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Abstract

The notion of ‘shrinking cities’ emerged in the context of population loss and economic
decline in East Germany around the turn of the 21st century. Different practices,
policies, academic research and public debates developed, which were mainly
concerned with how to deal with this problem. However, the emergence of shrinkage as
an urban problem in Germany and what it entails have so far rarely been examined. This
includes the starting points and assumptions on which different approaches to shrinkage
are based. In employing Foucault’s notion of problematisation in a research pérspective
of governmentality, this thesis argues that taken-for-granted practices and rationalities
of governing shrinkage can be decentred and attention can be drawn to the
contingencies of practices, rationalities and techniques which emerged in relation to
shrinking cities. A particular focus on conflicts and contestations shows the extent to

which practices and assumptions are contested or not.

Fieldwork was undertaken in the city of Hoyerswerda in Saxony, once the booming
Second Socialist City of the GDR, which has lost almost half its inhabitants since
German Unity in 1990. The empirical material gathered comprises semi-structured
interviews and a diverse set of documents. The main analytical focus was on how
spaces, times, subjectivities and subjects were problematised in the future discourses
and practices in Hoyerswerda and on the issues around which conflicts, contestations

and counter-conducts emerged.

The research found a unanimous agreement in the examined shrinkage discourses that a
difference can be made locally if shrinkage is governed properly. The differences of
opinion and the conflicts over policies centre around rationalities, practices and
techniques of #ow to govern shrinkage and which spaces, times and subjectivities are
considered beneficial or detrimental to the future. The main conflict in the government
of shrinkage in Hoyerswerda concerns the question of how to deal with the city’s GDR
past: which historical and spatial continuities to avoid or to foster and the subjectivities

associated with these spaces and times.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

At the end of the 1990s the notion of ‘shrinking cities’ emerged in the context of
debates around the future of East Germany'. A myriad of explanatory frameworks was
assembled around phenomena of population loss and economic decline that were seen
to constitute shrinking cities. These included: deindustrialisation, spatial polarisation,
and suburbanisation (Hannemann 2000) or even the end of growth (Kil 2004) - all of
which can be seen as wider effects of post-socialist transition, globalisation and
neoliberalisation, or a combination thereof (Land 2003). Broad fields of interventions
have developed in the context of shrinking cities, ranging from urban and regional
policies that seek to manage shrinkage or initiate growth to cultural practices of dealing
with shrinkage. However, explanatory frameworks of what a shrinking city is and why
it emerged, and how the interventions and practices that formed in different contexts
interweave to form certain assemblages are seldom examined. There is a lack of
analyses that focus on the intersections of certain ways of understanding and dealing
with shrinkage. In examining these intersections in a particular shrinking city, this thesis
seeks to provide some insights into how urban shrinkage was constituted and worked

upon and the conflicts that emerged in this context.

This thesis takes its starting point from Foucault’s (2001) conceptual and
methodological notion of ‘problematisation’, which entails analysing ‘how and why
certain things (behaviour, phenomena, processes) became a problem... while other
similar forms were completely neglected at a given historical moment’ (Foucault 2001:
171, original emphasis). How and why did shrinking cities become a problem in
Germany? Analysing shrinking cities as a problematisation is not based on assessing
whether shrinkage ‘actually’ is a problem, and moreover a problem located in cities. It
rather suggests focusing on how shrinking cities are constituted in particular contexts,

for instance, how shrinkage was linked to certain cities and how some interrelated, and

"In the German context, the notion East Germany (Ostdeutschland) ecmerged after German Unity in 1990. Other
terms include New Ldnder (Neue Bundesléinder). Unlike in the Anglophone context, it was not commonly used for
the GDR before German Unity.



potentially also contradictory, ways of dealing with it formed. It entails questioning how
particular ways of understanding and dealing with shrinkage became institutionalised
and taken-for-granted and how this has changed over time. In addition, it includes
showing that alternative ways of thinking about shrinkage and cities are possible and

examining how current ways are already contested.

This chapter provides an overview of the policy and academic contexts of the
emergence of shrinking cities in Germany after German Unity and the problematisations
(and solutions) they revolve around. Three interrelated strands of argument about what
constitutes shrinkage and how to deal with it emerged when population loss and
economic decline were increasingly identified and problematised in relation to certain
places: the need to manage shrinkage in cities; demands to initiate growth by focusing
state investment on local potentials; and quests for alternative, radically new ways of
dealing with these phenomena. These debates constitute the problem of shrinkage
differently and provide a varied context for different interventions on shrinkage in
cities. They are thus an important basis from which the constitution and workings of
shrinkage can be examined in a particular city. The chapter concludes by stating the

aims of the thesis in more detail and provides an outline of the argument.

1.2 The emergence of shrinkage

After German Unity was enacted in 1990, the question of what represented the
envisaged future for East Germany seemed clear, despite an ensuing debate amongst
intellectuals (Brockmann 1991): a quick convergence with West Germany. Chancellor

Koh!’s famous claim reflects this:

Through united effort, we will soon succeed in transforming Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania, Saxony Anhalt, Brandenburg, Saxony and Thuringia into
blossoming landscapes, in which it is worthwhile to live and to work® * (Kohl
1990, quoted in: Gloe 2005: 298-299).

The term ‘blossoming landscapes’ was used as a synonym for a self-supporting

economy in East Germany, which would — once installed successfully — grow and

2 Original versions of the German illustrations are provided in footnotes throughout the thesis. Unless otherwise
stated, the translations into English are by the author.

3 ‘Durch eine gemeinsame Anstrengung wird es uns gelingen, Mecklenburg-Vorpommem und Sachsen-Anhait,
Brandenburg, Sachsen und Thiiringen schon bald wieder in bliihende Landschaften zu verwandeln, in denen es sich
zu leben und zu arbeiten lohnt’ (Kohl 1990, quoted in: Gloe 2005: 298-299).



flourish on its own, allowing the East to ‘catch-up’ with the West. Even though Kohl’s
blossoming landscapes were not uncontested at the time (Irmen ez al. 2001), they
provided the main direction for post-Unity development, not least in terms of policy
approaches (DIfU 2005).

The background for this direction of the post-Unity development of East Germany has
often been related to the way in which German Unity was enacted, which according to
Habermas (1991: 85) followed a ‘course of annexation’ of the East by the West.
Initially, German Basic Law provided two avenues for Re-unification: either the
accession of other parts to the FRG taking on board the whole economic, legal and
social systems of the FRG; or a joint writing of a new constitution for the new enlarged
state. The first avenue was chosen, which meant that East Germany became part of the
FRG (Gunlicks 2002: 132-133) and the GDR’s state socialism was transformed into the
FRG’s Social Market Economy. The West German economic, political and social
systems were extended to the East as agreed in the enactment of the Currency, Social

and Economic Union a few months before German Unity.

The main measure to assess whether German Unity was progressing as planned was
derived from spatial planning with the main principles and aims of establishing ‘similar
standards of living... in all regions’ (Federal Regional Planning Act [ROG] 1.6) and to
eliminate ‘the regional and structural imbalances between the territories which had been
separated prior to German unification’ (FRPA, 1.7). Even though the difficulty of
defining and measuring standards of living was emphasised (DIfU 2005), progress in
terms of the aim of convergence of standards of living [Angleichung der
Lebensverhdiltnisse] was regularly measured based on different statistical indicators and

subjective assessments (Boltken 2001).

The transfer of institutions and the convergence of standards of living were largely
considered a success (Zapf 2000; DIfU 2005; Boltken 2001), whereas the achievements
in terms of economic development were more controversial (Miinter and Sturm 2002;
Land 2003; Busch 2005). In addition, the unification process was also seen to include
the German people, who were to become one as ‘internal unity’ [innere Einheit] was to
be achieved (Veen 1997; Pollack 2006). The differentiation between structural and
mental transformations in East Germany characterises much of the debates since

German Unity (Noll and Habich 2000; Hufnagel and Simon 2004).



However, the lack of economic development and loss of population in the East
persisted: in the first five years after German Unity, the balance of migration shows that
more than half a million people left East Germany (most migrated to the West) by 2000
the number had risen to 900,000° people. Population loss and economic decline did of
course not go unnoticed (e.g. Dienel 2005), but there was no talk of ‘shrinkage’ in
policy and academic discourses until the early years of the 2000s when a range of
events brought it onto the political agenda. It can be argued that the aim of a linear and
spatially homogeneous and balanced transition as suggested in the idea of ‘blossoming
landscapes’ was increasingly questioned and that this was an important step towards

problematising shrinkage in smaller spatial units such as cities and regions.

Problematisations of shrinkage started to emerge in relation to certain places after the
turn of the 21* century. Three discursive shifts are examined in order to show how
problematisations of the future in post-Unity East Germany have changed: a new urban
policy was set up to deal with urban shrinkage by demolishing empty housing stock;
there was a shift in the economic policy discourse, which suggested focusing state
investment on promising locations and not on the whole territory; and certain more
radical suggestions for alternative futures emerged, based on allowing for more
difference in living conditions in the East. It is necessary to consider the emergence of
‘shrinking cities’ in this wider context of changing discourses about the future after
Unity to show how it coincided with a variety of emerging questions of a linear and
spatially homogenous accession. Moreover, the examination of these discourses

demonstrates how shrinkage is based on different problematisations.
1.2.1 Urban policy: urban shrinkage and demographic change

The notion of ‘shrinking cities’ emerged in the urban policy discourse of Germany,
driven by housing companies in East Germany, which faced bankruptcy because of
empty housing stock (Kil 2004). In November 2000, a commission of experts, funded
by the Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Development [BMVBW],
found that one million apartments were vacant in East Germany and advised the Federal
Government to set up a new state funded urban policy programme to demolish around

300,000 to 400,000 apartments (Pfeiffer ef al. 2000). Soon after, the multi-billion Euro

4 East Germany 1990: 16,028 million; 1995: 15,476; 2000: 15,120 (source: Statistisches Bundesamt, destatis)



Bund-Ldnder urban regeneration policy Stadtumbau began with an urban policy
competition, held from 2001-2002 (BMVBW 2001).

The main point of this competition was to support participating municipalities in
compiling Integrated Urban Development Concepts [Integrierte
Stadtentwicklungskonzepte (InSEKs)], which were seen as an important means to bring
about the main aim of Stadtumbau: ‘to develop East German cities into attractive places
of habitation, which will be accepted by citizens and potential investors alike”
(BMVBW 2001: 3). On the basis of these InSEKSs, the formal part of Stadtumbau Ost
began. With a budget of € 2.5 billion for the period from 2002 to 2009, it was the first
large-scale urban policy in Germany to address population loss and vacant buildings
with state funded demolition of housing (Bernt 2009). And although it first emerged in
relation to East Germany, it was soon extended to the West, but on a much smaller scale

(BMVBS and BBR 2006a).

The Stadtumbau programme continues to finance demolitions and thus helps housing
companies get rid of vacant housing stock that would otherwise be a burden on their
balance sheets. In addition, it finances the regeneration of the remaining urban realm, be
it through the upgrading of housing stock, the adaptation of infrastructure or the
regeneration of public spaces (BMVBS and BBR 2006b; Wiedemer 2004). The
program does not finance the construction of new buildings on demolition plots. The
challenge for participating municipalities is to organise and manage the ‘renaissance
through demolition’ process of Stadtumbau (Bernt 2009) in a way that enables the city
to improve while getting smaller. The Stadfumbau policy is subject to regular analyses

and evaluations (BMVBW and BBR 2004b; BMVBS and BBR 2006b, 2007).

In the context of Stadtumbau, the academic literature in Germany can be distinguished
according to a range of fields. There are analyses that focus on Stadfumbau as a
response to urban shrinkage that brings about new forms of communication,
partnerships and governance (Weiske et al. 2005), which also raises an issue in terms of
the assumptions of the actors involved in the process (Bernt 2005). In addition, some
approaches concentrate on the ways in which the population deals with shrinkage and
the Stadtumbau policy (Kabisch et al. 2004).

3 ,die ostdeutschen Stidte und Gemeinden zu attraktiven Wohnorten zu entwickeln, die von den Biirgern und
potentiellen Investoren geme angenommen werden’ (BMVBW 2001: 3).



In recent years, a new problem of ‘demographic change’ (BMVBW and BBR 2004a)
began to emerge in the urban policy discourse, which can be seen to gradually question
the orientation towards adapting urban systems and form as suggested in the
Stadtumbau policy. Demographic change, in this context, is understood as the failure of
the population to reproduce itself because birth rates are lower than death rates, which
result in a decreasing and ageing population, not least because there is not an adequate
level of migration to Germany which would make up for the losses (Kaufmann 2005).
By 2050, the prognosis on which this debate is based showed population losses between
2.7 million and more than 12 million, depending on the chosen scenario (BIfBE 2009:
17, based on data from Statistisches Bundesamt). In the context of this debate, some
interesting suggestions of how to deal with the impeding transformation in cities and

regions were made.

A widely publicised report stated that several cities had lost their function (BIfBE 2006)
and some regions were on the verge of dying out due to people moving away and

declining birth rates. Here, the situation could not be reversed in the near future:

In many industrial cities in Germany, in the last decade, the population
disappeared together with the loss of work places. Hoyerswerda for instance... has
lost a third of its population since the industries collapsed after German Unity ...
Hoyerswerda became a city without function. Because cities can only exist where
people can find work® (BIfBE 2006: 42).

Interestingly, in this context, Stadtumbau or other urban policies were no longer seen to
provide a solution to population loss and empty apartments in cities. Instead, the report
suggested: ‘Give up cities and quarters without functions... Help remaining inhabitants
with their relocation’ (BIfBE 2006: 43). “Cities without a function’ should thus cease to
receive any state funding, which would provide more money for increased state
investment in other, more promising locations. Issues of demographic change have not
yet led to transformed urban policy practices but have mainly been discussed in a
regional, Ldnder and Federal policy context, in which the need to properly manage and

plan it was emphasised (BMVBW and BBR 2004a; SMI 2005b).

% In vielen Industriestédten Deutschlands schwand im vergangenen Jahrzehnt mit den Arbeitzplitzen auch die
Bevilkerung. In Hoyerswerda etwa... ging mit dem Zusammenbruch der Industrie seit der Wende Driitel der
Bewohner verloren... Hoyerswerda ist eine Stadt ohne Funktion geworden. Denn Stidte konnen nur dort existieren,

wo die Menschen Arbeit finden (BIfBE 2006: 42).



One question that arises from the foregoing discussion is how problematisations of
population loss changed. While Stadtumbau policy is based on adapting cities to a
smaller population that in time would stabilize — reducing the size of certain cities to
match the reduced population - demographic change suggests a self-perpetuating,
continual population loss. However, a similar strategy of adaptation is considered, yet it
shifts the focus to cities in relation to other cities. It was suggested that certain cities
may have to cease to exist unless they can provide a ‘function’ for their population. In
addition, the timeframe, in which a normalisation is expected, rises: futures are
considered increasingly insecure. Demographic change can be seen to pose greater
challenges to the future of cities (Steinfiihrer and Haase 2007) than population loss that
is understood to originate from post-socialist transition, which is presumed to be

overcome at some point.

Similar tendencies of calling for a focus on particular spaces can be observed in the
related, but different economic policy discourse, which became increasingly concerned

with ways of overcoming shrinkage by initiating growth.
1.2.2 Economic policy: focus investment on growth poles

In 2004, fourteen years after German Unity, the governmental advisory group ‘Talk
Circle East’, found that all hitherto existing economic policies that aimed at initiating
economic development in the whole of East Germany had failed: state subsidies and tax
money had been wasted in places where development had not taken off. In order to
make better use of resources, the Talk Circle proposed a ‘Correction of the Course of
Reconstruction East” (Dohnanyi and Most 2004a, b): to concentrate investments and
infrastructure on so-called ‘growth poles’ in East Germany, which would then produce
enough growth for their surrounding and less successful areas, following a ‘trickle

down’ principle.

Reconstruction East [Aufbau Ost] is an umbrella term for the main economic policies of
the Federal State that aim to alleviate the inequalities which emerged in the context of
German Unity in East Germany (DIfU 2005). The most important aim of
Reconstruction East was to achieve a self-supporting economy in East Germany, which
was seen as one of the means by which ‘similar conditions of living’ — the main aim of

spatial planning - will come about. The measures of Reconstruction East include state



subsidies for economic development and infrastructure-based state investments (DIfU

2005), which were allocated with the aim of alleviating inequalities.

In the policy documents on the progress of German Unity, the suggestions of a
Correction of the Course of Reconstruction East were taken up and translated into a new
paradigm for investments of ‘strengthening strengths’ [Stdrken stdrken] (BMVBW
2005: 26; BMVBS 2006: 30). This was to be followed in order to prevent the
continuous waste of public money and achieve the desired results in terms of regional
growth. In the public discourse this proposed shift of economic investment emerged in
the form of convincing metaphors: state subsidies to instigate economic investment
should no longer be wasted with the ‘watering can’, but rather focus on ‘lighthouses’
(beacons) - promising locations (AFP 2004; Berg et al. 2005). In addition, academic
research found ‘cores of economic development’ [Okonomische Entwicklungskerne,
OEKs] (Rosenfeld et al. 2006a) and economic clusters (Rosenfeld ez al. 2007) in East

Germany.

The representations of regional prospects for development increasingly differentiated in
the economic policy discourse on the future of East Germany: several urban and
regional rankings such as the Future Atlas [Zukunfisatlas] of the consultancy company
Prognos AG (2004; 2007) found that there are regions with different degrees of
‘chances for the future’ and regions with different degrees of ‘future risks’ and that the
differences between chances and risks cannot be explained on the basis of the type of
region (Prognos AG 2004, 2007). In the 2007 Federal Report on the Progress of the
Reconstruction East (BMVBS 2007) these findings were used as an argument for the

development potential of all regions:

The study of Prognos shows that growth and dynamic innovation are not limited
to several regions or types of space such as cities, rather it demonstrates that all
regions have their own potential, independent of their present strengths and
weaknesses’ (BMVBS 2007: 7).

" Dic Prognos-Studic belegt hicrbed, dass Wachstum und Innovationsdynamik nicht auf bestimmte Regioncn odcer
Raumtypen, wie etwa Stédte, begrenzt sein miissen, sondern dass vielmehr alle Regionen unabhingig von ihrer
aktuellen Stirke oder Schwiiche eigenes Potenzial haben (BMVBS 2007: 7).



Implicitly, this statement claims that if regions focus on ‘their own potential’ they can
develop positively. It is no longer about producing equality by balancing inequalities,

but about supporting regional development potentials.

A closer examination of the ‘Annual Reports of the Federal Government on the State of
German Unity’ (BMI 1997; BMWi 1998; BBANL 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004;
BMVBW 2005; BMVBS 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009) and of the Spatial Planning Reports
[Raumordnungsberichte] (BmRBS 1990, 1991, 1993; BBR 2000, 2005) since Unity
shows that an increasingly differentiated picture is drawn of the situation of East
Germany. There were no longer just the two big containers of ‘the’ East and ‘the’ West,
or different Ldnder. Some places were found to develop ‘better’ and ‘faster’ than others.
In the policy discourse the focus was on ‘successful’ places (cities and regions alike)
and on how places can build on their strengths. In addition, the temporal assumptions
started to shift: the aim of achieving convergence in a particular timeframe seemed out
of reach (Land 2003) and instead some places were expected to achieve convergence

faster than others.

The debate around the spatial planning law’s aim of achieving equivalence of
conditions of living in all parts of the country shows a similar tendency. The Federal
President of Germany, Horst Kohler, placed this issue onto the political agenda when he
claimed that attempts to balance spatial disparities produced debts for the next
generation and that it was more important to create free spaces for the ideas and
initiatives of future generations (Krumrey and Markwort 2004; see also: Gatzweiler and
Strubelt 2006: I). The ensuing debate in a spatial planning context (BBR 2006; Brake
2007) emphasised the ambivalence of the spatial planning aim and highlighted the
importance of being clear in defining the terms, for instance, of ‘similar conditions of
living’ (Kawka and Sturm 2006). This is expressed most clearly in relation to
considerations of how to define similarity — or how much difference is acceptable under

what circumstances:

The acceptance of spatial difference should be compensated by chances that allow
the individual... to evade it through individual mobility... Similarity is not only
characterised by its spatial distribution, but also in terms of the individual



possibilities and chances independent of any spatial location * (Strubelt 2006:
308).

The aim of achieving similar conditions of living in all parts of the country can be
reinterpreted from an absolute aim to an aim of providing similar chances for the
individual — if necessary, the individual can move. On this premise, more difference

between different spaces could be allowed.

