, borrowed identity practices
(imitation of monuments), fun-identity construction practices (pp. 22-27).

Space, organizations and strategy seen as social practice

The interest in space, territory, region and place goes beyond the Geography field. These
concepts support research about a whole variety of topics in organizational studies, namely: study
about urban dynamics based on power relations among street vendors, government and merchants
(Mendes & Cavedon, 2015); research about the relationship between territory and strategies used
to add value to products and services (Vieira & Pellin, 2015); critical-reflexive approach to economic,
social and symbolic formations in the development of creative territories (Closs & Oliveira, 2017);
and essay addressing the understanding about territorialized organizational culture (Mendes &
Cavedon, 2013). The study by Mendes & Cavedon (2003) has concluded that the symbolic and
political production of organizational culture can be widely understood when it is situated, delimited
and allocated. Damasio Filho, Kitazawa, Klichowski, Silva, & Chagas (2017) have presented an
overview of organizational studies about space and territory. They have emphasized the existence



Organizagbes & Sociedade, 2021, 28(97) 355

of multidisciplinary proposals for research on spatial and social connections, capitalist configuration
of urban space, cities seen as spaces to produce and consume goods and services, and the role
played by the territory these activities take place in.

This section, we recall Chanlat's (1996) statement about the fact that all human experiences,
actions and activities — be them individual and collective, organizational and societal — are rooted in
two dimensions, namely: space and time. It reminds us about the need of overcoming the
functionalist and quantitative view of time and space in management issues, which are seen, above
all (or only), as resource or economic variable of cost and performance. Spatial planning
contemplates local, regional, national and international interactions, as well as involves biological
survival, psychological existence, power relations, the construction of meaning, and the criticism of
spaces. As an explanatory category, the time-space dimension broadens the understanding about
organizations and their practices, which are configured in different ways, based on time-space
(Vergara & Vieira, 2005).

Based on psychology, Fischer (1994) develops the concept of “workspaces” and defines that
individuals organize their activities and regulate their exchanges with others through the domain of
spaces and the fixation of people to places. Individuals interact in and with space, and space plays
key role in human behavior: occupation and transformation; the physical, psychological and social
dimensions of space; how spaces are experienced and represented, both symbolically and
functionally, i.e., how relationship spaces are imagined, avoided or used to facilitate encounters
and displacements. And, above all, workspace is a space of positions, several interventions and
practices in a space division/distribution, appropriation and use process. This process is not
exclusively based on production relationships, it is also based on values and aesthetics of the human
conduct. Human experience with spaces is not passive; since spaces are acting and self-determining,
spaces of physical, symbolic and psychological domain. Individuals and/or collectivities occupying
a space tend to influence the location and adopt control behavior such as border demarcations and
territorial domination.

Organizations are not just resource and production spaces; they constitute “the place that
each individual explores, adapts and inhabits in order to accomplish his own goals” (Fischer, 1994,
p. 89). Instrumental rationality gives the organizational space certain characteristics, namely:
divided space; imposed space; controlled space; and emblem space. Logos, gardens, architecture,
decoration, perfume and so many other indices evoke sensations, values and images; they are
mobilized as a symbol of unwavering power and domination, and they can hide “the ugliness, the
old character, and the real pressures of the places they shelter” (p. 99).

Based on the aforementioned study by Fischer (1994) and on a whole variety of other
studies, Chanlat (2006) has presented a socio-historical synthesis of space in the main management
schools and, based on four more recent perspectives, showed that space has been gaining room in
other studies. The organizational space investigated in cultural and symbolic studies has social
nature, since it produces and structures social relations; it is also a symbolic space, since it is source
of images for internal members and external individuals; it is an aesthetic space of members'
personal experience with harmony or disharmony, beauty or ugliness, grace or disgrace; space is
thought of as a place with emphasis on what is peculiar and meaningful to each organization;
organizational space is spatiality because it becomes an element of language, symbolic order and
meaning system.