The preceding discussion shows that the discourses on economic policy changed in East
Germany: from the overall aim of achieving a convergence of conditions of living in all
parts of the country to the increasing acceptance of different paths and speeds for
regional and urban development. It can be argued that this was based on a
reinterpretation of the spatial development aim of achieving equivalence in conditions
of living in all parts of the country and a different conception of the role of the state.
Rather than investing in cities and regions that lag behind and thus balancing uneven
development, claims emerged that state investment should better focus on growth poles,
cores of economic development or “clusters’ (Rosenfeld ez al. 2007, 2006b). In these
discourses, the problem of shrinkage is not a problem to be managed, but to be
overcome by focusing on the region’s or city’s intrinsic potentials: if a city or a region
develops positively it is because it focused on its development potentials. Inequality or
difference are no longer problematised, instead the focus is on a lack of growth, or
innovation. This has implications for the suggested policy approaches: these are no

longer based on an identified need to balance inequalities, but on supporting growth.

This tendency of increasingly focusing on particular locations was also observed in the
previous section that dealt with urban policy responses to shrinkage and the recent
emergence of demographic change as a new challenge: if shrinkage continues, these
different, but - as is argued here - related discursive shifts suggest it would be better to

‘give up’ certain places and no longer direct any investment to them.

These shifts readily lend themselves to a range of theorisations, but before embarking

on this discussion at the start of the next chapter, the following section deals with an

# Das Hinnehmen von raumlichen Ungleichwertigkeiten sollte dann aber kompensiert werden durch Chancen, dic cs
dem Einzelnen... erlauben, dem durch individuelle Mobilitit zu cntgchen... Gleichwertigkeii bestimmt sich also nicht
nur in jhrem rdumlichen Niederschlag, sondern insbesondere auch in den individuellen Mglichkeiten und Chancen,
unabhingig von jeglicher raumlicher Verortung (Strubelt 2006: 308).
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alternative set of approaches that emerged in the context of shrinking cities and the
debates about the future of East Germany, for instance, suggestions that shrinkage is a
symptom of the end of growth, which requires more fundamental changes such as

radically different ways of thinking about the economy, space and cities.
1.2.3 Alternative approaches to shrinkage

~ Alternative approaches to shrinkage include: firstly a diverse set of critiques of the
directions and assumptions of the German policy approaches to urban shrinkage, which
often suggest different ways of dealing with shrinkage; and secondly wider concerns
with urban shrinkage, which question the role of cities more broadly and consider urban
shrinkage as a useful concept for cities beyond Germany. Both areas are considered in

turn.

Several strands of critique developed in response to the problematisation of shrinkage in
urban and economic policy discourses. The orientation of the Stadfumbau policy to the
housing market was, for instance, not considered to solve the problem of shrinkage (Kil
2003, 2006; Hannemann 2003), instead, there were claims for shrinkage to be seen as a
‘multi-dimensional notion’ (Brandstetter e al. 2005; Lang and Tenz 2003). In addition,
cultural issues of understanding transformation and shrinkage were seen as
underdeveloped (Dietzsch and Bauer-Volke 2003); a narrow focus on (East) Germany
was considered misleading (Oswalt, P. 2004; Oswalt 2005); and the significance of
growth as the main underlying paradigm of planning and urban theory was questioned
(Kil 2004). These critical interventions show that several assumptions of both the urban
and economic policy discourses were contested and that other, alternative ways of
seeing and dealing with shrinkage (and also the transformation in East Germany) were

suggested.

The main starting point of alternative approaches to shrinkage was to emphasise that
phenomena of population loss, economic decline and vacant apartments may not only
be seen as negative processes, which need to be overcome, but as processes that also
provide a range of chances and possibilities for alternative developments, for instance,
the availability of space and the absence of economic pressures (Oswalt et al. 2007,
Kantzow and Oswalt 2004). However, in order for the more positive aspects to come to
the fore, alternative approaches tended to argue that certain perspectives needed to

change. It was, for instance, argued that economic growth can no longer be regarded as
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the sole assessment of success and progress (Oswalt, W. 2004). One of the suggestions
that developed in the context of this broader problematisation of shrinkage was to
decouple development and progress from growth and instead explore if and how higher

qualities of life can be achieved in a context of shrinkage (Kil 2004).

It was argued that urban shrinkage can be seen as signs of a fundamental transformation
of economy and society, as symptoms of ‘the end of growth’ (Kil 2003) or ‘the end of
labour society’ (Engler 2002): an epochal, radical change from the longstanding
paradigm of growth, which underpinned industrial modernity. In ‘the difficult retreat
from the world of growth’ Kil (2004) starts from the premise that certain cities and parts
of the population became superfluous in the context of transformation in East Germany.
They are no longer needed for the economy to work (Kil 2004, 2006). But instead of
trying to instigate growth in East Germany, based on a West German model (e.g.
‘blossoming landscapes’, or ‘growth pole’ approaches), commentators demand that
certain spaces be ‘freed’ or liberated from the paradigm of growth: ‘Peace to the
landscapes!”® (Engler 2006). People in these areas should receive a state-financed basic

income and experiment with alternative ways of living.

The spaces that are left behind by the industrial era [could become] paradises for
gardeners and DIY people, for thinkers and dreamers and researchers and
enjoyers, for the explorers of a completely new lifestyle: Would that really be
such a scary vision? '* (Kil 2004: 158).

Related approaches suggest that analyses of shrinkage should highlight the emergence
of new cultural and social practices in everyday coping strategies. In this context East
Germany is often portrayed as a ‘laboratory’ (Dietzsch and Bauer-Volke 2003), in
which new ways of dealing with shrinkage and with transformations are developed.
Dietzsch and Bauer-Volke (2003), for instance, claim that the situation in East Germany

can be viewed as bringing to the fore a ‘cultural dimension of societal change’:

The processes of transformation in East Germany have deeply questioned cultural
paradigms of the industrial society and brought about new strategies for action.
Far too often, these are only recognised as reactive crisis management. However,

? Friede den Landschaften! (Engler 2006)

19 Die vom Industriezeitalter entlassenen Lindereien als Paradiese fiir Gértner und Bastler, fiir Denker und Triumer
und Forscher und Geniefer. Fiir die Kundschafter einer vollig neuen Lebensweise. Wiire das eine wirklich so
erschreckende Vision? (Kil 2004: 158)
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the simple every-day strategies of individuals often contain important potentials
for the future. To observe them closely and to make them available in a broader
context in the form of professional knowledge could lead to new impulses and
political ideas'' (Dietzsch 2003: 365-366).

This critique can be seen as a response to the marginalisations of individuals’ coping
strategies in the public discourse, but it can also be related to the reclaiming and
redefining of perspectives on East Germany and East Germans. These are often
portrayed as deficient and lackiﬁg in relation to West Germany and West Germans in
the German discourse (Roth 2004; Ahbe 2004; Kollmorgen 2007), which is partly
related to the way in which German Unity was enacted (Bittner 2009). It was claimed
that the situation in East Germany and the way in which people deal with it can
potentially serve as a model for the West (Hannemann 2003). This is underpinned by a
conviction that wider parts of the country will eventually face a similar situation. In this
context, East Germans can be seen as a ‘vanguard’ because they were forced to develop
more flexibility in adapting to social and economic change than West Germans (Engler

2002).

The broader concern with urban shrinkage is based on assessing the wider use of what is
considered a new perspective on cities. It is largely based on the very first emergence of
‘shrinking cities’ before German Unity in an urban sociology discourse in relation to
West Germany (HéuBermann and Siebel 1987, 1988). HiuBlermann and Siebel’s
approach to shrinking cities was based on seeing the development of cities in relation to
mobile industrial capital: cities shrink if capital goes somewhere else. At the time, their
suggestions did not receive much response (Hannemann 2004), but in the context of the
shrinking cities debate in East Germany, some of the claims were rediscovered (e.g.

Brandstetter ez al. 2005).

Part of this argument is that shrinkage can be seen as a ‘normal’ phase of urban
development: historical examinations of urban crises, for instance, are used to

empbhasise that phases of rebuilding and adapting cities to new challenges are normal

" Die Transformationsprozesse in Ostdeutschland haben kulturelle Denkmuster der Industriegesellschaft in
tiefgreifender Weise in Frage gestellt und ncue Handlungsstrategien hervorgebracht. Viel zu hiufig werden diese
jedoch nur als reaktives Krisenmanagement wahrgenommen. Dabei enthalten oftmals die einfachen Alltagsstrategien
Einzelner wichtige Potenziale fiir die Zukunft. Sic genau zu beobachten und in Form von professionellem Wissen fiir
groflere Zusammenhinge verfligbar zu machen kénnte zu neuen Impulsen und politischen Ideen fiihren (Dietzsch
2003: 365-366).
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phases of development (Lampen and Owzar 2008; Owzar 2008). In this context, it is
argued, that contemporary shrinkage may, for instance, also be seen as a chance to re-
build, reinvent and reorganise cities for the future (Fuhrich 2003): starting points for
new developments may emerge in times of scarcity and loss. In this context, reference is
often made to close interrelations of growth and shrinkage in natural and social
sciences, particular in biology and economic theory (Hager and Schenkel 2000; Bischof

2000; Jorden 2000) in which phases of decline are often the basis for new growth.

This broader context allows for an examination of shrinkage as an international
phenomenon in a broader cultural context (Oswalt, P. 2004; Oswalt 2005). A focus on
shrinkage, it is argued, may entail new ways of reflecting about cities more generally
(Oswalt 2005). Post-socialism is not used as the main point of reference, rather the
focus is on deindustrialisation, spatial and economic polarisation and suburbanisation
processes in the context of globalisation and neoliberalisation (Miiller 2004). These may
lead to different paths of shrinkage (Prigge 2004). In short, in parts of the German
discourse on shrinking cities phenomena of shrinkage are considered as global. An
‘Atlas of Shrinking Cities’ (Oswalt and Rieniets 2006) or the choice of case studies of
different cities such as Detroit in the US, Ivanovo in Russia, Manchester and Liverpool

in the UK and Halle/Leipzig in Germany (Oswalt, P. 2004) shows this.

However, even though phenomena of shrinkage such as population loss and economic
decline can be found in different kinds of cities all around the world it needs to be
emphasised that these are rarely problematised as ‘shrinking cities’ outside the German
speaking world. This does not mean that developments in such cities are not considered
as requiring certain forms of attention and intervention. There is a rich literature on
urban decline (Beauregard 1993; Clark 1989; Bradbury et al. 1982; Shields 1991) and
there were and there are various interventions that aim at planning and managing
decline. In the UK, there range from the D-village policy in the county Durham
(Pattison 2004) to the call for an Urban Renaissance (Urban Task Force 1999) and to
the more recent Housing Market Renewal programme. However, these do not address

‘urban shrinkage’ directly, but represent different forms of problematisation.

There have been a few attempts to push shrinking cities on a wider academic agenda
(Pallagst ef al. 2009), for instance by buildings certain academic networks such as The
Shrinking Cities International Research Network (SCIiRN™). But even in circles that

support this move, it is noted that shrinking cities are not of widespread concern yet:
14



Pallagst (2010: 3), for instance, writes that there is ‘no active discussion of shrinking
cities [in the US]’ and for France and Great Britain, both countries with a growing
population, Cunningham-Sabot and Fol (2009: 25) note that ‘when surrounded by
growth areas, pockets of decline pass unnoticed... France and Great Britain are still in
denial when considering urban shrinkage.’ This begs several questions about the
interests behind pushing for certain academic agendas and more generally about what
would be gained and lost if urban shrinkage was considered as a problem in a wider

context.

In this study, the focus was thus put on how urban shrinkage became an issue to be dealt
with, not only in the national urban and economic policy context in Germany, but
foremost in the local context of a city. How did shrinkage emerge as a problem that
required intervention locally and how do wider programs that are set up to deal with this

issue transform local practices and ways of thinking about shrinkage.

In sum, the examination in this chapter of three different discourses on the future has
provided an overview of the debates that emerged in the context of shrinking cities
around the turn of the 21* century in Germany. The examination showed that shrinking
cities are problematised differently in each of these discourses, which has implications

for the suggested interventions.

(1) The strand of discourse focusing on urban policy approaches such as
Stadtumbau problematised shrinkage mainly in relation to population loss and
increasingly also demographic change, which put certain systems of housing and
infrastructure provision at risk because they are no longer economically viable.
The suggested response was to manage shrinkage by adapting these systems to
fewer users, for instance, by subsidising the demolition of empty housing stock
in Stadtumbau Ost; or maybe even by giving up particular cities, which have lost
their function as suggested by BIfBE (2006).

(2) A strand of economic policy discourse problematises shrinkage in terms of a
lack of growth. Suggestions to focus subsidies on promising locations such as

growth poles are expected to initiate the needed growth.

(3) Alternative discourses problematise shrinkage as a potential signal for more

radical socio-economic transformations, for instance, the end of growth in East
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Germany and potentially also the wider world. In this context, shrinkage is seen
to require fundamentally different and potentially also unknown ways of dealing

with it.

It is apparent in the three fields that a need for change is being identified — there is a
problem: things are not considered to be able to go on as previously. What is seen as the
problem, however, differs. Yet, while these debates operate on an abstract general level,
the issues they deal with and the assumptions they are based on make a difference on
the ground. In focusing on problematisations in their empirical complexity it is argued,
that the political implications which are negotiated in these seemingly natural discursive

shifts can be rendered explicit.

In order to examine the complexities between discursive problematisations and the rich,
contextualised arena in which they play out, but through which they also come about,
this thesis aims to analyse how shrinkage is governed, using the example of
Hoyerswerda, the fastest shrinking city in Germany. The reason for choosing to focus
on different ways in which shrinkage is constituted and worked upon — how it is
governed - in a shrinking city and not in the context of a general policy is based on an
interest in showing what is at stake and what the consequences are of thinking and
acting on a problem (e.g. shrinkage) in one way or another (Dean 1999). In addition, in
focusing on the government of shrinkage in a city, this thesis contrasts the abstract
emergence of rationalities of shrinkage in national and local discourses with their
‘messy actualities’ (O'Malley et al. 1997). The analysis focuses on an examination of
how different practices and discourses that address the phenomena of shrinkage connect
or contradict each other. In particular, the focus is on how practices, discourses,
techniques and technologies of dealing with these phenomena have changed over time,
analysing the transformed ways in which shrinkage was approached in the city. This
provides a new way of reflecting on ways of understanding and dealing with certain
problems in cities and how these may change over time. The critical purchase of this
approach lies in analysing the different political implications that are negotiated in
governing shrinkage. These considerations are tackled throughout the analysis outlined

in the following overview of the argument of the thesis.

The motivation to undertake this study is based on my previous involvement in a
shrinking cities project at Bauhaus Dessau (von Borries and Prigge 2005) as a freelance

architect over a four week period in spring 2005. The small intervention aimed at
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developing a scenario of East Germany in 2030 based on the premise that the federal
state of Germany would stop any investment in East Germany outside of the
metropolitan regions of Berlin and Saxony (“Metrosachs”). In addition, people living
outside these metropolitan regions were to receive incentives to relocate to Berlin or
Metrosachs. A graphic designer prepared two maps, which showed the intended
concentration of people and resources in these two metropolitan regions. During the
short project a range of questions about the potential of alternative future practices of
dealing with shrinkage formed in some heated discussions, but could not be addressed
in the final presentation for the sake of achieving a clear provocation. The discussions
we had in working on this short intervention fuelled my interest to examine in depth
how the future is governed in a shrinking city, including the conflicts that emerged in

this context.

1.3 Structure of the thesis

The research aim of analysing the ways in which shrinkage is governed in a city builds
upon a conceptual framework derived from literature on governmentality (Foucault
2002a; Burchell ef al. 1991; Dean 1999; Rose et al. 2006), which is discussed in detail
in Chapters Two and Three. Before embarking on a discussion of this analytical
perspective, several fields of literature, which also lend themselves to an examination of
issues of shrinkage are briefly discussed. These include: examinations of urban and
regional decline; neoliberalisation, globalisation and post-socialism; and urban
regeneration, renewal and renaissance. The discussion serves to provide an assessment
of the points on which these theoretical frameworks differ from governmentality
perspectives. Chapter 2 also provides an in-depth introduction to the research
perspective of governmentality based on the central notion of ‘government’, which can
be understood as a ‘hinge’ negotiating between power and subjectivity, and between
technologies of power and forms of knowledge (Lémke 2008) — government as the
‘conduct of conducts’ and as an assemblage of practices, technologies and techniques,
which are rendered internally consistent by rationalities. In addition, Chapter 2 also
discusses the particular conception of subjects and subjectivity that government entails
based on an examination of debates around advanced liberal forms of government in

contemporary transformations of governmentalities.

Chapter 3 focuses on spatial and temporal rationalities and examines the intended
effects that governing space and time has on subjects. Questions of space in
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governmental projects have recently been developed in geographical governmentality
studies (Osborne and Rose 1999; Elden 2001; Huxley 2008), but the ways in which time
is integral to government has received little attention. The development of an analytical
tool of time represents the main conceptual contribution of this thesis. In addition,
Chapter 3 deals with some of the criticisms of governmentality studies, which contend
that these tend to focus too much on the rationalities of government, ignoring the messy
actualities of government on the ground. It is argued that a closer examination of
counter-conducts — a concept that similarly has not received much attention — can
provide a useful way of focusing on issues of conflict and contestation to government as

it emphasises the critical edge of a governmentality approach.

‘Methodology’ is discussed in Chapter 4. Starting with the research questions, the
chapter outlines how the empirical material, consisting of responses to semi-structured
interviews and a wide range of documents, was gathered, ordered and analysed.
Foucault’s approach to discourse analysis, with a particular focus on problematisations
and their assemblages represents the analytical strategy this thesis is based upon. The
chapter touches on the issue of using governmentality in a largely contemporary setting
and also contains a brief discussion on issues of translation and language, which arose

from doing the fieldwork in my native language German, but writing in English.

Chapter 5 introduces Hoyerswerda as the chosen exemplar of this study. It provides
historical context to the period in the GDR when the city’s new town [Neustadt] was
constructed and to the city’s post Unity development. This includes an overview of
three moments in which problematisations of shrinkage emerged in urban policies and
public debate: as an issue to be managed; as an issue to be overcome by initiating
growth; and as an issue of conflict and contestation. These emerging problematisations
guide the empirical analysis in Chapters Six to Eight. The themes of space, time and

subjectivity are woven through each of these chapters.

Chapter 6 discusses the practices and rationalities of managing shrinkage in
Hoyerswerda. The spatial rationalities on which shrinkage is based rest on a clear
division of areas in the city between those considered beneficial for the future and
others that are seen as detrimental. The ideal of a European city form underpinned the
strategies of managing shrinkage in the early years. Later on, this ideal has remained
important even though the references are not as direct and detailed any longer. The

temporal rationality of managing shrinkage is to overcome it because if it were a
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continuous process the city would eventually cease to exist. The demolition of vacant
housing in Hoyerswerda’s Neustadt induces a process associated with healing and
rescuing (in terms of both the city’s spatiality and its temporality). The demolition
strategy ‘from the peripheries to the centre’ is based on forced relocations of tenants
from ‘demolition areas’ to ‘preservation worthy areas’ of the city. This entails subjects
that play along. Only the subjects in the Altstadt [old town] are seen as capable of
autonomous self-government, which is mainly associated with their status as

homeowners as opposed to tenants in Neustadt.

Chapter 7 discusses the different approaches to initiating growth based on finding a new
role for the city. This is apparent not only in the Mission Statement, but also in
economic policy documents. The ideal of the European city, commonly associated with
the Altstadt is seen to bring about economic benefits, as it is considered to possess
economic self-healing powers. Neustad!t, which least resembles this ideal, is seen as
detrimental to realising these economic benefits. In terms of the temporal assumptions,
historical continuities that link to pre-GDR traditions are seen as more valuable than
GDR-traditions. This is also apparent in the subjectivities that are considered as
beneficial or detrimental to initiating growth: a ‘GDR mentality’, associated with
passivity and accepting one’s fate, is considered as detrimental, whereas entrepreneurial

characteristics are seen as beneficial.

In Chapter 8 an examination of the conflicts that emerged in the context of governing
shrinkage in Hoyerswerda shows the extent to which certain associations and cultural
initiatives work according to different spatial and temporal rationalities. Neustadt and
its period of construction are more readily accepted as important parts of the city. The
same applies to ideas about the population: while the dominant governmental
rationalities portray tenants of Neustad! as less loyal to the city than the owner-
occupiers of Altstadt, these appear as the more active and involved parts of the
population in the governmental counter-rationalities. The examination of several arts
and cultural projects shows that different ways of dealing with shrinkage also emerged.
These are not only based on new spatial practices, in which derelict spaces are used for
different projects, but also on new temporal practices, which are not characterised by a
governmental object of a better future, but of an improved present. In this context,
‘doing-it-yourself” can become a means to improve one’s quality of life and thus a

necessity if one decides to stay. The main point of Chapter 8, however, is to show how
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counter-conduct is constituted in Hoyerswerda: while activists view their critique and
their practices as attempts at participating in shaping the government of the future of

their city, their conduct appears as ‘counter’ to the dominant governmental rationalities.

Chapter 9 draws the findings of this thesis together in offering a cross-section of the
spaces, times and conflicts of governing the future of Hoyerswerda. In linking the
findings to the wider debates presented in Chapter 1, the chosen research strategy and
the findings that it produced are evaluated. This is needed to explicitly draw out the
critical potential that a governmentality approach offers. It is suggested that more
nuanced ways of understanding conflicts and contestations in cities are not based on
foregrounding these as outright resistance, but as potential attempts at governing. This
also highlights the potentials that a focus on time or temporal issues in government
provides: for example, ways of reflecting about the possibilities of governing with open
futures, in which a concern with the present may push the aim of achieving a certain

future in the background.
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2 Governmentality, subjects and subjectivity

2.1 Introduction

The main aim of this research, to examine how a shrinking city is governed, lends itself
to a range of theoretical approaches, which can be used to aid the analysis. Shrinking
cities can, for instance, be understood as effects of uneven development under
capitalism, or as brought about through globalisation, neoliberalisation or post-socialist
transition. Furthermore, the way in which a city is governed can be analysed from the
perspective of urban regeneration or governance. However, it can be argued that the
chosen approach of viewing urban shrinkage as a problematisation (see Chapter 1)
suggests different starting points, for instance, tracing the ways in which shrinkage was

constituted as a problem.

The first part of the chapter steps away from the detailed examination of the debates and
developments in the context of the emergence of ‘shrinking cities’ in post-Unity East
Germany and examines how similar concerns with urban decline and approaches to
overcome it are discussed in Anglophone urban and economic geography contexts. A
brief examination of a few widely used approaches shows how different theoretical
frameworks problematise and approach shrinkage in different ways and how these are
distinct from the chosen framework of governmentality. The second part of the chapter
outlines the main features of Foucault’s concept of governmentality. In particular, the
different starting points of this perspective are highlighted: rather than beginning with
an explanation, governmentality provides an analytical angle that allows for
investigating the complex relationships of practices and rationalities and how these
impinge on conduct. The third part then focuses on liberal governmentality and
subjectivity. The chapter concludes by linking these theoretical considerations back to

the problem of shrinking cities.

2.2 Decline in the wider literature

Different ways of problematising phenomena and processes related to shrinkage can be
distinguished in the wider literature. These are briefly examined in this section to show
how different theoretical approaches in urban and economic geography are based on

certain assumptions, and how they differ from the chosen framework of
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governmentality. In particular, the discussion aims to highlight that different
problematisations of the causes of shrinkage and decline result in different solutions to
these issues. Rather than attempting to cover large and diverse grounds of literature, the
discussion focuses on the main points of divergence between these approaches and
governmentality studies. This may run the danger of simplifying a complex field, but
the primary aim of the discussion is to clear the ground for a more detailed discussion of
the research perspective of governmentality, which follows in the ensuing sections of

this and the next chapter.

The first part of the discussion deals with conceptions of ‘uneven development’
focusing on different ways of understanding it in relation to ‘the economy’ and
capitalism more generally. The second part examines a range of common explanatory
frameworks of urban transformations, such as neoliberalisation, globalisation and post-
socialist transition, which tend to highlight increasing spatial polarisation. The third part
considers different approaches to urban regeneration and governance, which are often
considered as adequate responses of cities to wider transformations. The section
concludes in drawing these different aspects together and linking them to the research

aim.
2.2.1 Uneven development, ‘the economy’ and capitalism

In the economic and urban geography literature there are different approaches to
understanding urban decline: for instance, as an effect of changing capital accumulation;
as a by-product of capitalism more generally; as discursively constructed; or as a
temporary process, which will be eventually overcome by economic development. In
many approaches, ‘the economy’ or capitalism take quasi-natural positions as
determining, structuring factors of decline. However, in other approaches, the economy
is seen as a powerful construct, which also suggests a different perspective on decline.
Following Foucault’s (2001) concept of problematisation, how the problem of decline is
constituted in economic and urban geography can be related to how it is thought of
being resolved. Central to this are assumptions about the economy, which often

underpin the constitution of decline.

A focus on the socio-spatial effects of transformations in capital accumulation, for
instance, the shift from Fordism to post-Fordism, from manufacturing to services, or

from production to consumption, is an important starting point for many Marxist
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approaches in economic geography (Harvey 1990, 1992, 1996; Swyngedouw 2000).
Studies concerned with economic restructuring tend to be based on fundamental epochal
shifts, which lead to transformations that affect places, economic and political systems,
technologies and people. The literature of uneven economic development starts from the
assumption that there are structural imbalances, produced by the capitalist system,
which account for uneven development (e.g. Smith 2008b; Harvey 2000). In this
context, uneven development is considered ‘endemic to capitalism as an historical-
geographical system’ (Brenner and Theodore 2002a: 8). It can be seen as providing a
basis, but also a barrier for the capital accumulation process (Brenner and Theodore
2002a: 8) and it can only really be overcome if the capitalist system is abolished or

radically reformed (Harvey 2000).

Viewed from this perspective on uneven development, it is largely predictable that
certain areas such as those characterised by mono-structural industries will decline
when the methods of production change. Particular types of spaces face particular
problems as shown in a range of case studies in different national contexts, which are
based on such assessment of quasi-natural change: old mining or industrial areas in the
North of England, the US or Australia and elsewhere (Hudson 1998); East Germany and
other post-socialist contexts (Hudson 2002; Land 2006); and structurally weak or
peripheral regions (Hudson and Lewis 1985). Mono-industrial or single-industry
resource towns are seen to be particularly vulnerable (Bradbury 1979) as they are only

considered to survive economic transformations if they diversify (Hayter 2003).

Several critiques address approaches that represent capitalism (or other structures) as
deterministic (Massey 1995). To ameliorate these tendencies, critics suggest paying
more attention to cultural issues and difference, that orthodox accounts of Marxist
economic geography are claimed to ignore (Gibson-Graham 1996): for example, issues
of gender and race in understanding economies, cities and spaces. Considerations of the
‘cultural turn’ have also contributed to a lively debate in economic geography (Amin
and Thrift 2000), in which concerns about the way in which economy and culture are
understood are negotiated. Cultural political economy approaches (Sayer 2001; Jessop
and Oosterlynck 2007; Ribera-Fumaz 2009) seek to steer their analyses by taking the
cultural turn seriously while being engaged with issues of political economy (see also

Gribat forthcoming).
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However, it has been contended that often, these other issues such as culture are merely
considered as ‘additional “layers” which contextualise, or complicate, place-based
economic processes that can nevertheless be isolated’ (Prince and Dufty 2009: 1752).
Economic processes, this suggests, often remain to be seen as structuring forces even if
the importance of ‘culture’ or other issues is acknowledged. The ‘economy’ and
‘culture’ can also be considered as ‘powerful ideas’, which organize thought and
practice (Castree 2004; for culture, cf.: Mitchell 1995). This means economy and
culture cannot be solely deduced from the facts of life as ontological realities, but are
considered socially constructed. ‘[T]he ideas of economy and culture’, as Castree (2004:

224) writes, ‘help create realities they purport only to mirror.’.

Gibson-Graham (1996) go a step further in suggesting that ‘the’ Economy or Capitalism
(both with capital letters) tend to be seen as far too unified processes and thus do not
leave much space for difference. In ‘decentering “the” Economy’, they suggest,
alternative economies can be discovered, a position that is not only informed by a

poststructuralist starting point, but also by a commitment to action research:

Poststructuralist research on “the economy” highlights the social and discursive
construction of local, regional, national, and global economies, and works against
dominant representations of these entities as real containers and determinants of
social life. The literatures on post-Fordism, globalization, and development, to
name but a few, are not taken as sophisticated descriptions of economic reality but
as discourses that actively constitute economic possibility, shaping and
constraining the actions of economic agents and policymakers (Gibson-Graham
2000: 103).

Walters (1999: 321) argues that a governmentality perspective can contribute a

particular focus to this project of decentering the economy in asking questions such as:

Where does this idea of a[n economic] system come from and what are its power
effects? What function does it serve in making the real thinkable and amenable to
intervention? Who can speak in its name, and what claims to authority can they
make?

A governmentality perspective is interested in the emergence of the economy and of
particular economic subjectivities (Barnett 2001; Prince and Dufty 2009). In this way,
governmentality studies can be understood as a particular critique of literature on

uneven development, asking questions about:
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how the economic emerges as a sphere of activity understood as distinct from the
cultural, political and social spheres. It is this process of emergence, out of
attempts to govern, that a governmentality perspective is focused on. And this
emergence involves the assembly, alignment, coordination and conduct of a wide
variety of interests, objects and actors — a process played out in space through the
emergence of the spatialised economic forms economic geographers study (Prince
and Dufty 2009: 1752).

The perspective of governmentality does not start from an explanatory framework that
seeks to reveal the ‘true’ causes of the emergence of shrinking cities (or uneven
development more generally). Rather, it starts from analysing how certain issues such as
‘urban shrinkage’ came to be seen as requiring some action. This includes
considerations of how certain areas became areas of intervention and what this entailed
— whether, for instance, shrinkage was constituted as something that the state should
ameliorate and balance, or whether it was somehow considered as a lack of local efforts.
These constellations can change, which is then also part of the analysis. In the next
section different takes on neoliberalism, globalisation and post-socialist transition are
distinguished. The examination follows a similar structure and serves to add more detail

in highlighting the specificities of a governmentality perspective.
2.2.2 Neoliberalisation, globalisation, and post-socialist transition

This section first deals with contrasting approaches to neoliberalisation and
globalisation, which can be seen as processes that have certain parallels (Peck and
Tickell 2002), for instance, both being understood as external forces, with tendencies of
homogenisation and with certain causal implications. Second, issues of post-socialist

transition or transformation are discussed.

Notions of ‘neoliberalisation’ and ‘globalisation’ are often used to describe complex
transformations that led to re-orderings of the economy, the state, space and time. The
same accounts for ‘post-socialist transition’, even though it is often treated as a sub-set
to these wider transformations (Land 2006). Urban and regional decline can be seen as a
result of these reordering processes. However, different approaches to these terms can
be distinguished, for instance, approaches that understand processes of globalisation and
neoliberalisation as abstract forces, which bring about certain effects; and approaches
that show how these processes are more complex, hybrid and contextualised and not as

abstract as common understandings may suppose. Furthermore, as this section shows,
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viewed from the perspective of governmentality studies these processes can also be seen
to constitute new global, neoliberal or also post-socialist subjects and subjectivities

(Larner and Walters 2004; Larner 2000).

Peck and Tickell (2002: 34) observe two tendencies of discussing neoliberalism in
geography, firstly ‘overgeneralized accounts of a monolithic and omnipresent
neoliberalism, which tend to be insufficiently sensitive to its local variability and
complex internal constitution’; and secondly, ‘excessively concrete and contingent
analysis of (local) neoliberal strategies, which are inadequately attentive to the
substantial connections and necessary characteristics of neoliberalism as an extralocal
project’. Critical examinations of neoliberalisation in Geography, so Peck and Tickell
(2002) claim, were inclined to focus on the second, ‘excessively concrete and
contingent analysis’. Consequently, they focus on the more generic qualities of
neoliberalism and identify several tendencies in urban governance that highlight the
influence of neoliberalism on different cities (see also Peck 2004): amongst others ‘a
“growth first” approach to urban government’, the ‘naturalization of market logics’, and
‘public sector austerity and growth-chasing economic development’ (Peck and Tickell
2002: 47). For Peck and Tickell, processes of neo-liberalisation in cities have these

common characteristics, even though there are local variants.

Larner (2000) examines neoliberalism from a different angle in distinguishing between
the understanding of neoliberalism as policy, ideology, and governmentality. According
to this distinction, neoliberalism as policy represents the most common
conceptualisation of neoliberalism, understood as a particular uniform policy
framework, criticised on the basis of its effects. Larner’s (2000: 9-12) discussion of
neoliberalism as ideology is fuelled by neo-Marxist and socio-feminist approaches to
neoliberalism drawing on Stuart Hall’s (1988) analyses of Thatcherism as an ideological
transformation. Instead of considering neoliberalism as a ‘system of ideas’ and rather
than recognising power as located in the state Hall (1988) emphasised the way in which
a hegemony of neoliberalism was accomplished in constant contestations and struggles.
This raises the issue of identity, which is the main point of interest for Larner (2000:
10): ‘Rather than dismissing the attraction of the English working class to Thatcherism
as “false consciousness,” [Hall] explored the ways in which individual and group
understandings were reconstructed through and against these ideological processes.” On

the basis of this Larner introduces neoliberalism as governmentality as a perspective
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that supports analyses of the way in which identities are reconstituted in neoliberalism.
This examination takes a different starting point from most approaches to neoliberalism
in questioning the ways in which it is being discussed and in considering the

assumptions that are being made.

In examining neoliberalism as a contextualised local and hybrid form, a
governmentality perspective can contribute two particular focal points. Firstly,
governmentality studies examine the techniques of neoliberalism, ‘the apparently
mundane practices through which neoliberal spaces, states, and subjects are being
constituted in particular forms’ (Larner 2003: 511), which are otherwise rarely reflected
upon. Secondly, governmentality approaches enable an understanding of the way in
which neoliberal subjects are constituted: ‘the assumption that neoliberalism is best
understood as a top-down impositional discourse leaves us powerless to explain why

people (sometimes) act as neo-liberal subjects’ (Larner 2003: 511).

In terms of globalisation, Larner and Walters (2004: 507) offer a similar analytical

intervention to more common interpretations of globalisation as an abstract force:

globalization is not necessarily global and not simply “out there.” Rather,
globalization is usefully understood as a situated process that involves diverse
subjects and objects, including nation-states and sociotechnical networks and
bodies. We are suggesting that globalization is not so much a new epoch as it is a
way of imagining human life. It is a “world in the making,” but this “making” is
being done through very specific imaginaries, processes, and practices.

As this discussion shows, a governmentality perspective provides a distinct approach to
neoliberalisation and globalisation. Some selected analyses based on the idea of a “post-
socialist transition’, which can be seen as particularly well-suited to examining the
emergence of shrinkage in an East German city are briefly examined next. This section
concludes by rendering explicit the implications of problematising shrinking cities as an
effect of neoliberalism, globalisation and post-socialism and of applying a different

approach.
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The notion of ‘post-socialist' transition’ is often used as an expression of a process ‘of
“catching up” with the West’ (Kolodko 2001; cited in: Herrrschel 2007: 439) and has
for this reason been controversial. Transition, so Stenning and Hérschelmann (2008:
319-321) claim, has been used in a range of contradictory and complementary ways,
e.g. in terms of a process that aims at the return to ‘Europe’, to ‘normality’, which both
imply the ‘end of difference’ between East and West: ‘the diversity, depth and scale of
the region’s particular histories and geographies are erased as they become (just like)
the west’ (Stenning and Horschelmann 2008: 321). Transition understood in this way
has an implied end point and a direction, with all the related implications that the East is
only viewed through the eyes of the West and progress is merely measured against the
Western standard. However, there are approaches that question the validity of post-

socialism on the basis of too much difference (Stenning and Horschelmann 2008: 321).

As a remedy to these trends of generalising and homogenising processes under a banner
of post-socialist transition, there were suggestions to undertake more ethnographic
studies into the differences in post-socialism (Hérschelmann 2002; Horschelmann and
Stenning 2008); paying more attention to people’s everyday lives in the context of post-
socialist transformation (Smith and Rochovska 2007; Stenning 2005). In addition, it was
contended that the values of post-socialist frameworks may also be seen in their
working against ‘tendencies to marginalise the experiences of the non-western world in
a discourse of globalisation’ (Stenning and Horschelmann 2008: 314). Yet, it was
argued that the positionality of researchers involved in this undertaking also begs

certain questions, for instance, a critical exchange about theories, which are thought to

decentre the West (Smith and Timar 2010).

Much of this discussion was concerned with post-socialism being a more or less
adequate notion to describe the processes in post-socialist countries. Yet, as suggested
in the preceding sections on neoliberalisation and globalisation, viewed from the

perspective of governmentality these notions can also be seen to raise questions in terms

12 Herrschel (2007: 440) distinguishes socialism from communism as follows: ‘ “communism” and, consequently,
“post-communism” ... refer to the practical application of the Marxist-Leninist philosophy through an authoritarian
regime. Socialism, by contrast, entails the society-focused idealism, with a strong emphasis on cgalitarianism.
Following this philosophy need not mean an authoritarian regime’. The GDR could thus be characterised as a
communist state, which would suggest the use of post-communism for the period after the Wall was brought down,
however, based on the self-identification of the GDR as a socialist state, the use of post-socialism can be justified.
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of the techniques and technologies involved in assembling transition and in terms of the

subjects that are constituted as transitioning.

The implications of seeing shrinkage as a problematisation can show how issues which
are connected to wider processes of neoliberalisation or post-socialist transition affect
the problematisation: if shrinking cities are problematised as a side-effect of post-
socialist transition, it is implied that shrinkage is considered a temporary process which
comes to an end in parallel with post-socialism. As the next section shows, these
assumptions about temporal horizons or the characteristics of certain transformations

play a role in how urban regeneration and governance are considered to work.
2.2.3 Urban regeneration and governance

This section examines different approaches to urban regeneration and urban governance
that emerged in academic research in the context of the literature on globalisation,
neoliberalisation and post-socialist transformation. It demonstrates how an uncritical
and normative approach to urban regeneration as a needed response to change that
affects cities and requires new forms of governance can be distinguished from critical
approaches that examine the effects and implications of these policy approaches and

others that question starting points of urban regeneration and governance.

Brenner and Theodore (2002b: v) observe that processes of neoliberalisation and
globalisation have led to a ‘revival of the local’: ‘localities are increasingly being
viewed as the only remaining institutional arena in which a negotiated form of capitalist
regulation might be forged.” National states, national economies and national societies
in contrast are seen to have gradually lost their influence and importance. However, the
urban and regional are not only seen as the appropriate levels of response to these
processes, they are also considered ‘key institutional arenas in and through which
neoliberalism is itself evolving’ (Brenner and Theodore 2002b: vii). This complicates
the idea that neoliberalism is an external force to which cities are subjected. However,
analyses of urban restructuring can contribute to understanding ‘actually existing
neoliberalism’ (Brenner and Theodore 2002a). And for industrial cities in post-socialist
countries the persistence of specific challenges of urban restructuring has been

emphasised (Lintz et al. 2006).
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Urban restructuring is often approached in urban regeneration, of which Roberts (2000:

17) offers a definition:

[1t is a] comprehensive and integrated vision and action which leads to the
resolution of urban problems and which seeks to bring about a lasting
improvement in the economic, physical, social and environmental condition of an
area that has been subject to change.

In this account, urban regeneration stands for positive and necessary processes in which
cities manage to adapt to a changing economic, social and environmental context.
Mainstream approaches (Roberts and Sykes 2000; Couch ef al. 2003; Evans and Jones
2008) tend to be relatively uncritical of the assumptions on which urban regeneration is
based. For example, they do not question whether the urban sphere represents an
adequate spatial level to address certain, often wider economic and social problems and
do not draw attention to the different and sometimes contradictory effects of

regeneration.

The main assumption of these approaches is that (urban) problems can be resolved if
they are managed or planned properly: cities (and regions) can and should reinvent
themselves. There are certain ways in which this is considered to happen successfully
and the importance of several issues that make for successful regeneration are
emphasised (Urban Task Force 1999): strategic and integrated planning; establishing
urban governance networks; increasing public-private partnerships; focusing on new
sectors, for instance, the cultural economy; following a cultural, arts or events-led
regeneration strategy, or attracting and supporting the creative class; and more generally
on fostering growth and competition. Attention may be drawn to issues of best practice
as case studies of different cities such as Barcelona (Marshall 2004), Glasgow (Keating
1988) and Liverpool (Couch 2003) demonstrate.

Critical approaches to urban regeneration raise attention to the ‘dark side’ of urban
regeneration, renaissance and renewal (Porter and Shaw 2009), asking questions about
who benefits and who loses in current urban policy practices. This includes approaches
that focus on issues such as increasing social and spatial disparities or ‘injustices’
(MacLeod 2002); gentrification (Smith 2002, 2008a); and dislocation of certain parts of
the population (Slater 2006, 2008; Shaw 2008). These approaches provide critical
perspectives on various effects of (e.g. neoliberal) urban regeneration policies and

practices. In addition, strategies, for instance, that are based on placing cities in
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particular competitive urban segments may appear ambivalent from the perspective of
certain cities such as Berlin (Cochrane and Passmore 2001; Cochrane and Jonas 1999;
Cochrane 2006b). Approaches to the establishment of governance structures between
cities and hinterland, which are based on assumptions that these bring about economic
success are sometimes also more ambivalent in their effects and dependent on more

complex criteria (Gore and Fothergill 2007).