Organizagbes & Sociedade, 2021, 28(97) 356

In the theory of political organization, the organization is seen as a social, cultural and
political space regulated by power relations that seek to control materials, resources, people,
money and techniques; power is exercised in interpersonal and group relationships, in the use of
language and symbols, rules and structure. In order to reduce uncertainties and dependence, and
to maintain spatial control, one can use the opposition between internal and external, between
those who follow the rules of the game and those who do not follow them.

The Psychosociology perspective emphasizes organizational space as a relevant aspect of
individuals’ psychic life. Organizational space is both a producer and product of desires,
representations and narratives. They present an affective and psychic dynamics that influences the
actions of megalomaniac, paranoid or obsessive-compulsive individuals; these actions have
implications for organizational structure, culture and strategy. Recent topics address how spaces we
live and work in are changing. Among them, one finds globalization, information technology, work
fragmentation and flexibilization of the location of organizational activities in different countries,
massive use of electronic technologies and new organizational forms in virtual spaces (Chanlat,
2006). This factor implies rethinking organizational spaces as mutant entities.

In a study that used the triadic conception of space (practiced, planned, lived) of Lefebvre
(1991) as starting point, Petani and Mengis (2016) have analyzed the relationship among history,
space, time and memory in the process of planning and creating a large cultural center. They have
conducted a longitudinal study that adopted a space-time planning perspective involving
recurrences, changes, contested narratives about “lost spaces”, and memories of happy spaces that
articulate with desires to recover these spaces (of the past). They concluded that the sense of lost
spaces leads us to consider that planning is the space-temporal and socio-material work of relating
different spaces and times in nonlinear narratives of repetition based on organizational memories.
The planning work is immersed in past, present and future possibilities, because, according to them,
the memory of a lost space and its narratives require a space “that is or was both materially
practiced and imaginatively strongly appropriated” (our emphasis, p. 83). This factor does not imply
that such narratives ensure some power in the concept of space.

In a study on the role of spatial scales, Spicer (2006) analyzes globalization as transformations
in spatial scales and organizational logics. These transformations also involve changes in
accumulation, regulation and discourse patterns. These distinct organizational logics can be
observed at external scales (global economy), on new internal scales (the European Union project),
on hybrid scales (non-governmental organizations operating locally and globally), or on new shared
scales (industrial region). The process of spatial (re)scaling and transformation of organizational
logic does not only concern dominant groups, but also groups resisting them, since this process is
political, economic, geographical and social. This approach understands space based on a
transformational approach according to which, space and organizations are seen as dynamic
entities. This approach aims at helping better understanding the mechanisms by which spaces are
produced. It also goes beyond the concept of organizational space for the recognition of larger-
scale spaces; above all, it emphasizes that organizations exist and act on multiple scales, as well as
that actors can manipulate resources and adopt practices and discourses that make the organization
reach certain scales.

By moving to the specific field of strategy studies as social practice, Nicolini (2012) advocated
that practical turn and practice language are an alternative for those who aim at understanding
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social and organizational phenomena. The search for ontological projects, which provide a new
vocabulary to describe the world, organization and strategy based on specific 'analysis units' —
practices — has generated different approaches that have shown dissimilarities among theories of
practice. The existence of different theories of practice and epistemic positions is explained by the
fact that practice is “a polysemic concept”. Seen from the outside, practices are a “pattern of
activities socially acknowledged and normatively sustained” (Gherardi, 2010, p. 507) and “more or
less shared” (Gherardi, 2009, p. 116). Seen from the inside, practices are “knowledgeable collective
actions” (Gherardi, 2010, p. 507), “from the point of view of the practitioners and the activity that
is being performed, with its temporality and processuality, as well as the emergent and negotiated
order of the action being done” (Gherardi, 2009, p. 117). Authors’ empirical, theoretical and
philosophical levels of engagement to the theory of practice may change (Feldman & Orlikowski,
2011).