Other critical approaches to transformations in urban policy start from investigating the
spatial assumptions that play a role in constituting certain issues as urban problems that
can be solved by urban policy. Cochrane (2007: 3-4), for instance, shows that the

problems urban policy seeks to solve are not necessarily of urban origin and that urban

regeneration, is far from being a clearly defined approach:

The definition of the “urban” being “regenerated” and, indeed, the understanding
of “regeneration” have varied according to the initiative being pursued, even if
this has rarely been acknowledged by those making or implementing the
policies... In some approaches, it is local communities or neighbourhoods that are
being regenerated or renewed... In others, it is urban economies that are being
revitalized or restructured with a view to achieving the economic well-being of
residents and in order to make cities more competitive. In yet others it is the
physical and commercial infrastructure that is being regenerated, in order to make
urban land economically productive once again. And there has also been a drive
towards place marketing... in which it is the image... of cities that has to be
transformed.

A focus on problematisation can thus contribute to analysing certain assumptions on
which different forms of interventions under the banner of ‘urban regeneration’ are
based. What counts as ‘urban’ or as ‘regeneration’ varies in each case. The main starting
point however is that urban policy does not intervene in natural or given spaces, but is

an important factor of constituting these spaces as spaces of intervention (Dike¢ 2007).

Governmentality studies can contribute a different critical perspective on urban
regeneration or governance, for instance, in questioning what kinds of subjects are
assumed to carry these strategies and what techniques and technologies are employed to

assemble these strategies as quasi-natural responses to urban change.

In sum, Section 2.2 has indicated what a governmentality approach can offer applied to
academic research, policies and possible arenas of conflict. The next sections focus on

explaining the research perspective of governmentality in more detail.
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2.3 Governmentality

Developed by Foucault in the late 1970s (2007; 2008), since the early 1990s
‘governmentality’ has been taken up as a fruitful research perspective in a wide range of
disciplines such as cultural studies, medicine and public health, accountancy, sociology,
political sciences and geography. It is not a uniform research perspective that prescribes
certain forms of research (even Foucault has used governmentality to do different
things: see for instance Foucault 2007: 108-109). It is thus important to clearly set out

the way in which governmentality was employed as a research perspective in this study.

On the most general level governmentality addresses questions such as ‘[hJow we think
about governing others and ourselves in a wide variety of contexts’ (Dean 1999: 210).
There is a controversy about the origins of this notion: some claim it is based on the
French notion ‘gouvernemental’ — ‘concerning government’ (Senellart 2004: 564;
Lemke 2008: 13); others see it as a fusion of the notion of ‘government’ and ‘mentality’
(Dean 1999; Lemke 2001), yet, both approaches feature ‘government’ as a central
notion. ‘Government’ can be seen as a hinge negotiating between power and

subjectivity and between technologies of power and forms of knowledge (Lemke 2008:

13)". Dean’s definition of ‘government’ highlights this more specifically:

Government is any more or less calculated and rational activity, undertaken by a
multiplicity of authorities and agencies, employing a variety of techniques and
forms of knowledge, that seeks to shape conduct by working through our desires,
aspirations, interests and beliefs, for definite but shifting ends and with a diverse
set of relatively unpredictable consequences, effects and outcomes (Dean 1999:
11).

Government, thus, has a (potential) plurality because it can originate from different
sources and take different shapes, but it works in particular ways employing some form
of truth and attempting to influence the way in which people act or think of themselves.
Rose (1999: 21) argues for governing to be understood nominalistically: ‘it is neither a
concept nor a theory, but a perspective’. Understood in this way, government, is not

equated with the state. This is crucial, as Foucault (2007: 109) suggests:

" Foucault (2000a: 88) describes the study of governmentality as answering a ’dual purpose’; and Burchell (1993:
268) sees it as ‘a “contact point” where techniques of domination —or power — and techniques of the self “interact™.
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[T]he state, doubtless no more today than in the past, does not have this unity,
individuality, and rigorous functionality, nor... this importance. After all, maybe
the state is only a composite reality and a mythicized abstraction whose
importance is much less than we think.

Foucault also compared the idea of a theory of the state with an indigestible meal. This
does however not mean that the perspective of governmentality does not give any
consideration to the state, rather it is seen to provide a tool for critical analysis of the
state: ‘The state is not a universal nor in itself an autonomous source of power... The
state is nothing else but the mobile effect of a regime of multiple governmentalities’

(Foucault 2008: 76-77). In this context, Rose and Miller (1992: 176-177) suggest:

[T]he state can be seen as a specific way in which the problem of government is
discursively codified, a way of dividing a “political sphere”, with its particular
characteristics of rule, from other ‘non-political spheres’ to which it must be
related, and a way in which certain technologies of government are given a
temporary institutional durability and brought into particular relations with one
another. Posed from this perspective, the question is no longer one of accounting
for government in terms of “the power of the State”, but of ascertaining how, and
to what extent, the state is articulated into the activity of government: what
relations are established between political and other authorities; what funds,
forces, persons, knowledge or legitimacy are utilised; and by means of what
devices and techniques are these different tactics made operable.

In some governmentality studies the notions ‘government’ and ‘the state’ may appear
conflated, which limits their critical leverage: in assuming its place with the state they
are not able to analyse how government is constituted. Dean (1999: 29) goes into further

detail in highlighting the distinctiveness of governmentality:

This approach thus stands in contrast to theories of government that ask “who
rules?”, “what is the source of that rule?” and “what is the basis of its
legitimacy?” An analytics of government brackets out such questions... because it
wants to understand how different locales are constituted as authoritative and
powerful, how different agents are assembled with specific powers, and how
different domains are constituted as governable and administrable. The focus on
“how” questions, then, arises from a rejection of the political a priori of the
distributions of power and the location of rule.

The perspective of governmentality is empiricist and analytical. This becomes clearer in

distinguishing this perspective from theories of ‘governance’ that have become common
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in political sciences (Rhodes 1996; Stoker 1998) and increasingly also in studies

concerned with urban analysis (Brenner 2004a, b).

In avoiding equating government with the state, governmentality shares some of the
concerns with studies of ‘governance’, however, there are important differences:
governance attends to the complexities of people in systems and institutions of
government - what Rose (1999: 19) calls ‘sociologies of rule’; while ‘[a]n analytics of
government examines the conditions under which regimes of practices come into being,
are maintained and are transformed’ (Dean 1999: 21). Walters (2004: 27) presents three
more specific lines of critique based on ‘foundational assumptions and political
implications of governance’: (1) governance is anti-political and displaces political
conflict because it 1s based on the aim of achieving consensus, following a ‘politics
without enemies’, while governmentality research puts conflicts and the instability of
government explicitly in the focus (even though O'Malley ef al. 1997 maintain that this
has not been followed through in practice, see Section 3.4); (2) governance is rooted in
a too narrow idea of the welfare state against which the post-welfare state marks a too
distinct and too new development. This is a normative and often also epochal
distinction, which governmentality would have to establish; and (3) governance is based
on a meta-narrative of increasing social complexity demanding new forms of
management, which represents a historical development logic that governmentality
refuses. So again, similar to the examples of ‘uneven development’ and ‘economic
restructuring’ discussed at the beginning this chapter (Section 2.2) not only are the
starting points for conceptualising governmentality different, so too are the questions
the research perspectives pose. In governmentality studies researchers are cautioned
against making assumptions regarding universal or epochal transformations. Instead,
this perspective encourages analyses of how certain concepts and ways of viewing
certain processes were constituted, for instance, how they emerged as accepted forms of

knowing and acting on the world.

The understanding of governmentality as a ‘hinge’ of the relationship between power
and subjectivity on one side and technologies of power and forms of knowledge on the
other side guides the next two sections. Firstly, the focus is on government as the
‘conduct of conducts’ with its two poles of ‘power over life’, which means bringing

government in relation to individuals and the population. Secondly the discussion deals
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with the ways in which rationalities and practices encompass the complex

interrelationship between technologies of power and forms of knowledge.
2.3.1 ‘The conduct of conducts’ and two poles of ‘power over life’

The central notion of ‘government’ can be understood as ‘the conduct of conducts’: ‘[it]
encompasses not only how we exercise authority over others, or how we govern abstract
entities such as states and populations, but how we govern ourselves [and others]’
(Dean 1999: 12). The full meaning of conduct can only be revealed in relation to the

French original:

[T]he word “conduct” refers to two things. Conduct is the activity of conducting
(conduire), of conduction (/a conduction) if you like, but it is equally the way in
which one conducts oneself (se conduit), lets oneself be conducted (se laisse
conduire), is conducted (est conduit), and finally, in which one behaves (se
comporter) as an effect of a form of conduct (une conduite) as the action of
conducting or of conduction (conduction) (Foucault 2007: 193).

In short, government includes a variety of actions as well as a range of directions
spanning different spheres from governing others to governing the self, and how these

different spheres work in relation to each other.

These relationships can, for instance, be found in the problem of unemployment in
relation to the constitution of the entrepreneurial subject, or the unemployed self in
relation to an active society or to ‘the social’ (Dean 1995; Walters 2000); or in
programmes and knowledge of health in relation to dietary regimes or obesity
(Nettleton 1997; Guthman 2009). Unemployment and health are issues that the
individual can use to question his or her own conduct in order to better govern
themselves, such as get more training or eat more healthily. This means that neither
training nor a healthy lifestyle have to be imposed on the population or on individuals as
bans or prohibitions. Rather knowledge, practices, techniques, technologies and certain
rationalities of healthy eating and education and training work through people’s desires,
hopes and dreams. Whether these effects come about or not, however, cannot be
predicted. Governmentality ‘is a perspective, then, that seeks to connect questions of
government, politics and administration to the space of bodies, lives, selves and
persons’ (Dean 1999: 12). Employing a governmentality perspective also suggests
looking at the ways in which effects on human conduct are sought: even if a study is
about ‘the economy’, ‘shrinking cities’ or ‘globalisation’, it may ultimately investigate
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the way in which human conduct is addressed, for instance, in constituting active,
entrepreneurial or global subjects. Governmentality may for this reason be seen as a
perspective that brings together interests in micro- and macrophysics of power (Lemke

1997).

Drawing on a range of Foucault’s texts, Huxley (2007: 187) differentiates between four
ways in which Foucault has addressed human conduct: (1) as discipline over bodies
(anatomo-politics); (2) as the ‘supervision of the inhabitants of the sovereign’s territory’
(police-science; Polizeiwissenschaft); (3) as the regulation of the population (bio-
politics); and (4) as the formation of the self (ethical care of the self). These can be seen
as addressing different aims or ‘objects’ of government: bodies, populations and selves.
And they can also be seen to do so in different ways such as requiring subjection,
exercising total control or working through self-government. In this sense they can also

be understood as specific forms/techniques of power.

Governmentality does not offer a new theory of power, but it is concerned with power —
analytically - as the outcome of the analysis. Power is seen as mobile and ‘not a zero-
sum game played within an a priori structural distribution’ (Dean 1999: 29). One of the
distinct characteristics of governmentality is ‘its specificity in identifying how
government is formulated, how it problematizes, what techniques it uses, and so on’
(Rose et al. 2006: 97). In short, governmentality studies seek to understand how

government works - and are not based on preconceived notions of sow it should work.

Governmentality can be seen as closely linked to Foucault’s previous work on
discipline (Foucault 1991: 135-230) and bio-power (Foucault 1998:139-145; 2004: 239-
264). Rather than seeing governmentality as a break from these earlier concerns, the
emphasis is laid on understanding governmentality in relation to similar concerns and
themes, which may be based on a different - and sometimes admittedly confusing -
conceptual vocabulary. O’Farrell (2005: 11) suggests focusing on a fairly broad
coherence in Foucault’s work, ‘namely how human beings seek to impose order on the
world via their social structures and knowledge, the points at which this order breaks
down and how they change with the passage of time.” Most commonly, three forms of
power are distinguished in Foucault’s work, which coincide with different periods in his
works that have succeeded one another, but which are not entirely separable (Rose
1999: 23): sovereignty, discipline, government - each developed on the basis of

different ‘historical configurations’ (O'Farrell 2005: 101). It is important to note though
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that one understanding of power has not replaced the other and made it obsolete, rather,

each new concept of power can be seen to refine the previous one.

In distinguishing disciplinary from sovereign forms of power, Foucault (1998: 139)

introduces the idea of power over life as one of the decisive differences:

The disciplines of the body and the regulation of the population constituted two
poles around which the organization of power over life was deployed... -
characterized as a power whose highest function was perhaps no longer to kill, but
to invest in life through and through.

Both forms of power have different objects: the body and the population; they rest on
different techniques and different contexts such as the disciplining of the body in the
classroom, the factory, or the prison and regulating the population by observing birth
and death rates, health. Yet, they are both forms of ‘power over life’ aiming to make life
more productive. In government these can still be seen to work, yet the way in which
life is made more productive entails a power that works not so much through
surveillance, control and discipline, but through the desires, wishes and aspirations of

individuals and the population (see also Section 2.3).

These elaborations of government as the conduct of conducts suggest focusing on the
ways in which conduct is addressed in the context of governing shrinking cities. As
outlined in the Introduction to this thesis the emergence of shrinking cities in German
discourses is closely related to a concern for conduct, most clearly in raising issues of
potentially different qualities of life, of a changing demographic context and of
discussing different ways of dealing with shrinkage. The next section shows how
government as the conduct of conducts is constituted in focusing on rationalities and
practices of government. It becomes clear that government can be seen as an

assemblage.
2.3.2 Rationalities, practices and technologies of government

In governmentality, the relationships between rationalities and practices can be seen as
bridges between power and forms of knowledge - truth. This is useful in that it stresses
that both aspects need to be taken into consideration, but it is also dangerous, because it
seems to suggest that rationalities and practices are separate. Yet, in Foucault’s work,
rationalities and practices are closely interrelated and cannot be seen as separate from
each other:
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“Practices” don’t exist without a certain regime of rationality... If [ have studied
“practices”, ... it was in order to study [the] interplay between a “code” which
rules ways of doing things ... and a production of true discourses which serve to
found, justify and provide reasons for these ways of doing things ... [My]
problem is to see how men govern (themselves and others) by the production of
truth (Foucault 2002b: 230).

So, practices can be understood as ‘ways of doing things’ and rationalities are the
‘codes’ that rule, and also the reasons for these ways. Practices and rationalities are thus
inextricably interlinked. It is misleading to understand rationalities as immaterial and
practices as material. Rationalities do not exist without practices and vice versa, they
can thus be seen as material as practices. Rationalities should therefore not only be
equated with representations, or something ‘ideal’, and practices not only with actions,

or something ‘real’.

The focus on practices again underlines the rejection of universals as starting points for

the analysis:

[Clhoosing... to start from governmental practice is obviously and explicitly a
way of not taking as a primary, original, and already given object, notions such as
the sovereign, sovereignty, the people, subjects, the state, and civil society... all
those universals employed by sociological analysis, historical analysis, and
political philosophy in order to account for real governmental practice... I would
like to do exactly the opposite and, starting from this [governmental] practice as it
is given, but at the same time as it reflects on itself and is rationalized, show how
certain things — state and society, sovereign and subjects, etcetera — were actually
able to be formed, and the status of which should obviously be questioned. In
other words... instead of starting with universals as an obligatory grid of
intelligibility for certain concrete practices, I would like to start with these
concrete practices and... pass the universals through the grid of these practices
(Foucault 2008: 2-3).

The examination of practices and rationalities has two interrelated functions: firstly to

show how certain things came about and secondly to question their constitution. Things

could be different.

In this concrete form, closely interlinked with practice, rationality can be understood as
‘instrumental and relative’ (Foucault 2002b: 229; see also Lemke 2008: 41). It is not
measured against an external ideal of rationality, but renders practices internally

consistent (Rose ef al. 2006). Rationalities are thus relative to their context and take a
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particular function in tying (sometimes disparate) practices together. Foucault’s (2002b:

229-230) examination of penal practices illustrates this point:

The ceremony of public torture isn’t in itself more irrational than imprisonment in
a cell; but it’s irrational in terms of a type of penal practice that involves new
ways of envisaging the effects to be produced by the penalty imposed, new ways
of calculating its utility, justifying it, fixing its degrees and so on. One isn’t
assessing things in terms of an absolute against which they could be evaluated as
constituting more or less perfect forms of rationality but, rather, examining how
forms of rationality inscribe themselves in practices or systems of practices, and
what role they play within them — because it is true that “practices” don’t come
without a certain regime of rationality.

Rather than seeing practices of imprisonment as a progression from public torture to
incarceration, following a common understanding based on the Enlightenment,
according to which reason gradually wins, Foucault perceives practices and rationalities

are mutually constitutive.

In relation to the discussion of practices and rationalities it is important to examine the
technical aspects of government, also called ‘fechne of government’ (Dean 1995). It is
an important aspect of the analysis of government because it counters different ideas of
government which see it mainly in relation to values, ideologies or worldviews (Dean
1999: 31). Governmentality studies conceive of government as technical, which means

paying attention to:

The diverse and heterogenous means, mechanisms and instruments through which
governing is accomplished. These concepts emphasize the practical features of
government which might include forms of notation, ways of collecting,
representing, storing and transporting information, forms of architecture and the
division of space, kinds of quantitative and qualitative calculation, types of
training and so on (Dean 1999: 212).

Many studies that employ a governmentality perspective are based on analyses of these
technical aspects of government such as census data (Hannah 2000) and show that
seemingly neutral techniques play an important role in making up certain subjects and

subjectivities (see also Hacking 2002).

It is important to understand technologies and rationalities in a similarly complex and

mutually constitutive relationship as rationalities and practices:
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The relation between technologies and rationalities could easily be misinterpreted
as equivalent to that between material practices vs. paradigms or discourses; but it
is quite different, in that technologies do not express or implement a previously
constituted arrangement of knowledge/power but rather help to constitute both the
theory of the power and the power of the theory. Particular technologies can be
used for different purposes and can have quite different meanings depending on
their articulation with specific rationalities (Valverde 1996: 358, original
emphasis).

This has implications for the ways in which governmentality studies work, as Rose ef
al. (2006: 99) emphasise: ‘the orientation of governmentality work, then, is not ideal
typification, but an empirical mapping of governmental rationalities and techniques.’
Government is best understood as an assemblage, as expressed in the notion ‘regimes of
practices’, as something that comes about because of relations between different things
such as practices, techniques, technologies, knowledge, truths. Governmentality studies,
then, work on deciphering these assemblages, which also means identifying how these

assemblages are made coherent by governmental rationalities.

To understand how the future of a shrinking city is governed as an assemblage is
particularly useful because it takes shrinking cities out of the contexts in which they
appear as ‘natural’ effects of post-socialist transition or globalisation, which require or
are based on a transformation of the state and the economy. Instead, it allows for
processes to be analysed as part of government, which are otherwise often seen to
provide neutral evidence, such as population statistics and historical comparisons

(Hacking 1991).

The foregoing discussion suggested that the central notion of ‘government’ rests on two
axes of enquiry: firstly, on the way in which government seeks to influence conduct and
thus works as a “power over life’, addressing the ways in which individuals and
populations are worked upon (through their desires, aspirations, wishes, dreams and
hopes). Secondly, it rests on a link to truth, which can be found in the complex
interrelations of practices, rationalities and technologies. Understood in this way,
government is unstable both internally and externally. Rose ef al. (2006: 98) emphasise
the first aspect in characterising government as an open, heterogeneous process that is in

constant change:

[T]he assembled nature of government always suggests that rationalization - the
process of rendering the various elements internally consistent — is never a
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finished process. Rationalities are constantly undergoing modifications in the face
of some newly identified problem or solution, while retaining certain styles of
thought and technological preferences.

Secondly, even if government intends a certain effect, for instance, a certain form of
conduct, the outcome may be different. There is always a potential for resistance,
contestation or plain failure. Both forms of instability contribute to making government

prone to change - it does not stand still.

In the next section, the issue of liberal governmentality and subjectivity are discussed.
This is because they are often seen to provide particularly useful approaches to
contemporary governmentality studies (Rose and Miller 1992; Barry et al. 1996; Rose
1993).