Different research routes (and concepts) focused on investigating strategy as practice were
analyzed by Rouleau (2013): (a) practice seen as the action of strategists at managerial level; (b)
practice understood as a set of strategy tools; (c) practice understood as knowledge; (d) practice
seen as organizational resources; and (e) practice seen as narrative and global discourse. As research
agenda, strategy seen as practice has strategizing as its object of study (Jarzabkowski, 2005, p. 3): it
investigates how strategists think, speak, act, reflect, interact, thrill, aestheticize and politicize; what
tools and technologies they use; as well as the implications of different strategizing forms for
strategy seen as organizational activity.

Table 2
Theoretical framework of practical turn in strategy

Approaches to strategy seen as social practice

Activity-Based View (ABV)

Strategy-as-Practice (SAP)
Practice-Based Studies (PBS)

Practice-Based View (PBV)
Sources: elaborated by the authors.

Strategy seen as social practice expands the possibilities of applying the concept of strategy
itself when it assumes the plurality (Denis, Langley, & Rouleau, 2007; Johnson, Langley, Melin, &
Whittington, 2007; Vaara & Whittington, 2012): of (a) analysis levels; (b) actors; (c) theories; and (d)
contexts. Among the terms that emerged for the study of the strategy as practice (Table 2), we
highlight the SAP and PBS approaches, more disseminated in strategy.

Research adopting the SAP approach, i.e., strategy seen as socially engaged/committed
activity must face five theoretical and empirical challenges: What is the strategy? Who is the
strategist? What do strategists do? What does the analysis conducted by strategists and their
practices explain? How do the existing social and organizational theories contribute to the analysis
of strategy seen as practice? (Jarzabkowski & Spee, 2009). Based on another SAP research agenda,
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Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl (2007) have evidenced gaps concerning what we (do not) know
about practitioner types (individual actors in organizations, groups of actors in organizations, and
groups of extra organizational actors) and praxis levels (micro, meso and macro). The initial idea of
distinguishing and opposing practice and process (Whittington, 2004, 2007) was replaced by
conversations about the concept of strategy process and that of strategy practice. Burgelman et al.
(2018) have proposed an analytical model capable of combining both concepts (Strategy as Process
and Practice — SAPP); Mirabeau, Maguire and Hardy (2018) have shown that little attention has been
given to transient manifestations of strategy. In addition, they have identified six strategy
manifestation forms, namely: intended, realized, deliberate, emergent, unrealized and ephemeral.

SAP faces challenges of ontological, epistemological and theoretical nature (Clegg, Carter, &
Kornberger, 2008; Chia & Mackay, 2007; Ezzamel & Willmott, 2010). Among them, one finds (a) the
agency-structure issue; (b) the research about individuals and actions seen as “practice-complexes”;
(c) the development of a post-procedural perspective of strategy, which comprises the internalized
predispositions and the modus operandi of strategy practitioners, and acknowledges the collective
construction of strategy as culturally and historically-situated practices. This ‘post-processual’
perspective of strategy is different from the traditional view of strategy process, which encompasses
decision-making steps arranged in a sequential and linear logic, as conscious, intentional and
deliberate action taken by a single individual or individuals in specific hierarchical positions.

PBS suggests that practices are situated and socially learned, as well as sustained and refined
(Gherardi, 2012). PBS has strong interest in learning, knowledge and technology (Gherardi, 2010;
Nicolini, 2012). New practices require “sensible knowledge”, tests and experimentations,
continuous negotiation of aesthetic categories, identity construction, performance refinement, as
well as ethical and instrumental judgments (Gherardi, 2012). From the epistemological point of
view, PBS (Gherardi, 2009) seeks new ways to study organizations and to overcome dualisms such
as action/structure and human/non-human. Organization is seen as a texture of practices between
humans and non-humans, interrelated in the form of a network of actions sustained by knowledge-
in-action, language and symbolic meanings, while renewing and transforming itself through practice
(Gherardi, 2012).

PBS strand brings along a new impetus to the study of learning; it emphasizes the role played
by socio-materiality as a form of shared agency and intimate relationship between humans and non-
humans. Social practice is “the effect of interconnected practices and their reproduction circuit”
(Gherardi, 2010, p. 507). Different theories of practice addressing the concept of social and human
phenomenon have emphasized the production and reproduction of daily life behind the apparent
order or social stability; rethinking the role played by agents/individuals; understanding the world
in relational terms (social interactions); the role played by knowledge and discourse in practices
focused on building meaning, identity and social things; “the centrality of interests and power in
everything we do” (Nicolini, 2012, p. 6).

Spatiality of Strategy seen as Practice: A Research Agenda

A research agenda based on the spatiality of strategy seen as practice is presented in Table
3. The dotted lines portray the porosity between the concepts of space and their possibilities of
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study, i.e., it is space as multiplicity (Massey, 2015): simultaneity of multiple trajectories constituted
in, and by, space. This research agenda considers that different concepts of space guide
interventions in different spaces and shape our relationships with others. Based on the ideological,
ethical and conceptual point of view, liberal individuals understand space through individualistic
senses of justice, abstract space; communitarian individuals link space to local loyalties and
intersubjective communication, local space; and postmodern individuals understand space in their
corporeity and intimacy, intimate/corporealized space (Bridge, 2000).

Practiced place and lived space (Massey, 2015) and spaces of the possible (inhabited space
or appropriated space) (Bourdieu, 2013) refer to a relational construction based on material, social,
political and meaningful/representation practices. A plurality of actors perform these practices,
which constitute the essence of space production, appropriation and reproduction processes,
according to revisited studies conducted in the social theory and critical, human and cultural
geography fields. Territory, region and place are practiced and lived spaces, although hegemonic
discourses or anti-space strategies (Massey, 2015, p. 263) insist in opposing the “place-as-real” to
the “space-as-abstract”. This opposition makes it easier to locate the ethical commitment of
practices vis-a-vis the dispersion of global responsibilities, which is ironic and problematic, since
global issues and global interconnectivity are so pressing in place.

Table 3
Spatiality of strategy seen as practice: a research agenda

. . Cultural/symbolic . . Represented/narrated
Physical/material space Political/leconomic space
space space
e Locus of biological e Locus of language e Locus of power relations: e Locus of meaning,
survival practices: interactions and practices space production, narrative, emotional and
humans, other animals and cultural and aesthetic  distribution and moral repertoires and
and landscape. expressions. appropriation practices. criticality of practices.
Implications for studies about strategy seen as practice
e Relationship between e Agency and structure in e Spaces and the conflicting e Polysemic nature of
human and non-human, deterritorialization nature of strategy: strategy: multiple voices,
material and immaterial in processes. resistance and domination. interpretations, lived
strategy seen as practice. experiences,

representations,
imaginations, deliberations,
responsibilities.

e Strategies and practices in e Cultural e |deological nature of e Affective and psychic
space deterioration, multidimensionality of strategy appropriation, dynamics of strategy seen as
preservation and spaces in strategy seen space demarcation. practice and of spaces.
restoration processes. as practice: public/

private; individual/
collective; deliberate/
emergent (chance),
contingent/ accidental;

local/global.
e Physical space e The symbolic factor and e Strategies in space e Strategy seen as practice,
historically modified by strategy seen as practice  production and learning and memory:
practices and strategies. in perceived, conceived reproduction processes. learning new practices and

and lived spaces. forgetting the old ones.
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e The transformation of
spaces by practices and
strategies driven by the
massive use of new
information technologies
and others.

e Space seen as cultural
and symbolic capital of

strategy seen as practice.

e Established practices in
use and new spatial
practices in global trade.

e Practices that make the
place and the place of what
is peculiar and meaningful to
each organization.