2.4 Liberal governmentality and subjectivity

In contemporary governmentality studies the perspective of governmentality is often
seen to be particularly useful for the examination of changing ways in which
government relates to individuals and the population. One of the main concerns is to
analyse how forms of political rule have changed from largely authoritarian to
increasingly liberal or advanced liberal forms of rule and what this means for governed
individuals or populations (Burchell 1993). Foucault’s notion of liberalism as ‘a
distinctive form of political reason’ (Hindess 2001: 93) is used in this context to
describe how liberal government works by inducing and building upon the self-
governing capacities of the population and of individuals rather than on coercively
regulating their conduct. This shift can be seen as reflecting a liberal concern of
governing too much or of excessive government. It may also be seen to rest on
increasing developments of governmental techniques and technologies to act at a
distance (Rose and Miller 1992: 180) for which expertise is important and which may

be regarded as one of the key characteristics of liberal government.

However, far from suggesting that liberal government represents a uniform shift of
government by the state or related institutions to the self-government of autonomous
subjects (or ‘the government of freedom’), many contemporary governmentality studies
caution that forms of authoritarian rule, unfreedom (Hindess 2001: 94), despotism
(Valverde 1996) and sovereign and coercive powers (Dean 2007) also play a role in

liberal forms of government and that it is crucial to analyse these ambivalences. The
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different ways in which liberal forms of government distinguish between the subjects of
government according to their capacities for autonomy (Dean 2007) is one way in

which to examine the differences.

For an analysis of how the future of a shrinking city is governed, these considerations
are useful because they provide a critical handle on contemporary issues of government
and they complicate simplified explanations that rising concerns with responses to
shrinkage by individual cities or regions may reflect a ‘roll-back’ of the national state or
a rise of globalisation or neoliberalisation. Furthermore, it allows for a refined focus on
the kinds of subjects that are constituted by the government of shrinkage as desirable or
problematic. Two issues are discussed in this section: the notion of liberalism and
advanced liberalism and secondly how this links to (autonomous) subjects of

government.
2.4.1 Liberalism, advanced liberalism

Foucault’s (2008: 321) understanding of liberalism as ‘a form of critical reflection on
governmental practice’ can be clearly distinguished from common usages of liberalism
as an ideology or political philosophy. Liberalism in the Foucaultian sense may be seen
as a critique of excessive government: as a form of political reason, liberalism takes the
opposite approach to ‘police’, which from the 17" century was understood as ‘the set of
means by which the state’s forces can be increased while preserving the state in good
order’ (Foucault 2007: 313). Police was founded on attaining comprehensive knowledge
and control of ‘the population, the army, the natural resources, the commerce, and the
monetary circulation’, which became possible and also supported the development of

statistics (Foucault 2007: 315), guided by a fear of not knowing enough.

The way in which liberalism operates is closely linked to the relationship it assumes

with the subjects of government - how it constitutes its subjects:

Liberalism, particularly its modern versions, constructs a relationship between
government and governed which increasingly depends upon ways in which
individuals are required to assume the status of being the subjects of their lives,
upon the ways in which they fashion themselves as certain kinds of subjects, upon
the ways in which they practise their freedom. Government increasingly impinges
upon individuals in their very individuality, in their practical relationships to
themselves in the conduct of their lives; it concerns them at the very heart of
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themselves by making its rationality the condition of their active freedom
(Burchell 1993: 276, original emphasis).

The assumed freedom of the governed subjects is at the basis of liberalism. Subjects are
supposed to become active in governing themselves, which is also ‘a way of practising
their freedom’. Dean (2007: 114) contends that, ‘[t]he problem of “too much
governing” was... not so much that the population were governed too much but that the
state was liable to do too much of the governing.” This means it is acceptable if the
population or subjects govern themselves more: government may be seen to be enacted
in other institutions, experts, individuals and the population — it is not presumed to

originate in the state.

This relates to some of the concerns of neoliberalism, which may be understood as, ‘a
political discourse about the nature of rule and a set of practices that facilitate the
governing of individuals from a distance’ (Larner 2000: 6). These also include the
construction of political subjects. However, Larner also calls for a close attention to the
specificities of different neoliberalisms, which may also reveal contradictory and

multiple processes in terms of subjects:

Neoliberalism, it was argued, is leading to the inevitable decline of democratic
processes and to increased sociospatial polarisation... In... accounts of
neoliberalism, for all their geographical and scalar diversity, little attention is paid
to the different variants of neoliberalism, to the hybrid nature of contemporary
policies and programmes, or to the multiple and contradictory aspects of
neoliberal spaces, techniques, and subjects (Larner 2003: 509, original emphasis).

If neoliberalisation is used as an umbrella for complex processes, it tends to gloss over
the differences such as the ‘multiple and contradictory aspects of neoliberal subjects’.
Furthermore, the failure to attend to the diversity of neoliberalism also disables the
particular form of critique that a governmentality perspective suggests: ‘describing
diverse contemporary regimes or rationalities as neoliberal... tends to blunt one of the
cutting edges of governmentality — its specificity in how government is formulated, how
it problematizes, what techniques it uses’ (Rose ez al. 2006: 97). It can be argued that a
focus on contradictory practices relating to the constitution of subjects by (neo)liberal
forms of government provides a particularly useful and tangible way to sharpen the

cutting edges that a governmentality perspective may provide.
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2.4.2 (Autonomous) subjects

The examination of liberalism may suggest that there is a unified logic in government to
govern less — that is, to transfer more tasks to autonomous subjects so that they govern
themselves. However, in examining more closely how government relates to its
subjects, particularly what kinds of subjects are constituted in liberal forms of
government, certain ambivalences and complexities come to the fore. Contrary to what
the initial examination of liberal government may have suggested, liberalism does not
dispense with domination and coercion of illiberal subjects in order to transfer certain

aspects of rule to the self-government of autonomous subjects:

[G]overning liberally does not necessarily entail governing through freedom or
even governing in a manner that respects individual liberty. It might mean, in
ways quite compatible with a liberal rationality of government, overriding the
exercise of specific freedoms in order to enforce obligations on members of the
population (Dean 2007: 109; 2002: 38).

This suggests that it is necessary to distinguish between different forms of subjects that
are constituted by liberal forms of government. The autonomous liberal subject active in
its own self-government may not be the norm. Dean (2007: 119-120) distinguishes
between four ‘(fluid) categories of liberal subjects of government grouped according to

their capacities for autonomy’:

those who have attained capacities for autonomy, including the practice of
exercising “ethical despotism” upon themselves where necessary — Group A;

those who need assistance to maintain capacities for autonomy as in the case of
the social citizen under T.H. Marshall’s welfare state and the “job-ready” of
contemporary workfare — Group B;

those who are potentially capable for exercising liberal autonomy but who are yet
to be trained in the habits and capacities to do so — Group C [the underaged, etc.];

those who, having reached maturity of age, are for one reason or another not yet
or no longer able to exercise their own autonomy or act in their best interests —
Group D.

The last group includes people who are chronically welfare dependent, who suffer from
specific mental or physical illnesses, or from drug, alcohol or other addictions. In
addition, it also contains certain parts of the elderly and most people in developing
countries. Dean (2007: 120) adds that there is a ‘mode of government that acts in the
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best interest of those who cannot act in their own best interests even were they to know
them.” Dean’s distinction between different forms of subjects is not the only one; in a
similar way, Hindess (2001) distinguishes between ‘hopeless cases’, ‘subjects of
improvement’ and an ‘ethos of welfare’, that is government supporting the development

of its subjects’ capacities.

The crucial point, however, is not the distinction that can be drawn between the
different kinds of subjects, but the relation between these. Dean suggests that the
common representation of the autonomous subject as the rule in relation to several

exceptions (Group B-D, see above) in the analysis of liberalism is misleading:

Presented as a list of different types of subject, organized according to their
potential or actual capacities for liberal autonomy, the analysis of liberalism
nevertheless remains at a purely formal and descriptive level. It reproduces the
view that the autonomous individual is the rule to which the exclusions form
practical exceptions... the reverse is in fact the case: ... the liberal norm of the
autonomous individual is a figure carved out of the substantive forms of life that
are only known through these exceptions, for example insufficient education, poor
character, welfare dependency, statelessness, underdeveloped human capital,
absence of spirit of improvement, lack of social capital, absence of citizenship of
civilized state, inadequate methods of labour and cultivation, and so on (Dean
2007: 121).

In this way, liberal autonomous subjects may be seen as an exception from the rule,
even if liberal governmentalities are often associated with the transferral of government

to these subjects with the right capacities of self-government.

[A] story of the diminution or end of national state sovereignty is aligned with the
deployment of sovereign and coercive powers, as well as forms of culture-
governance, over the lives of a substantial majority of the world’s inhabitants
(Dean 2007: 129).

The diminution of national state sovereignty can thus not be seen as giving rise to the
self-government of autonomous subjects, even though this may be suggested
commonly. Capacities for autonomous self-government may be seen as abilities that
have to be attained or earned. However, as Dean’s reflections show, this is not always
up to the individual’s activities. Capacities for autonomous self-government are not
stable, once attained they can also be taken away. Subjects may also be considered as an

autonomous subject in relation to one area and as a subject that has not attained
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capacities or who will not be able to gain these capacities for self-government in another
area. This discussion adds to the complex relationship between techniques of

domination and techniques of the self, which were discussed in Section 2.3.

In examining how a shrinking city is governed the considerations of these different
kinds of subjects of liberal government may also play a role. As the discussion in the
Introduction to this thesis suggested, concerns for the remaining population in shrinking
cities underpin debates about population loss: are ‘the right kind of people’ still left to

initiate change?

This section sought to highlight different aspects of governmentality as a research
perspective that a concern with (advanced) liberal forms of rule can bring to the fore. A
critical analysis of the ways in which government relates to its subjects was introduced
e.g. as autonomous subjects with a capacity for self-government or as subjects that need
assistance to keep up their capacities for autonomy, and as those who still require
training but also as subjects who are not or no longer able to exercise their autonomy

(Dean 2007: 120).

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter began with a discussion of a range of approaches that readily lend
themselves to an examination of shrinking cities, such as uneven development or
globalisation and neoliberalisation. The discussion was used to distinguish the different
focal points that different theoretical traditions suggest. In addition, a range of
approaches were distinguished that deal with transformations in cities and regions, e.g.
urban regeneration or urban governance. In short, the first section of this chapter aimed
to set apart the framework of governmentality from other frameworks of analysis of

urban decline and restructuring.

On the basis of this a broad introduction to the main terms related to governmentality
studies was provided. The central notion of government is situated at the intersection
between power and subjectivity and technologies of power and forms of knowledge.
This distinction guided most of the discussion in the rest of the chapter. Government
was further examined as ‘the conduct of conducts’ and as being constituted by an
assemblage of rationalities, practices and technologies. These concerns with
government go beyond the state, as government is considered to apply to how people

govern themselves and others in a wide variety of contexts.
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A concern with liberal forms of government was introduced as an important focus in
many contemporary governmentality studies. Liberalism in this sense is not connected
to an ideology or political theory, but rather as a fear of too much government. This
includes a concern with the way in which subjects are constituted as active in their self-
government. The ways in which liberal forms of government view their subjects is
highlighted. The examination showed that different kinds of subjects can be
distinguished according to their assumed capacities for autonomy. Many subjects are
not considered to possess these capacities. The idea is that (neo-)liberal forms of rule
increasingly transfer parts of government to subjects who are capable of governing
themselves is in this way complicated because while such a shift may happen, subjects
who are not considered capable of governing themselves may still be governed in a

coercive and illiberal manner.

The different considerations in this chapter set up governmentality as a complex
research perspective that allows for a range of different directions of enquiry. The next
chapter deals with the particular foci of this study: space, time and conflict. It shows
that space and time can be seen as integral to any governmental project: conducts of
conducts and attempts to foster subjectivities are shaped by certain constructions of

space and time as much as counter-conducts.
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3 Space, time and conflict

3.1 Introduction

Temporal and spatial assumptions can be seen as important, but largely implicit, aspects
of the discourses about shrinking cities and the future of East Germany. It makes a
difference in terms of the problematisation whether shrinkage is imagined to be a finite
or an infinite process, and whether it is associated with particular spaces or the whole
territory. Instead of accepting certain developments as ‘natural’ or inevitable, e.g. the
shrinkage of a mono-industrial city, an analytical focus of research on different
problematisations of space and time renders explicit the politics inherent in
naturalisations such as this. Furthermore, space and time were identified as playing a
role in the responses to shrinkage: certain effects are assumed in relation to certain

spatial and temporal interventions.

While the discussion of governmentality in Chapter 2 provided a general introduction to
this research perspective, this chapter focuses on specific points, which characterise the
particular approach that this thesis follows. The concentration on issues of space and
time was developed on the basis of the different discourses around shrinkage in
Germany and the attentiveness to issues of conflict and contestation was founded on a
strand of critique, which claims that governmentality studies often fail to attend to the
complexities of government in focusing too much on governmental rationalities and
paying too little attention to the ‘messy actualities’ on the ground (O'Malley et al.
1997).

A focus on the way in which space and time are used in envisaging the future and in
acting upon it can render explicit the implications of governing the future in particular
ways, which normally go unquestioned. This is different from examining the relation
between space, time and power, which is why it is important to distinguish the focus of
this study from other influential concerns of space and time in geography such as
Marxist or historical materialist approaches. Section 3.2 deals with space, time and
power and examines the specificities of a using a governmentality perspective. The
following sections on space, spatiality and government, and on time, temporality and
government go into more detail in providing conceptual tools for the analysis such as a
distinction between space and time as objects of government, the idea that there are
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spatial and temporal rationalities and that government also rests on certain spatial and
temporal techniques and technologies. Furthermore, this chapter examines issues of
conflict and contestation in government, which, it was claimed, have been rarely

acknowledged sufficiently in governmentality studies (O'Malley ef al. 1997).

3.2 Space, time and power in the wider literature

This section discusses some differences in approaching space and time from a
governmentality perspective from looking at space and time in other analytical
frameworks, which are often used for the analysis of phenomena such as shrinking
cities and regions. The discussion is based on the argument that one of the distinct
avenues that a governmentality perspective offers lies in the way in which space and
time are based on a particular relation between power and subjectivity. This does not
mean that power and subjectivity are not considered in other approaches, it merely

suggests that these are used differently.

A particular concern of critical geography is exploring space (and time) in relation to
power. Power is seen to shape space, which means an analysis of space reveals clues
about power. Of course, such an analysis is not a simple exercise: ‘Entanglements’ of
domination and resistance, for instance, which as a couplet, are seen to be ‘always
played out in, across and through the many spaces of the world (Sharp et a/. 2000: 1)

provide a sense of the complexities.

Governmentality studies approach space and time differently in rejecting the universal
assumptions about the production of space and time. It has been emphasised that
governmentality studies cannot offer ‘a theory of space’ (and time) or a ‘history of
space’ (Huxley 2008: 1646); instead, space and time are considered in relation to
government, e.g. how space or time work in government and to which assumed effects
(whether these finally come about or not). In order to examine some of the differences
in more detail, the following sections deal with the idea of spaces and times as products

of social relations and then with the differences governmentality studies can make.
3.2.1 Space and time as products of social relations

If space and time are considered as being shaped by capitalism or globalisation, spatial
transformations may hint at transformations in capitalism or globalisation. In this

context, capitalism, space and time can be seen as mutually constitutive:
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[Clapitalism... is constituted spatially and temporally. It is not a system whose
operation occurs in space and through time, as if these were empty matrices
waiting to be filled with the diverse products of human activity. Instead, space and
time are... core components of capitalism. While irreducible to one another, they
cannot be understood separately either (Castree 2009: 27, original emphasis).

This means capitalism is produced by and also produces a distinctive spatio-
temporality. Changes in capitalism, or in capitalist accumulation, are seen to result in
different space-times and vice versa. Capitalism is seen as a driving force of the way in

which space and time are produced.

The concept of time-space compression (Harvey 1990, 1996) takes as its starting point
the speeding up of social relations, based on the transformation of capitalism from
Fordism to flexible accumulation, which is seen to have led to new ways of
experiencing and practising space-time. Space and time are considered as socially
constructed and closely linked to material processes: ‘Each distinctive mode of
production or social formation will, in short, embody a distinctive bundle of time and
space practices and concepts’ (Harvey 1990: 204). This also means that geographical
and historical context and difference play important roles in the social processes in
which time and space are constructed. The differences may lead to conflict. Harvey,
however, does not go into great depth in exploring these, because for him, time-space
compression, driven by capital accumulation, eventually goes in one direction: the
annihilation of space by time — following Marx’s famous claim. Power is located with
capital and results in an acceleration of time, which leads to time conquering space. In
this context, capitalism finally leads to a privileging of time in comparison to space.
Castells (1996) offers a similar pattern of spatial and temporal polarisation in
Jjuxtaposing integrated global spaces to disintegrated local spaces - spaces of flows

versus spaces of places.

The concept of time-space compression was criticised by Massey (1993) as insufficient
and economically deterministic because it ignores the impact of ethnicity, gender,
sexuality, disability and age on the experience of both space and time In taking
difference into account, Massey’s conceptions of space, power and subjectivity are far
more complex. Yet, to some extent, a similar starting point of understanding time and

space as effects of social relations remains: they are more complex, but still decisive.
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In this thesis, the idea is not to approach space and time as either independent realities
or as effects of social processes but to analyse how space and spatiality and time and
temporality are made amenable to government and how they are used in programmes of
government to achieve particular effects on conduct. It is important to note that
conceptualising time and space in this way means that time and space are not primarily
seen as being shaped by abstract or distant forces of construction such as capitalism or
globalisation. In contrast, space and time can be understood as configured differently in

changing governmental rationalities as they respond to different ‘problematisations’.
3.2.2 The differences that other conceptions of power (and subjectivity) make

Of particular influence in geographical work that relates to Foucault is the idea that
‘space is fundamental in any exercise of power’ (Foucault 2002c: 361). There are,
however, considerable differences in approach, which seem to rest on the way in which
power is understood: conceptions of power as limiting and oppressive entail foci on
different aspects of space and time than notions of power as enabling and productive. A
brief reconsideration of Foucault’s notion of power, which entails particular relations to
subjectivity (see also Section 2.3.2), serves as a starting point to explore what this
means in relation to understanding space and time. Foucault has emphasised power as
productive: ‘power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains of objects and
rituals of truth. The individual and the knowledge gained of him belongs to this
production’ (Foucault 1991: 194). The subject does not exist prior to power: rather it is

produced by it.

It has been contended that governmentality studies concerned with space have tended to
foreground the disciplinary spaces of control and surveillance, based on a narrow
interpretation of Foucault’s analysis of Bentham’s Panopticon'* (Foucault 1991),
neglecting productive attributes of space (Huxley 2006, 2007, see also: Elden 2001;
Braun 2000). The discussion of different spaces in Discipline and Punish (Foucault
1991) such as the military camp, the school, the factory and the hospital, however,
shows that Foucault did not only imagine the related spatial formations to work as a

means to observe and control people, but also to bring about (or produce) certain

' Bentham’s Panopticon represents a diagram for a model prison, which relies on the principle that each cell can be
observed from a central room, but that it is not possible to tell if somebody is watching from each cell. There is no
longer total surveillance, but inmates are expected to conduct themselves properly because they may be watched at
any time.
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qualities in subjects such as docility or productivity. This productive conception of
spaces has not received the same attention as narrow interpretations of control and
surveillance. The latter are often directly derived from discussions of the Pantopticon.
Instead Elden (2001: 148) suggests taking a wider focus on ‘panopticism’ as ‘a
functional device (dispositif) that makes the exercise of power more effective and
enables subtle coercion of the society.” Understood in this way, space can be seen as a

‘critical tool of analysis’ (Elden 2001: 119) in Foucault’s work:

If we examine Foucault’s major works, we see that his histories are not merely
ones in which space is yet another area analysed, but have space as a central part
of the approach itself. In other words, rather than merely writing histories of
space, Foucault is writing spatial histories (Elden 2001: 118).

However, in focusing on the role of space, many urban geography governmentality
studies tend to ignore Foucault’s discussion of the productive role of time. The
engagement with time rarely goes beyond methodological concerns for taking a
historical approach (see also Section 4.2). A close reading of Discipline and Punish
(Foucault 1991: 149-162), however, shows that disciplinary time was considered as
productive as disciplinary space: ‘The disciplines, which analyse space, break up and
rearrange activities, must also be understood as a machinery for adding up and
capitalizing time’ (Foucault 1991: 157). This machinery is mainly derived from the
military and gradually translated into different pedagogical practices. Foucault
particularly emphasises the role of the timetable and of exercise (developing from
religious practices), which can be seen to have brought about ‘a new way of
administering time and making it useful, by segmentation, seriation, synthesis and
totalization’ (Foucault 1991: 160). Building upon Elden’s remark concerning Foucault’s
spatial histories could be a starting point to consider how Foucault has written spatial
and temporal histories in which space as well as time have particular effects in making

up a new subject.