e Virtual spaces and
national and global
networks (“nodes” are the
places)

e Strategies focused on
the construction and
fractures of territorial
identities and on place
fabrication: construction
(invention), cultural and
symbolic practices of the
territory.

e Space appropriation

practices: tension,
contradiction, negotiation.

e Strategies seen as
exclusion/inclusion sources:
attachment to the place or
feeling out of place

e Practices and strategies in
non-places (standardized
places).

o Influence of cultural
and symbolic

expressions on strategies

of sectarian spatial
movements; of
coexistence in large
urban centers; of multiple
modern “tribes” and
cultural hybridization

e Hierarchy/maintenance of

space control.

e Place fabrication
strategies: psychosocial and
moral expressions of place
identity construction
(invention) and territory
demarcation (manipulative,
narcissistic, immoral
practices and fun, healthy,
ethical practices).

e Strategies and practices
at borders created by
cyberspace.

e Culture and transfer of
strategies and practices
of places.

e Spatial strategies and
practices to deal with
uncertainty, dependence
(cooperation and
warmongering).

e Narrative and discursive
practices of lived
experiences.

e Articulation of people,
objects, performances and
strategies

e Strategies and practices
in the center/periphery
relationship, in the
acquisition or loss of
economic power of
territories.

e Strategy and affective
memory in the construction
and change of spaces.

e Strategy seen as
practice and production of
physical territory paths.

e Strategies for sharing
territories: different ethnic
groups and social groups,
flows of migrants.

e Multi-escalation of
spaces: appropriation and
physical demarcation of
spaces.

e Wealth and misery:
spatialization strategies,
positions and properties.

e Spatialization and
territorialization of
companies and labor
relationships.

The role played by strategy seen as practice and spaces. . .

Promised, imagined, dreamed, left, lived, possible, appropriate, passing by, represented, perceived, demarcated,
stolen/disputed, invented, resistance, dissidents, insurgents, forgotten, recovered, transformed, controlled, refuge,
recovered, eternalized, hope, non-places.

Sources: elaborated by the authors.
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In addition to the analysis of perceived, conceived and lived spaces (Lefebvre, 1991), we also
find other conceptions of space. Regional identity building practices are questioned when they
create stereotype spaces to weaken the other space and stigmatize collective identities. Said (2007)
has analyzed how the West orientalized the East through interpretation, representation and
misguided practices; he suggested reflective practices that follow the idea that the East is neither
an inert fact, nor just an idea. Albuquerque Junior (2011) advocated that the Northeastern region,
as an imagined landscape of Brazil, has originated at the end of the first decade of the 20th century:
a Northeastern region “suitable for the studies of the academia, for the exhibition in museums, for
the television shows, to be the subject of novels, paintings, movies, theater plays, political
discourses, economic measures” (pp. 78-79). Said (2007) and Albuquerque Junior (2011) have
shown the narrated space.

Spaces and spatial identities are subject to manipulation and they can be influenced by
individual and group power projects (Souza, 2015b). Based on this argument, it is possible
identifying (a) eternalized, dreamed and desired spaces: working in a certain company, cities that
are tourists’ desires (Venice, Paris, Barcelona, New York) and even neighborhoods (Copacabana and
Ipanema in Rio de Janeiro); (b) areas of decline/reborn or left: residents or interest groups can
affect the image and boundaries of the neighborhood and the city through practices that lead to
their decline or reinvigoration (Detroit in the USA in the 1960s and then in the early 20th century);
(c) created/invented spaces by governmental policies (Dubai in the United Arab Emirates). Based
on the perspective of the relationship between body and place, biospaces (laboratories,
pharmacies, hospitals, transgenic crops, genetic sequencing, prolongation of life), symbolic spaces
(cathedrals, theaters, cinemas, museums), blasphemous spaces (soccer fields, bars), orgiastic
places and silent places (Chaveiro, 2014).