This section has shown that a particular link between power and subjectivity as
suggested in the research perspective of governmentality can make a difference in terms
of their relation to space and time. The suggested productive relation is considerably
different from an understanding of space and time as products of capitalist accumulation
(see Section 3.2.1). The conception of space and time in relation to power and

subjectivity differs from ontological concerns: space and time are not seen as a priori
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categories or ‘realities’ (and neither is capitalism). They also differ from approaches
that are concerned with how space and time are produced and what can be known about
them. Rather, this focus on power and subjectivity suggests focusing on how a
productive power configures time and space, that is: how space and time may be seen to
bring about different subjects in governmental programmes and strategies — whether
these finally come about or not. In Sections 3.3 and 3.4 this is further developed so that
time and space can be considered as objects of government, which implicitly or

explicitly intend to bring about certain effects in subjects.

3.3 Government, space and spatiality

Since the mid 1990s, a productive engagement of governmentality studies with space
has developed in geography (for a discussion see: Elden and Crampton 2007; Hannah
2007; Huxley 2008). A related concern of these diverse studies is an analysis of the
different roles space plays in government. Assuming place to take an integral space in
rationalities of government, Huxley summarises a variety of ways in which space may

play a role in the analysis of government focusing on:

how different kinds of spaces are constituted as objects and aims of government;
how they figure in programmes and practices of government; and how material
spaces and built forms are deployed as techniques of rule by multiple institutions
of reform and control, which may of may not be linked to the state (Huxley 2008:
1649, original emphasis).

These different focal points are based on a broad understanding of space ranging from
ideas and representations of spaces such as in maps, statistics, urban policy, plans and

programmes to material spaces such as built forms, urban configurations, architecture

and the internal organisation and layout of buildings.

So, the analysis is not of the effects of government in space, but in contrast, the focus is
on how space is an integral part of government, be it as an object or aim of government,

as a spatial rationality or as a spatial or environmental technology.
3.3.1 Space as an object of government

This section discusses how space is constituted as an object of government and how it is
linked to intended effects on the population and on subjects, whether these do finally

come about or not. A broad distinction can be made between a consideration of how
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space can be seen as an object of government and how space as this object may be used

to aim for effects on subjects.

Studies that are concerned with how space is made amenable to government, how it is
made ‘governable’ (Rose 1999: 31-40) are based on the idea that government does not
intervene on ‘natural’ or given spaces, but constitutes and produces the spaces (and
problems) on which it then intervenes. This is particularly clear in some critical urban
policy studies in which urban policy, and also statistics and maps are seen to produce

their areas of intervention:

[The spaces of urban policy] are constituted as part of the policy process...
[G]overnmental practices, insofar as they involve both formation and intervention,
are not merely “confined” to designated spaces; they constitute those spaces as
part of the governing activity (Dikeg 2007: 23).

The spaces on which policies work are constituted as part of the policy process. The
view of space as an object is concerned with how it is divided up, measured and mapped
and what spatial and environmental qualities are considered desirable in what places and
how these are differentiated. Furthermore, the intervention into particular spaces can be
seen as a response to the association of particular problems such as particular parts of
the populations or specific individuals with these spaces. Working on these spaces,
however, also means to work on the problems of the population and of individuals

associated with these spaces:

[P]roblem definition starts from area rather than individual or even social group,
although, of course, a concern with the area is often used as a coded way of
referring to a concern about the particular groups which are believed to be
concentrated in it (Cochrane 2007: 3).

Working on spaces may in this way be seen as implicitly linked to seeking effects on
individuals, groups or populations. It is then a gradual move to see spaces as also

contributing to making up and constituting these as particular subjects of government.

Studies that focus on how space is used in government as a tool to achieve certain ends,
e.g. in making subjects governable and producing certain subjects can be seen to
explicitly link spaces to effects on individuals, groups or populations. This can involve a
focus on the disciplinary use of space that seeks to fabricate docile and productive

subjects by spatial control and division, as described with reference to factories, the
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military camp and class rooms in Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1991). But it can also
be transferred to the urban sphere and involves the idea of the city as the source of and
‘the site of remedy’ for social problems (Osborne and Rose 1999: 746): the city may
appear as a ‘machine’, which produces a ‘social field’ and not just as a spatial context
for inherent social processes (Osborne and Rose 1999: 748). Healthy, open and
transparent spaces are seen to produce healthy subjects and thus work against the urban

problem of morbidity and sickness or degeneration more generally.

The notion of ‘spatial and environmental causality’ (Huxley 2006: 772) deals with the
productive role of space most directly and also makes a distinction to the disciplinary

effects of space:

[S]paces and environments are not simply delineated or arranged for purposes of
discipline or surveillance, visibility or management. In projects of political
subjectification of governmental self-formation, appropriate bodily comportments
and forms of subjectivity are to be fostered through the positive, catalytic qualities
of spaces, places and environments. These productive spatial rationalities operate
in different modes, making use of different combinations of, for instance,
geometric, biological, medical, environmental or evolutionary causalities (Huxley
2007: 195).

The idea is that specific spaces or spatial configurations are intended to have causal
effects on the population and on individuals. Spatial rationalities of government intend
desired effects, whether these come about or not. This is different from spatial and
environmental determinism positing that space, in and of itself, actually Aas these

effects in the real.

This study seeks to examine how the spatial rationalities of governing the future of a
shrinking city may be seen as seeking to foster particular subjectivities that are
conducive to the city’s future. This choice of empirical material is different from
examining ideal city types or projects, which play an important role in Huxley’s and
Osborne and Rose’s studies. Yet, the insights gained from these studies can offer
valuable starting points and directions. These become clearer in the examination of

spatial rationalities in the next section.
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3.3.2 Spatial rationalities

Governmental rationalities are defined as rendering diverse elements of government
understood as an assemblage of technologies of power and forms of knowledge that are
internally consistent (see Section 2.2.2). In terms of space, this understanding of

rationality means:

[T]he difference between examining spaces that projects of government might
produce “in the real” and an analytics of spatial rationalities of government lies in
the focus on the fruths about the relations between subjects and spaces that inform
the aspirations of government to transform “what is” into “what ought to be”
(Huxley 2005: 92, original emphasis).

Government can be seen to operate with certain spatial rationalities — truths - in order to
achieve certain effects. The question of how space is thought of and how spatial
causality is conceived is hence an important point of the analysis. Space can be thought

to be ‘productive’, generating certain desired effects on the population and individuals.

A closer reading of Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1991) shows that disciplinary
power also goes beyond the narrowly interpreted ideas of spaces of control and
surveillance. This is pertinent in the discussion on ‘docile bodies’, which focuses on
spaces of the military, the factory and the classroom and is based on the workings of
‘disciplinary power [which] produces not merely docile bodies, but also productive
bodies’ (Osborne and Rose 2004: 217). In addition, this form of power makes bodies
malleable: ‘[a] body is docile that may be subjected, used, transformed and improved’
(Foucault 1991: 136). Disciplinary power can therefore be seen to bring about a new

subject:

A meticulous observation of detail, and at the same time a political awareness of
these small things, for the control and use of men, emerge through the classical
age bearing with them a whole set of techniques, a whole corpus of methods and
knowledge, descriptions, plans and data. And from such trifles, no doubt, the man
[sic] of modern humanism was born (Foucault 1991: 141, emphasis added).

It is useful to consider the way in which this power is imagined to work, which brings
this discussion back to a spatial element: for disciplinary power, the figure of
Bentham’s Panopticon is central. However, the Panopticon is a principle, which is
transferable to many other sites than the prison - a characteristic, which can be termed a
‘diagram’:
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The figure of Bentham’s Panopticon is a ‘diagram’ that, at one and the same time,
not only encapsulates the aims of disciplinary practices of temporal routines,
spatial divisions, bodily training and categorisations of types, but also
foreshadows the aims of a liberal governmentality to constitute freely acting
subjects in whom duty and self-interest coincide (Huxley 2008: 1640).

So, how can these characteristics be transferred to a study concerned with a city,
particularly in terms of liberal forms of rule? Osborne and Rose (1999) use the notion in
relation to the urban. They emphasise that a diagram can be understood as an ‘operative
rationale’ rather than a model or an ideal type (Osborne and Rose 1999: 738): ‘[e]ach
diagram depicts and projects a certain “truth” of the city’ and contains ‘a will to action’
— to act on this truth. Diagrams can thus be considered as responses to particular

problem spaces:

[The] work of diagnosis is a kind of reconstruction of the problem spaces to which
particular urban diagrams provide different answers. The liberal diagram
presupposes the insanitary city; the eugenic diagram presupposes the degenerating
city; the eudaemonic diagram presupposes the city of deviant, antisocial
subcultures; and so on. The forces of ungovernability are not, then, to be
romanticised as being somehow outside the urban diagram altogether. On the
contrary, urban governmentality uses the insidious ungovernability of the city as a
resource and an inspiration (Osborne and Rose 1999: 759).

This means that in ‘urban diagrams’ urban problems and answers to these problems can
be seen to interlink. For an analysis of the ways in which urban shrinkage was
constituted and how responses emerged in relation to it, the identification of urban
diagrams might provide a useful direction, not least because a diagram is understood to

work as a bracket that includes diverging approaches to governing:

To speak of diagrams is to try and individuate the regularities that are giving form
to the multitude of local, fluid, fleeting endeavours, stratagems, and tactics that
characterise the forces seeking to govern this or that aspect of urban existence
(Osborne and Rose 1999: 758).

Huxley (2005; 2006; 2007) emphasises the relationship between spatial rationalities and
the hoped for effects on subjects more strongly in developing the concept of ‘spatial and

environmental causality’:

In order to broaden understandings of the way space figures in rationalities of
government, we might begin to examine causal and productive powers attributed
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to spaces and environments in aspirations to catalyze appropriate comportments
and subjectivities (Huxley 2007: 193).

Huxley (2005; 2006; 2007) examines three different spatial rationalities: ‘dispositional
rationalities’ - the idea of a spatial order that produces social order; ‘generative
rationalities’ - technologies of sanitation, which bring about healthy bodies and moral
behaviour; and ‘vitalist rationalities’ — the progressive development and creative

evolution of humanity.

Space can be seen as standing in a causal relationship to bring about desirable effects,
which can be discerned as truths of the relationship between subjects and spaces, as
spatial rationalities. The causal logic does not necessarily produce its ends, as effects
can turn out differently. In relations of power there is always the potential for resistance:
the healthy city does not necessarily produce healthy subjects despite governmental

intentions. There may also be mismatch or plain failure.

In examining the ways in which a shrinking city governs its future, a focus on spatial
rationalities is particularly useful because it suggests examining spatial causalities that
underpin the different ways in which the future of the city is conceived and worked

towards.

In the next section, spatial techniques and technologies are examined that form an

equally important part of the conceptual toolkit.
3.3.3 Spatial techniques and technologies

Techniques and technologies that make space and what is considered in it tangible are
discussed in this section. This includes diverse techniques: surveys, maps, statistics,
diagrams, census data and other means. The intention is not to offer a comprehensive
discussion, but to reflect on a few issues related to spatial technologies such as the

extent to which they entail certain spatial rationalities.

The notion of ‘“tableaux vivants” which transform the confused, useless or dangerous
multitudes into ordered multiplicities’ (Foucault 1991: 148) summarises the way in
which disciplinary techniques function. Order is imposed and knowledge gained by
drawing up tables: distribution and analysis, supervision and intelligibility. In this way,
‘the table was both a technique of power and a procedure of knowledge’ (Foucault
1991: 148). This has also been described as the inter-relation of making space
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‘thinkable’ and making it ‘practicable’ (Osborne and Rose 2004), in which ‘technicians
of space’ such as social statisticians, doctors, urban reformers and town planners have

played an important role.

Statistics and mapping, for instance can be seen as important techniques of delineating
the spatial boundaries of particular social phenomena. In this way, mapping may be
seen as a technique to visualise what had previously been invisible (see e.g. Soderstrom
1996: 258) and to visualise it may be seen as the first step to act upon what was then
known. In Osborne and Rose’s (2004) discussion of the work of Charles Booth and
Patrick Geddes, it becomes clear that even though both men mapped certain aspects of
cities, they had different interventions in mind on the basis of their results. Booth’s
surveys of spaces are seen as serving to order and control conduct in these spaces.
Osborne and Rose (2004: 214) take them as suggesting ‘a kind of moral space — a fixed
public order of conduct’. Geddes’s maps in contrast intend to enable citizens to rethink
their environment and their future. Osborne and Rose (2004: 214) understand these to
entail ‘a kind of ethical space — a self-regulating life of civic existence.” So, two
different ways of social survey mappings intend two different effects in terms of
subjects and population: Booth’s maps show linkages between certain kinds of space
and certain forms of conduct. They are in this sense simiiar to disciplinary space;
Geddes’ maps are based on an ‘ethics of outlook’ in giving ‘the disadvantaged the
resources to take charge of their own evolutionary capabilities’ (2004: 200) — that is to
govern themselves. Osborne and Rose’s example of Booth and Geddes are relevant in
this context because the distinction between the two show that seemingly similar
technologies of mapping can entail different effects on the mapped subjects and also

different ways of intervening upon them.

This also means that ‘knowing human collectivities spatially was bound up with projects
of intervening upon such collectivities spatially’ (Osborne and Rose 2004: 225). Yet,
the directions of intervention are not necessarily pre-defined in the techniques and
technologies of space as demonstrated with Geddes’s and Booth’s maps of Edinburgh
and London. The next example shows that spatial techniques and technologies are not
only available to government; they can also be used as forms of empowerment.
Appadurai (2001) shows this in a study of groups of the urban poor in Mumbiai, India,
who started to produce their own data about slums and slum dwellers. This enabled the

groups to build partnerships with official agencies supporting their own cause.
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From the discussion in the foregoing sections we can see that even if space is
understood as an object or aim of government this does not necessarily entail a direct
focus on subjects or populations in these spaces. However, space can also be seen to
bring about certain effects on subjects as was demonstrated in the section on spatial
rationalities, which may even employ the notion of spatial causality. This focus
emphasises the productive qualities of spaces. If we take government to intend effects
on human conduct, the focus on spatial rationalities can provide useful insights. The
discussion on spatial techniques and technologies has demonstrated that these can be
used for diverse and sometimes contradictory spatial rationalities, which is important to

keep in mind in the analysis.

How these considerations of space in government relate to a concern with time and
temporality as objects, rationalities and techniques of government, has not yet received
much attention in governmentality studies. In studying shrinking cities, issues relating
to time are brought to the fore. Population loss, for instance, produces certain
insecurities in terms of the future: questioning, for example, the extent of services that

can be maintained in the city.

3.4 Government, time and temporality

A certain, rarely explicitly recognised unpredictability forms the basis of governing: a
concern with the future. The debates about the future of East Germany and in particular
about shrinking cities that were examined in Chapter 1 have demonstrated this.
Expectations of the speed at which the East would catch up to the West were regularly
adjusted. So, contrary to what calculations, prognoses and forecasts may suggest, what
happens in the future is not clear — things may turn out differently. But still, predictions,
such as of demographic change in Germany, are often portrayed as infallible as an
illustration by a demographer suggests: ‘Our [demographic] prognoses unfold like
clockwork, there are no surprises’'® (Berg et al. 2004: 38). The question that arises from
this for this thesis is how assumptions about time, for instance, in terms of durations or
directions of development play a role in government. Prognoses contain grains of
insecurity because they are merely based on probability patterns of past processes,

which are extended into the future in using different formulas such as certain social

15 Unsere Prognosen laufen ab wie ein Uhrwerk, Uberraschungen gibt es nicht’ (Berg et al. 2004: 38).
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science theories about future developments or certain tendencies in policies. Yet, as this

section shows, prognoses may be seen as a temporal technique of governing.

This section shows that time, as much as space, may be seen as an object, rationality
and technique of government. Government aims for the future and as a basis of this it
employs certain ways of thinking about time in terms of predictions, or (social)
scientific theorisations. Social processes such as urban shrinkage can be related to
different temporalities. They may be seen as temporally limited processes, for instance,
as a necessary ‘adaptation’ of a city to a smaller size, or as temporally unlimited
processes, which lead to complete decline. This also applies to the wider context, in
which shrinkage can be seen as a necessary step to progress and further development, or
as a first sign of regress. Concepts such as ‘post-socialist transition’ or ‘restructuring’
contain an anticipated temporal horizon: their start and end are pre-defined, they go
from X to y - for instance, from GDR’s state-socialism to FRG’s social market
economy. How long this takes and whether the aim is a moving target or a fixed one is

difficult to determine before it actually happens.

Temporal considerations of government are however not limited to the context of
shrinkage, growth also raises certain issues in terms of time: how long can certain
processes continue if resources and space are limited? This section reflects on the future
as an object of government, it considers temporal rationalities and discusses temporal

techniques and technologies.
3.4.1 The future as an object of government

The ‘Utopian element of government’ (Dean 1999: 33) is a good starting point for a
discussion of the future orientation of government because it shows that government is

based on a temporal assumption:

that government is not only necessary but possible. It is to suppose that such
government can be effective, that it can achieve its desired ends, or... that there
can be a match between outcomes and intentions of policies... It is to assume that
we can draw upon and apply forms of knowledge of the world and of human
beings in that world, that we can “make things better”, improve how we do things,
and so on.

In this way, government is oriented towards achieving a better future, and is thus a

practice concerned with time and temporality. It involves reflections of the present, the
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past and of possible better futures. In this context, Dean’s reference to ‘Utopia’ does not
suggest a non-achievable static, spatial ideal such as in Thomas More’s classic essay. In
contrast, it refers to the ends and goals, the telos of government. ‘Every theory or
programme of government presupposes an end of this kind — a type of person,
community, organization, society or even world which is to be achieved’ (Dean 1999:

33).

An important precondition of this is the conception of the future as open to and shaped
by, human intervention and not fixed or determined by transcendental interference
(Reith 2004). In other words, it is necessary to conceive the future as governable or
administrable. This is different from, for instance, historical temporality of the Middle
Ages, which aimed towards a universal time of the final Empire - Christ’s return
(eschatology). In this, rule was assumed to be finite as ‘no state or kingdom [was]
destined to indefinite repetition in time’ (Foucault 2007: 260). Historical time, then,
became indefinite due to ‘indefinite character of the political art’ (Foucault 2007: 260),
in which government has no implied aim or end and cannot be overcome. ‘There will
always be governments, the state will always be there, and there is no hope of having
done with it’ (Foucault 2007: 355). Government, in this sense, is based on a certain

temporality of an open future that can be endlessly transformed.

In shrinking cities, part of what is to be achieved through government is to stop
shrinkage, because if shrinkage continues, so the logic goes, the city may eventually not
have a future, i.e. it will come to an end, cease to exist. Government, in this context, is
not only based on achieving a better future, but on securing a future in the first place,
that is, achieving a future at all. This may not necessarily be in terms of progress, in
contrast, it may, as the next section shows, also rest on the idea that time has a certain

productivity in terms of the associated effects on subjects.
3.4.2 Temporal rationalities

This section develops an approach to temporal rationalities based on the discussion of
spatial rationalities (see Section 3.3.2). Based on Huxley’s development of spatial
rationalities (2005: 92) temporal rationalities of government may be seen as focusing
‘on the truths about the relationships between subjects and [time] that inform the
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62



the question of how subjects or certain subjectivities may be related to time, temporal

practices and techniques, or how temporal ‘truths’ can be understood.

It is necessary to start with an examination of the productive aspects of time as
developed in Discipline and Punish (1991), in which Foucault draws a direct line
between ways of administering and controlling time and the coming about of a new
form of subjectivity. The maximum extraction of time through meticulous control and
surveillance may be seen as a disciplinary temporal rationality: ‘The disciplines, which
analyse space, break up and rearrange activities, must also be understood as machinery
for adding up and capitalizing time’ (Foucault 1991: 157). And again, there is a double-
function: the ways in which time is ‘cut up’, divided and controlled in order to get most
use out of the disciplined body also represents the coming about of new subjects in
terms of both ‘the progress of societies and the genesis of individuals’ (Foucault 1991:
160). Furthermore, Foucault (2002d: 80) sees new ways of working with time as pre-

conditions for the coming about of industrial society:

First, individuals’ time must be put on the market, offered to those wishing to buy
it... in exchange for a wage; and, second, their time must be transformed into
labour time. That is why we find the problem of, and the techniques of, maximum
extraction of time in a whole series of institutions.

The introduction of a universal time as opposed to different localised times, which went
hand in hand with the introduction with faster modes of transport and communication
(Schivelbusch 2002; Cresswell 2006) can be considered as important steps to arrive at
this extraction of time. Rose distinguishes between the disciplinary management of time

and the advanced liberal management of time as an act of self-control:

The bell, the timetable, the whistle at the end of the shift manage time externally,
disciplinary. The beeping wrist watch, the courses in time management and the
like inscribe the particular temporalities into the comportment of free citizens as
a matter of their self-control (Rose 1999: 31, emphasis added).