Sociospatial practices also define spaces of resistance and the struggle for spaces, since the
hegemony of capitalism affects the quality of social, political and economic relations, by generating
spaces marked by expropriation and exploitation, by reducing individuals of a neighborhood
(Paraisépolis in Sdo Paulo), city or region, country or territory to mere labor suppliers (Ribeiro,
2018). Political-spatial practices generate spaces of control/disputes (Complexo do Alem3o in Rio
de Janeiro, militarization of spaces) and dissident/insurgent/resistance spaces (some universities,
depending on the conjuncture, spaces occupied by homeless individuals, environmental activism
spaces, refugee camps). Dissident/insurgent/resistance spaces present emancipatory and anti-
heteronomous practices and play key role in power agendas: the struggle for the right to the city
and the planet (Souza, 2015a), practices called “tactics” by Certeau (1998), which aim at the
reorganization of space in pursuit of “spaces of hope” (Harvey, 2005).

The current research agenda for studies about strategy seen as social practice requires
debating beyond the concepts of objective time and space (Hydle, 2015): concepts of practices
carried out at some point in time and place. We show that the greater attention given to the
temporality and spatiality of practices helps explaining how strategizing — as a way of being in the
world —is enabled and limited, deliberate and non-deliberate, and featured by ephemeral practice
forms (Mirabeau, Maguire, & Hardy, 2018). Although it is possible discussing about objective time
and space, which exist regardless of human activity, the same does not apply to temporality and
spatiality, since they are rooted in human activities. If temporality scrambles the past, present and
future as action develops, spatiality involves the places and trajectories of a plurality of actors, their
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identities, relationships and human experiences. After all, strategizing is part of these intricate
relationships between space (and spatiality) and subjects in action, namely: interactions, identities,
history/trajectories. After all, non-identity, non-relational and non-historical spaces are non-places
(Augé, 2012): spaces that promise “solitary individuality” (trains, subways, airports, ATMs),
temporary and ephemeral passage spaces (hotels, holiday clubs, refugee camps); although Relph
(2014) defines that non-places are standardly constructed places (supermarkets, airports,
franchised shops).

Final considerations

The dialogue between studies about strategy seen as practice and the ones about space in
the Social Theory and Human, Cultural and Critical Geography fields reveals strategy-related topics
that go beyond the business world, without excluding it, obviously. In this essay, we show space as
multiplicity, which implies thinking about space as a plurality of individual and/or collective
trajectories through several socio-spatial practices. Spaces concern the doings, choices, actions and
interactions, behaviors, feelings, power symbols, cultural expressions, presence or absence of
physical elements of well-being, among other aspects of strategizing interest. Spaces are not the
stage where strategy takes place or is practiced at; spaces are part of strategy's doings, since they
facilitate, hinder, prevent and require socio-spatial strategies to interpret, represent, create,
transform and reproduce spaces.

Together with the subject of space and spatiality, other concepts — such as territory, region
and place — also enable a broader and more realistic study about strategic practice. The multi-
scalability of spaces in “strategizing” is an aspect to be taken into consideration in studies about
strategy seen as social practice (SAP and PBS). It appears to be conceptually richer than the micro-
macro issue proposed by SAP or the local-global concepts of anti-spatial strategies. The political
analysis of strategy in spaces is also conceptually richer than the sense of relational tension
addressed by SAP. The study about the role played by strategizing in the construction of the identity
of public and private spaces, such as: source of belonging, trust and protection, fear and insecurity,
attachment or revulsion to the place, also enables knowledge, learning and the socio-materiality of
practices performed by individuals and collectivities/groups of individuals, and it helps deepening
research in PBS.

By reflecting about the uncomfortable lack of space in studies about strategy seen as
practice, we show that the spatiality of strategy seen as social practice opens new windows for
investigations about organizational reality. More specifically, it enabled greater density in research
conducted in the field of strategy seen as social practice. It also paved the way to help better
understanding the question: what does it imply for the study about strategy to be a situated
practice?
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