The move from disciplinary time to the time of liberal government means that the
external control of time is replaced by an internalised control of self-government, which

represents a new temporal rationality.

This section has sought to explain that time can be understood in different ways in

relation to government. The discussion led from concerns with the direct disciplinary
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control of time to a liberal approach to time. The first requires docile subjects and aims
to extract the maximum amount of time from them. The second transfers the temporal
control and management to autonomous subjects, who have attained capacities of
temporal self-government. Subjects become masters of their own time. This transferral
goes along with a range of temporal techniques that also serve to make future

eventualities calculable and to provide a basis for decision-making.
3.4.3 Temporal techniques and technologies

The notion of ‘risk’ plays an important role in making the future amenable to
government. Government is oriented towards the future it seeks to influence: the ‘not
yet’. In this, it is confronted with certain problems, e.g. shrinkage, which can be seen as
a risk — as a risk related to the population, to demography, death rates, birth rates, the
economy and the environment. It is important to note that in this understanding risk is
not seen as ‘real’. ‘Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no risk in reality. But on the other
hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one analyzes the danger, considers
the event’ (Ewald 1991: 199, original emphasis). How one analyses danger is closely
related to constituting a problem. Risk in this sense is not a social reality that one can
experience or live; instead, ‘risk is the calculation of uncertainty in the future’ (Reith

2004: 386).

Risk calculations are based on determining patterns in large samples and for this reason
they can only provide insight into the likelihood of certain phenomena occurring, for
instance the rate at which smokers develop lung cancer; or the rate at which local
inhabitants who become unemployed leave the city to find a job elsewhere; or the rate at
which under-25s leave the city to go to university. No matter how accurate these risk
calculations are, they cannot predict what is going to happen in each individual case of a
smoker, an unemployed person or an under-25 old. One can therefore say that ‘the
utility of the notion of “risk’ lies not in its ability to correctly predict future outcomes...
but rather in its ability to provide a basis for decision making’ (Reith 2004: 394). The
extrapolation of today’s situation into the future, for instance through prognoses,

statistics and mappings, can be seen as a form of risk-minimisation in government.

This understanding of risk is distinct from realist approaches to risk, which may be
based on an understanding that risk exists as an a priori, objective social phenomenon

such as the influential discussion on the ‘risk society’ may suggest (Beck 1992; see a
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critique in: Reith 2004: 385-386). When risk is understood as a construction, as
suggested above, different levels of risk cannot be attached to particular times. An
increased level of risk, for instance, cannot be related to epochal transformations, e.g.
the post-industrial society. Times do not become increasingly uncertain, instead,
government based on risks may also be a form of governing as little as possible, a form

of liberal government, which governs through freedom (see next Section).

The technique of insurance, which serves to secure the future, but also as a technique to
govern one’s life through less direct control and more self-government may be seen as

related to the calculation of risk:

Insurance is a moral technology. To calculate risk is to master time, to discipline
the future. To conduct one’s life in the manner of an enterprise indeed begins in
the eighteenth century to be a definition of a morality whose cardinal virtue is
providence. To provide for the future does not just mean not living from day to
day and arming oneself against ill fortune, but also mathematizing one’s
commitments. Above all, it means no longer resigning oneself to the decrees of
providence and the blows of fate, but instead transforming one’s relationship with
nature, the world and God so that, even in misfortune, one retains responsibility
for one’s affairs by possessing the means to repair its effects (Ewald 1991: 207,
emphasis added).

Calculations of risk may be seen to provide security (Ewald 1991: 209); such
calculations may, however, also be seen to provide a basis for government. If
population loss is identified as one of the risks in a shrinking city, the calculation of its

probable extension into the future provides security in terms of governing it.

Security provides a measure for decision-making and induces certain forms of self-
government as it does not prescribe which actions to take or not take. For this reason,

Gordon (1991: 28) understands ‘liberalism as an effective practice of security’:

The rationality of security is, in Foucault’s rendering, an inherently open-ended
one: it deals not just in closed circuits of control, but in calculations of the
possible and the probable. The relation of government with which it corresponds
is not solely a functional, but also a “transactional” one: it structures government
as a practice of problematization, a zone of (partially) open interplay between the
exercise of power and everything that escapes its grip (Gordon 1991: 35-36).

From the foregoing we can see that, unlike the way space has been elaborated in

geographical developments of governmentality, time or the temporal aspect of
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government has not been subject to the same degree of theoretical development in
governmentality studies. This study expands on the conceptual development of time and
it does so for a particular (empirical) reason: time as well as space are prominent issues
in the debates and practices of governing the future of East Germany — be it in terms of
the different temporal expectations in relation to the unification process or in terms of
spaces that are seen to have no future. Hence, temporality can be seen as an important
element of government. Elden’s (see 2001: 147) statement about space as an analytical
instrument may serve as an inspiration for thinking about the use of time: how time can
be understood, not simply as an object of analysis, but as part of the conceptual armoury

for the analysis.

3.5 Contestations, conflicts and counter-conduct

Discussing issues of contestation and conflict is intended to address some of the
criticisms of governmentality approaches, which can contribute to a better
understanding of the complexities and instabilities of government. Foucault’s approach
to working on these was historical. The present study builds on a relatively short time-
span as the notion of shrinking cities emerged around the turn of the century and related
discussions also only date back to times of German Unity in 1990. For this reason, a
different approach needs to be developed in order avoid falling into the trap of ‘ideal
typification’ of the complex assemblages of government (see Section 2.3). The
particular focus on contestation and conflict also serves to provide a framework to

conceptually counter these issues in a largely contemporary study.

Responding to critiques that governmentality approaches have rarely been linked to a
‘critical politics’ (O'Malley ef al. 1997) and that governmentality studies focus too
much on the view of the programmer, offering no space for ‘escape’ (Amin and Thrift
2002: 128, 108), this section critically explores the idea that analyses of government
should pay more attention to ‘messy actualities’ (O'Malley ef al. 1997). Two forms of
critique can be distinguished in the governmentality literature: the first strand suggests
that governmentality studies tend to neglect the ‘effects’ of government (O'Malley et al.
1997; Legg 2007) while the second strand maintains that rationalities and
techniques/technologies of government are often messier than commonly represented
(Valverde 1996; Stenson 1998). In examining both directions of critique more closely,
the argument is made that a few concepts and approaches can be found in the
governmentality literature to address these. It is argued that the notion of ‘counter-
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conduct’ (Foucault 2007: 201-202) can be used to address issues of resistance,
contestation and conflict as important aspects of the empirical analysis. Finally, the
criticism that governmentality does not follow any inherent politics or is apolitical
(Stenson 1998) is discussed and the potential for a critical politics in using a

governmentality approach is explored.
3.5.1 ‘Messy actualities’

O’Malley ef al. criticise a tendency in governmentality studies to focus too much on
rationalities and technologies, which may in turn seem more coherent and stable than a
closer attention to the complexities of ‘messy actualities’ of social relations would

suggest:

Studies of government have constructed their theoretical object as one of political
rationality and technologies, a restriction that precludes problematizing effects,
and thus presumably eliminates the possibility of assigning costs to any mentality
of rule. Thus, as long as we retain a set against examining “the messy actualities”
of social relations, the diagnostic value of governmentality studies will be weak
and the general modelling of critique on diagnosis will have marked limitations
(O'Malley et al. 1997: 509, emphasis added).

A similar argument can be found in Legg’s (2007) study of ‘Delhi’s Urban
Governmentalities’: ‘while [Foucault] has an acute awareness of the geometry of power
and the striations of social space, he underplays the messy aliveness of place’ (Legg
2007: 15). To respond to this, Legg suggests focusing on place, employing a ‘notion of
space as a stubborn, alive and problematising medium’ (Legg 2007: 17).

The concern that some governmentality studies do not attend to the complexities of
government can be shared, however what seems to loom with ‘messy actualities’ and
the ‘messy aliveness of place’ is an observation of a tendency that governmental
rationalities and technologies are often represented as ideal forms, which should be
confronted with messy realities on the ground in order to counter-play the ideal form.
However, it can be argued that government is a messy actuality throughout and not only
when it meets reality, or is ‘implemented’. As an assemblage of diverse practices, which
are worked on to present a coherence by rationality, government is real throughout - it is
not something that is conceived of in a quiet chamber and then released to the world. In
addition, it is not something ‘pure’ and ideal that gets ‘messed up’ in something like

‘reality’. Government may thus be thought of as a messy actuality in itself. This,
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however, needs to be rendered explicit, which is why an operation with some logic of

implementation is misleading.

Instead of messy actualities in the sense of an effect or an implementation, the notion of
‘counter-conducts’ may be more useful because it shows that government can lead to all
sorts of different unintended conducts. A discussion of the reasons to focus on
instabilities of government shows that these enable the exercise of a particular form of

critique.
3.5.2 Relations of power, resistance and ‘counter-conduct’

Resistance is commonly linked to a particular understanding of power, in which power
is seen as oppressive or dominating and resistance is understood as the necessary means
to ‘free’ people from this oppression or domination (for an overview, see Sharp et al.
2000). Resistance thus bears the promise of producing freedom and is for this reason,
generally understood as something ‘good’; whereas power, in this logic, is understood
as something ‘bad’. Moreover, power is often associated with ‘structure’ and resistance
with ‘agency’ — with varying degrees of relations between them, which sometimes also

represent critiques of this binary (see Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1986).

Governmentality works with different ideas of power and resistance, based on the

notions of ‘relations of power’:

[W1hen one speaks of power, people immediately think of a political structure, a
government, a dominant social class, the master and the slave... I am not thinking
of this at all when I speak of relations of power... ] mean a relationship in which
one person tries to control the conduct of the other. So I am speaking of relations
that exist at different levels, in different forms; these power relations are mobile,
they can be modified, they are not fixed once and for all... in order for power
relations to come into play, there must be at least a certain degree of freedom on
both sides... This means that in power relations there is necessarily the possibility
of resistance because if there were no possibility of resistance (of violent
resistance, flight, deception, strategies capable of reversing the situation), there
would be no power relations at all. (Foucault 2000b: 291-292, original emphasis)

Power relations are thus not predefined, but local, contextual and subject to change.
Their constitution has to be analysed; it cannot be preconceived. Relations of power and

the potential for resistance go hand in hand, which debilitates claims that Foucault’s
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relations of power — especially in governmentality - are inescapable (Amin and Thrift

2002: 128). This involves a different understanding of freedom:

It is not, then, that studies of governmentality neglect resistance to programs of
government, or to techniques for the shaping of conduct; what they do refuse is
the idea of resistance derived from the analytical framework of agency versus
structure that has haunted so much contemporary social theory. After all, if
freedom is not to be defined as the absence of constraint, but rather as a diverse
array of invented technologies of the self, such a binary is meaningless. But more
than this, structure almost always implies limits to freedom and almost always
implies some underlying logic or social force that has to be overcome in order that
the structures be breached or transformed (Rose et al. 2006: 100).

In contrast, relations of power (and their analysis in particular) can be seen to emphasise
the potential for change such as: ‘to contribute to changing certain things in people’s
ways of perceiving and doing things; to participate in this difficult displacement of
forms of sensibility and thresholds of tolerance’ (Foucault 2002b: 234). Practices of
freedom can only exist when there is no state of domination — they can exist in power
relations. If power relations are ‘blocked’ or ‘frozen’ and turn into situations or states of
domination ‘instead of being mobile, allowing the various participants to adopt
strategies modifying them... practices of freedom do not exist or exist unilaterally or are
extremely constrained and limited’ (Foucault 2000b: 283). Resistance, understood in
relation to this idea of freedom, is far from being romanticised (Keith 1997; see also
Huxley 2008: 1649). If resistance is not understood as opposed to power or as the
means to achieve freedom, it may be useful to look at it as a practice that is based on

different governmental rationalities.

Foucault’s concept of ‘counter-conducts’ corresponds to the different forms of
governmentalities he analyses: ‘I have tried to show how the art, project, and
institutions for conducting men, and the counter-conducts that were opposed to this,
developed in correlation to each other’ (Foucault 2007: 355). Counter-conducts in this
sense are inherent in assemblages of government. If assemblages of government change,
what was previously considered a ‘normal’ conduct may turn into counter-conduct.

Foucault’s (2007: 198) example of military desertion shows this:

Desertion was an absolutely ordinary practice in all the armies of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. But when waging war became not just a profession or
even a general law, but an ethic and the behavior of every good citizen of a
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country... when being a soldier was therefore no longer just a destiny or a
profession but a form of [political and moral] conduct... you see a different form
of desertion... Refusing to be a soldier... appears as a form of conduct or as a
moral counter-conduct, as a refusal of civic education, of society’s values, and
also as a refusal of a certain obligatory relationship to the nation...

A once unproblematic conduct turns problematic because of changing assemblages of
government. In some studies, the potential for ‘counter-conduct’ takes centre-stage such
as in the Community Partnering Project in the Latrobe Valley, Victoria, Australia,

which is based on the question:

[H]ow might subjects located in a predominantly single-industry resource region
that has been devastated by processes of rationalization and privatization think
about new regional economic futures when subjection to the Economy appears to
be the most powerful and present determinant of their contemporary identity?
(Gibson 2001: 639).

The concept of counter-conduct is not employed in Gibson’s study, but a framework
derived from Butler’s (1997) concepts of ‘subjection’ and ‘becoming’, based on
Foucault’s understanding of power as both limiting (controlling, restrictive, oppressive)
and enabling (productive, creative) (Gibson-Graham 2006: 23): ‘A power exerted on a
subject, subjection is nevertheless a power assumed by the subject, an assumption that
constitutes the instrument of that subject’s becoming’ (Butler 1997: 11, emphasis
added; quoted in Gibson-Graham 2006: 23). In the Community Partnering Project, the
fine line between the two processes is explored: ‘how [do] subjects “become” (that is,
how they shift and create new identities for themselves despite the seemingly
hegemonic power of dominant discourses and governmental practices)’ (Gibson 2001:
641). In the theoretical frame of government as the conduct of conducts the question can

be reformulated once again: how does counter-conduct appear?

This is a relevant question in the context of shrinking cities: Kil (2004), for instance,
whose essay was mentioned in the Introduction (see Section 1.2.3) may be seen to pose
a similar question. Is there a different form of life beyond growth? What forms of life
does sustained shrinkage bring about? Yet, the difference to Gibson’s concern is that for
him, sustained shrinkage will eventually require a different form of life, which should,
then, also be subsidised by the state in the same way as farmers are supported by the

European Union when they do not continue to farm their land [Stillegungsprdmie].
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While counter-conduct can be understood as a tool or moment to examine how unstable
government is — after all, government is not seen to necessarily bring about what it
intends — it does not explicitly deal with the question of ‘so what?’ or ‘why do all this?’
To render explicit what has so far been implicit, the next section discusses the reasons

for showing that government is assembled, unstable and thus changeable.
3.5.3 Instabilities of government and the role of critique

The trajectory of governmentality studies is different from many other research
approaches because governmentality studies do not deliberately attempt to produce a
prescriptive, normative outcome of ‘what is to be done’. Rather, in analysing the ways
in which assemblages of government are formed and transformed, they formulate a
specific critique of what is, and what has so far not been, questioned. But nevertheless,
governmentality studies have been criticised for not employing a specific politics:
Stenson (1998: 350), for instance, advocates a. normatively committed form of
governmentality studies, in order to ‘[renew] liberalism as the most civilized tolerant
framework for living yet devised.” This idea is not only based on a different starting
point to liberalism from Foucault’s (see Section 2.3), it also suggests that
governmentality studies should have a particular normative aim, which is alien to this

analytical and empirical perspective.

However, a governmentality perspective does want to achieve something — and that is
critique, which, for Foucault, is the starting point of transformation. It is necessary to
provide some space to explore Foucault’s reasoning on this because it is central to

understanding the way in which governmentality studies embody a critical perspective:

[I]t’s true that certain people, such as those who work in the institutional setting of
the prison — which is not quite the same as being in prison — are not likely to find
advice or instructions in my books that tell them “what is to be done”. But my
project is precisely to bring it about that they “no longer know what to do”, so the
acts, gestures, discourses that up until then had seemed to go without saying
become problematic, difficult, dangerous... it seems to me that “what is to be
done” ought not to be determined from above by reformers, be they prophetic or
legislative, but by a long work of comings and goings, of exchanges, reflections,
trials, different analyses (Foucault 2002b: 235-236).

A destabilisation of the ‘taken-for-granted’ opens possibilities for new practices,

discourses and different ways of thinking: it is a practical approach to change, which
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does not prescribe an ideal outcome, but contributes to incremental transformations and
reforming ways of doing things by those who do them. The role of critique is pivotal for
these changes as it can fuel processes of conflict, posing questions about the present

ways of doing things. Critique, thus, is seen to have a value in itself:

The necessity of reform mustn’t be allowed to become a form of blackmail
serving to limit, reduce, or halt the exercise of criticism... Critique doesn’t have
to be the premise of a deduction that concludes, “this, then, is what needs to be
done.” It should be an instrument for those who fight, those who resist and refuse
what is. Its use should be in processes of conflict and confrontation, essays in
refusal. It doesn’t have to lay down the law for the law. It isn’t a stage in a
programming. It is a challenge directed to what is (Foucault 2002b: 236).

The justification of critique lies in its ability to stimulate those who work on governing
shrinkage in practice to think differently. This also means that solutions, such as ‘what
is to be done’, are not provided by critique, but come from those who work on

governing shrinkage in practice:

The problem... is one for the subject who acts... through which the real is
transformed. If prisons and punitive mechanisms are transformed, it won’t be
because a plan of reform has found its way into the heads of the social workers; it
will be when those who have a stake in that reality... have come into collision
with each other and with themselves, run into dead ends, problems, and
impossibilities, been through conflicts and confrontations — when critique has
been played out in the real, not when reformers have realized their ideas (Foucault
2002b: 236).

Hence, change can come from each subject who acts: there are no preconditions such as
freeing subjects from domination or bringing an end to capitalism. Change can start
right now, yet, it will never be finished - there is no ideal to be reached because freedom
is a practice. Yet, this does not mean that there is nothing governmentality studies can

do. Dean (1999: 33) suggests that their trajectory...

... s not to make the transformation of these practices appear inevitable or easier,
but to open the space in which to think about how it is possible to do things in a
different fashion, to highlight the points at which resistance and contestations
bring an urgency to their transformation, and even to demonstrate the degree to
which that transformation may prove difficult.

The identification of these points is an empirical task. The aim is to do some form of

what Foucault terms ‘diagnosis’ (see also: Rose 1999: 55-60):
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It does not consist in a simple characterization of what we are but, instead — by
following lines of fragility in the present — in managing to grasp why and how
that-which-is might no longer be that-which-is. In this sense, any description must
always be made in accordance with these kinds of virtual fracture which open up
the space of freedom understood as a space of concrete freedom, i.e., of possible
transformation (Foucault 1990: 36).

The aim, thus, is to enable people to change their world - it is not to say how the world

is to be changed.

This section has shown that a focus on contestation and conflict in government can be

useful in three ways:

(1) Rationalities of government and effects of government can be understood as messy
actualities, that is government is messy in itself and not only in terms of its outcome. It
is not particularly helpful to limit the messiness to the effects of government —
government is also not as pure as a focus on rationalities may suggest — understanding

government as an ‘assemblage’ highlights this.

(2) On the basis of better understanding the relationship of messy actualities as the
effects of government lies a particular understanding of relations of power in which
resistance is not seen as an escape from power and a means to achieve freedom, but as
potential for counter-conduct. It can be argued that counter-conduct provides a more
nuanced way of analysing intended and unintended effects and instabilities of

government than the less specific messy actualities.

(3) Analysing the assemblages of government (with their instabilities) is a way to
question the taken-for-grantedness of government. To figure out different ways of doing

things is a matter of practice not of critique. Dean (1999: 37) emphasises this point:

All an analytics of government can do is to analyse the rationalities of resistance
and the programmes to which they give rise and to make clear what is at stake and
what are the consequences of thinking and acting in such a way.

Foucault’s method to achieve this has been historical analysis. This research seeks to
show that in carefully attending to messy actualities, counter-conduct and a particular
form of critique (as outlined in this section) this can also be achieved in a largely
contemporary study. This claim requires careful attention in the next chapter, in which

methodological issues that arise from these conceptual reflections are discussed. These

73



issues are not often addressed in contemporary analyses of government, which means
that this is an area in which this research makes a contribution. However, before
embarking on a discussion of the methodological aspects of this study, the conclusion
presents a summary of the particular take of a governmentality perspective, which is

employed in this thesis.

3.6 Conclusion

The research perspective of governmentality was introduced as based on the central
notion of government at the intersection of power and subjectivity and technologies of
power and forms of knowledge. Understood as an assemblage of practices, rationalities,
techniques and technologies liberal governmentality fosters and works through the

aspirations, needs and desires of individuals and not in the form of a coercive power.

In contemporary governmentality studies, there is a tendency to focus on liberal and
advanced liberal forms of government. (Advanced) liberalism is in this context not seen
as an ideology or political philosophy, but as a concern with governing too much, in
order that individuals should govern themselves through their capacities for autonomy.
However, a focus on (advanced) liberalism often ignores other forms of subjectivity that
have not attained capacities for autonomy. This includes subjects that are seen to have
lost their capacity to autonomous self-government or that need support to achieve this
form of self-government. Subjects that have not (yet) attained capacities for their
autonomous self-government may be in the majority; which questions the common
perception of (advanced) liberal forms of government as relying on autonomous
subjects (Dean 2007; Hindess 2001). This focus on the different subjectivities that
government problematises or intends is considered particularly useful as it provides a

critical tool for the analysis.

Spatial issues are an important aspect of the debates about the future of East Germany
and also about shrinking cities, but are rarely critically examined. Rather, the way space
figures in government such as in particular programmes that focus on specific spaces is
often considered as natural or given. Space can be used as a technique or technology of
government (e.g. statistics and mapping) and it can be an object or goal of government.
To focus on the relationships that are drawn between certain spaces and their subjects
means to look at spaces as certain vehicles to achieve particular effects.

Governmentality can be used as a critical tool to examine these.
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A focus on the temporal aspects of governing the future represents this study’s main
theoretical contribution. There is relatively little consideration of temporal rationalities
in governmentality studies. The idea to develop this focus is based on observations from
the shrinking cities literature. How long certain processes such as shrinkage are thought
to last is, for instance, crucial as to whether cities are seen able to adapt to changes or
whether they are constituted as having no future, e.g. ceasing to exist. In this context,
the forecasted population loss can serve as a measure of security to determine the extent
of demolitions. In addition, the temporal government of shrinkage can be based on
certain historical-temporal readjustments: past, present and future can in these instances
be realigned to form new developmental logics and also to render shrinkage explicable.
Understood in this way, time is both malleable and calculable — it can, for this reason,

be used as a critical tool for the analysis.

Some criticisms of governmentality studies argue that a focus on governmental
rationalities produces a too stable and deterministic account of government as the
conduct of conducts, and does not examine the conflicts and contestations that render
explicit the instabilities of government. Foucault used a historical perspective to show
the contingencies of government, but in a largely contemporary study it is argued that a
focus on conflicts and contestations can help achieve a similar destabilising effect. It
was argued that the notion of ‘messy actualities’ seems to suggest a logic of
implementation of seemingly ideal forms of government, which are then complicated by
the messy actualities on the ground. In contrast, it was proposed that government is
messy and sometimes contradictory in itself and that rather than working with messy
actualities, a focus on counter-conduct and conflicting rationalities, practices and
technologies of government may be helpful in diagnosing instabilities of government,

which can contribute to their transformation.

In sum, this study employs a governmentality perspective that is attentive to different
forms of subjectivity implicated in different areas of governing the future of a shrinking
city. A focus on conflicts, contestations, or plain failure renders explicit the otherwise
often implicit instabilities of governing the future. Space and time are introduced as
specific analytical tools, which — as spatial and temporal rationalities — can be

considered to suggesting certain effects on subjects.
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4 Methodology

4.1 Introduction

The concept of problematisations and the research perspective of governmentality
chosen to examine the government of shrinkage in Hoyerswerda, suggest certain
methodological viewpoints such as scepticism towards things that appear as taken-for-
granted truths in order to investigate how and why they emerged. Yet, it is important to
examine in more detail the issues these conceptual considerations entail in terms of
methodology and methods because some of the distinctness of Foucault’s approach can

only be revealed then.

Foucault frequently discussed methodological starting points and implications of his
work. Most of his books, texts and interviews contain sections on methods and some are
entirely dedicated to methodological considerations (Foucault 1974, 2003, 2002b,
1977). While there is no lack of source material, there is no step-by-step approach one
needs to follow in order to do a Foucault-inspired study employing a governmentality
perspective. Despite, or possibly because of, the range of methodological considerations
in Foucault’s writing, his approaches and concepts are often cited in studies that do not

pay much attention to the particularities of his approaches.

[TThere is something rather strange in scholars who analyse contemporary verbal
exchanges claiming Foucault as a methodological inspiration: the more clear the
distance between their own analyses and the meticulous positivism of The
Archaeology of Knowledge becomes, the more obvious it is that Foucault is being
used to establish a certain authority and legitimacy rather than as the basis for a
rigorous method (Soyland and Kendall 1997: 11).

This seems to suggest that there is a particular way of ‘using’ Foucault — or at least that
there are certain tools and approaches one cannot dispense with when doing a

‘Foucaultian’ study (Kendall and Wickham 1999; O'Farrell 2005).

The important Foucaultian methodological tool of history, for instance, provides a
challenge in the context of studying shrinking cities because the notion emerged only
fairly recently. One of the issues that the methodological considerations in this chapter
has to tackle is the question of how to keep the main characteristics of Foucault’s
approach while modifying or dispensing with some of its diverse aspects. The aim is to
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retain what Foucault sought to achieve with his genealogical approach, while doing a

largely contemporary study.

This chapter is structured in three sections, the first of which deals with the research
questions and the formulation of the methodological approach of the study. The second
section considers the methods used in this study; and the third section provides

reflections on the research process.

4.2 Research questions, methodological approach

This section outlines the research questions and the principles and assumptions that
inform the choice of techniques that were employed in the empirical work, the
methodological approach, which is often related to ontological and epistemological
issues (Lees 2003). Even though Foucault’s work is commonly associated with a post-
structuralist approach (Harrison 2006), Dean (1998: 183) argues, it sits uneasily in
regards to ontology and epistemology: ‘it is not possible to characterize [Foucault] as
offering an account of how knowledge is or can be attained [i.e. epistemology], or of the
nature of the reality to be known [i.e. ontology]’. Instead of engaging in situating
Foucault in ‘the topography of epistemology, ... that maps out positivisms,
constructionisms, realisms, empiricisms, rationalisms’ Dean (1998: 183) seeks ‘to
discover the type of map [Foucault] has drawn up and to learn how to read it.” This is

what this section focuses on after outlining the research questions.
4.2.1 Research questions

This thesis started with the suggestion that the emergence of “shrinking cities’ in the
German discourse on the future of East Germany can be seen as a problematisation. It
showed that in the context of the emergehce of shrinking cities, a range of other related
discursive changes occurred. There was, for instance, a shift in the economic policy
discourse, which suggested focusing state-investments on growth poles and a range of
alternative discourses, which called for seeing shrinkage as a context that questions
cities and ways of living in a more fundamental manner. The emergence of these
discourses in relation to shrinking cities has rarely been questioned and neither have the
assumptions on which the emergence is based, for instance, about the subjects and
places of shrinkage, or of what shrinkage means and how the problem might be solved.

The emergence, development and implications of different ways of dealing with
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shrinkage can be analysed in a shrinking city. The research perspective of

governmentality was introduced as providing useful tools for this analysis.

It was argued that while other theoretical approaches often used to examine processes of
shrinkage, including frameworks of uneven development, neoliberalisation,
globalisation and post-socialism, provide useful starting points, they often rely on
particular assumptions about the causes and effects of shrinkage. Governmentality is
equally concerned with how government is assembled by diverse practices,
programmes, techniques and technologies, which are rendered internally consistent by
certain forms of rationality; and how it works as a non-coercive form of power through

the aspirations, needs and desires of subjects.

An examination of liberal and advanced liberal government provided more detail on the
central link between subjects and government. In liberal forms of government, the
subject is conceived of as autonomous and possessing capacities for self-government.
However, as Hindess’ (2001) and Dean’s (2002, 2007) critical analyses of different
liberal governmental subjectivities demonstrates, the autonomous self-governing subject
1s not the norm and liberal governmentality entails coercive rule over several categories
of subjects not yet or no longer seen as, possessing sufficient capacities of self-

government.

A focus on the spaces, times and conflicts in government was introduced based on the
observation from the discourses about shrinkage in Germany, which are concerned with
different spatial and temporal assumptions, such as shrinkage being a finite or infinite,
or spatially bounded or boundless process. A governmentality perspective also shows
how space and time are both problematised and put to work in projects of government
with intended causal effects on subjectivities. In addition, government understood as an

‘assemblage’ is inherently unstable and prone to conflict.
On this basis, the following research questions were formulated:
(D How is shrinkage governed in a city?

How do the rationalities, practices and technologies of governing shrinkage relate to
space? How do the rationalities, practices and technologies of governing shrinkage
relate to time? How do certain forms of subjects and subjectivity figure in governing a
shrinking city?
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(2) How do conflicts, contestations and counter-conduct emerge?

How is counter-conduct constituted? What role do spatial, temporal rationalities and

subjectivity play here?

(3)  How is shrinkage governed in Hoyerswerda and how is the government of

shrinkage contested in this city?

The third question is answered in the three empirical chapters (Chapter 6-8), which deal
with shrinkage as an issue to be managed (Chapter 6); as an issue to be overcome by
initiating growth (Chapter 7) and with conflicts, contestations and counter-conducts that
emerged in this context (Chapter 8). The first two questions can only be fully answered
in the Conclusions (Chapter 9), in which the findings are considered in relation to the
examination of the emergence of shrinkage in the debates about the future of East

Germany and the wider literature.

The notion of a ‘shrinking city’ is relatively young, yet prolific in German urban
discourses (see Chapter 1). And since this study is concerned with how shrinkage is
governed in the city of Hoyerswerda, the empirical focus is based on a relatively limited
timeframe: from the emergence of shrinkage as a problem in the late 1990s until the
present — a period of about ten years. However, excursions to earlier periods of the
construction and boom of Hoyerswerda’s Neustadt in the 1950s to 1980s are made and
also to the first years after German Unity, when the city began to lose jobs and people,

but when shrinkage was not yet an issue that was widely problematised.

The way in which Foucault works historically needs to be examined in order to discuss
whether and how similar effects can be achieved in a study that deals with a relatively
recent problem such as shrinking cities. Furthermore, certain methodological
approaches, such as problematisation, that characterise Foucault’s work - but that, it can

be argued, do not necessarily need to be applied historically - are explored.
4.2.2 History of the present

A discussion of the reasons, and the ways in which, Foucault used historical approaches
provides an understanding of the role history plays in his analyses. Foucault’s approach
of a ‘history of the present’ is fundamentally different from other forms of historical

analysis. It is based on different starting points from, for instance, the history of ideas or
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social history. In doing a history of the present, the idea is not to expl/ain how the
present has emerged from the past, or ‘that the past actively exists in the present, that it
continues secretly to animate the present’ (Foucault 1977: 146) as is common in much
historical research, but to use the past to ‘diagnose’, and thus intervene in, the present.
In this sense, Foucault uses history as a tool to show how things that are taken-for-
granted today came about in particular, often accidental, ways, and that these things
could for this reason also be different. This is particularly clear in his genealogical

approach:

[T]o follow the complex course of descent is to maintain passing events in their
proper dispersion; it is to identify the accidents, the minute deviations — or
conversely, the complete reversals — the errors, the false appraisals, and the faulty
calculations that gave birth to those things that continue to exist and have value
for us; it is to discover that truth or being do not lie at the root of what we know
and what we are, but the exteriority of accidents (Foucault 1977: 146).

A history of the present is used to challenge and analyse past and existing orders
(O'Farrell 2005: 61) and represents a problem-based, not period-based, approach to
history. Past and present are seen to be in no specific relation, especially not a linear or
functional one. In contrast, by doing a history of the present both peculiarities of past
and present can be revealed. Rose (1999: 20) summarises the effect of taking this

approach:

It is a matter of introducing a kind of awkwardness into the fabric of one’s
experience, of interrupting the fluency of the narratives that encode that
experience and making them stutter. And the use of history here is to that
untimely end — it is a matter of forming a connection or relation between a
contemporary question and certain historical events, forming connections that
vibrate or resonate, and hence introduce a difference, not only in the present, but
also in the historical moments it connects up with and deploys.

Both, past and present may appear as strange and contingently assembled, which also

means they may both be changed.

The notion ‘history of the present” comprises two different historical methodologies,
archaeology and genealogy (sometimes also termed ‘history of thought’), which are
briefly examined in turn. Archaeology (Foucault 1974) is commonly described as
focusing on discourses or the conditions of possibility for discourses, whereas

genealogy (Foucault 1977) focuses on a close relationship between knowledge and
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power (O'Farrell 2005; Smart 1985). Similarities and continuities between the different
approaches are often emphasised (Smart 1985: 47; Elden 2001: 160; O'Farrell 2005:
69). Foucault’s own definition in Dits et écrits (1994; in: Elden 2001: 104) also

highlights similarities between both approaches in how they relate to truth:

Archaeology looks at truth as a “system of ordered procedures for the production,
regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of enoncés” [statements], whilst
genealogy sees truth as “linked in a circular relation with systems of power which
produce and sustain it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extends
it.”

Whereas archaeology is concerned with the formation of discourses, genealogy also

deals with the ways in which these are linked to power.

Archaeology should be understood as a technique of distantiation from familiar
ways of forming statements about and within particular regimes of practices, and
genealogy as a technique of denaturalization of these regimes of practices that
leads to the construction of intelligible trajectories of the events, knowledges,
processes, relations and forces that compose them (Dean 1998: 189).

It is most obvious in Foucault’s (2001: 74) description of the ‘history of thought’ (a
later way of terming genealogy) that the different approaches have problem-based

starting points:

The history of thought is the analysis of the way an unproblematic field of
experience, ... becomes a problem, raises debate, incites new reactions, and
induces a crisis in the previously silent behaviour, habits, practices, institutions.
The history of thought ... is the history of the way people begin to take care of
something, ... — for example, about madness, about crime, about sex, about
themselves, or about truth.

Foucault’s approach to governmentality is based on a continuing usage of, and reference
to, elements from both archaeology and genealogy (see particularly: Foucault 2008: 32
ff).

From the foregoing discussion, it can be argued that the way in which the problem of
‘shrinking cities’ came about, around which a whole field of practices, debates and
techniques evolved, may also be seen as a moment when people started to take care of
something (e.g. the problem of vacant apartments; or the lack of growth). It may be seen

as an instance that indicates a particular way of thinking about cities and also about
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people in relation to cities. History, or more accurately genealogy, can be seen as a tool
to destabilise what is rarely questioned. However, history does not work in isolation.
What the examination of Foucault’s history of the present shows is that history is
always used in relation to other strategies. Two issues that play a part in most of his

analyses, universals and events, are examined next.
4.2.3 Universals and events

Traditional history can be seen to rest on a particular relationship between ‘universals’
and ‘events’, in which universals serve to integrate disparate events into a coherent
flow. Foucault rejects this function of universals on the basis of a particular theoretical

and methodological decision:

Let’s suppose that universals do not exist... How can you write history if you do
not accept a priori the existence of things like the state, society, the sovereign, and
subjects? It was the same question in the case of madness... If we suppose that
[madness] does not exist, then what can history make of these different events and
practices, which are apparently organized around something that is supposed to be
madness? [This] is exactly the opposite of historicism: not... questioning
universals by using history as a critical method, but starting from the decision that
universals do not exist, asking what kind of history we can do (Foucault 2008: 3).

This can be seen as a call for suspending the ‘glue’ that keeps events, practices, truths
and finally also history together. Part of this, as Kendall and Wickham (1999) suggest,
is to look for contingencies instead of causes, in which an event does not occur as the
inevitable single result of some previous events, but as a possible result among other
potential outcomes and among other unrecognised conditions of possibility. This
precludes thinking about history in terms of ‘progress’ and relates to a critical approach
to time and the future: ‘To use history in the Foucaultian sense is to use it to help us see
that the present is just as strange as the past, not to help us see that a sensible or

desirable present has emerged... or might emerge’ (Kendall and Wickham 1999: 4)'°.

'O’ Farrell (2005: 74-76) proposes a similar strategy of focusing on ‘discontinuity and the event’, which is based on
Foucault’s rejection of assumptions that continuity rests on. These include: (1) ‘magical formulas’ that explain
change in traditional history such as tradition, cause, effect or influence; (2) the existence of an essential human
nature; (3) the stability of objects and categories, that is rejecting the idea that certain processes are just waiting to be
discovered; (4) the existence of a goal in history (e.g. the inevitable coming of a classless society); (5) the idea that
there is constant progress; (6) the rejection of chance.
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If things or certain developments are seen to derive from chance it is clear that they
could also look different. However, to endorse chance does not mean that the way in
which things came about does not matter. Instead, Foucault puts an emphasis on tracing

‘emergence’:

‘To show that things “weren’t as necessary as all that”... a breach of self-
evidence... on which our knowledge, acquiescences, and practices rest...
[involves] rediscovering the connections, encounters, supports, blockages, plays
of forces, strategies, and so on, that at a given moment establish what
subsequently counts as being self-evident, universal, and necessary’ (Foucault
2002b: 226-7).

This approach to ‘causal multiplication’ means ‘analyzing an event according to the
multiple processes that constitute it’ (Foucault 2002b: 227). The process of
‘eventalization’ and causal multiplication destabilise what seemed inevitable, ‘natural’
or ‘normal’ before. Events have a beginning and an end; they are singular. To focus on

events means to look at things in their singularity.

Smart (1985: 139) also contends that in Foucault’s work there is ‘no place for an
absolute form of rationality in terms of which existing historical forms might be
criticized’ e.g. the general rise of ‘reason’. Instead, he maintains that Foucault engages
in a ‘critical relativization of rationalities... analyzing the forms of rationality and
historical conditions in and through which the human subject has been constituted and

has constituted itself as the object of possible forms of knowledge’ (Smart 1985: 141).

The argument in support of the methods adopted in this thesis - dispensing with
universals and instead focusing on events in their singularity — suggests that this
approach does not necessarily have to be based on a historical analysis. The same
applies to the notion of problematisation, which was briefly introduced in the

Introduction to this thesis and which is discussed in more detail in the next section.
4.2.4 Problematisations

Problematisation is a notion that appears in Foucault’s late work in relation to (the
history of) ‘thought’ and ‘regimes of practices’ (O'Farrell 2005: 69-70). In order to
understand the different aspects of the concept of ‘problematisation’, Foucault’s
reasoning in Fearless Speech (2001) is traced in detail because problematisation seem to

be a particularly useful tool for studying governmental assemblages. The identification
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of problematisations can, for instance, be understood as a ‘key starting point of an
analytics of government... the moments and the situations in which government

becomes a problem’ (Dean 1999: 27).

In defining what characterises a problematisation Foucault starts by emphasising the
difference between social history such as studying past people’s behaviour and his
interest in analysing the process of ‘problematisation’, which was guided by issues such
as: ‘how and why certain things (behaviour, phenomena, processes) became a problem.
... while other similar forms were completely neglected at a given historical moment’

(Foucault 2001: 171, original emphasis).

Problematisations, in this sense, are productive: they create ‘problems’, they constitute
certain phenomena as problematic. Hacking’s (2002: 106) analysis of ‘making up
people’, in which he analyses the ways in which certain mental illnesses emerged
statistically, for instance, is based on the premise that ‘a kind of person came into being
at the same time as the kind itself was being invented’. Following this reasoning,
multiple personality, for instance, was ‘made up’ around 1875. Before that only a few

cases can be found in the statistics and after that a whole series.

Similarly, ‘shrinking cities’ did not exist before the turn of the 21* century. Cities lost
population and economic decline took place, but these phenomena were not understood
as bringing about ‘shrinking cities’. Until in 1999 a government funded commission
found that one million apartments were vacant in East Germany and suggested that the
federal state and Lénder should intervene to help cities, and also housing companies,

which were faced with bankruptcy (see also Section 1.2.1).

It is crucial that new categories and problematisations are not merely considered to be
inventions, but are closely connected to the phenomena to which they refer and on

which they have effects.

[I]t was precisely some real existent in the world which was the target of social
regulation at a given moment... How and why were different things in the world
gathered together, characterized, analyzed, and treated as, for example, “mental
illness”? What are the elements which are relevant for a given
“problematization”? (Foucault 2001: 171).

How and why were different things in the world gathered together, characterized,

analysed and worked upon as shrinking cities?
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Problematisations occur in relation to other processes, techniques, practices such as
statistics - they are neither general, nor arbitrary. In this sense, problematisations can
best be understood as ‘assemblages’; they can only exist in relation to other procedures,
such as certain forms of knowledge, practices and techniques. Furthermore, a

- problematisation can be described as an ‘“answer” to a concrete situation which is real’
(Foucault 2001: 172), which still does not imply that it was the only or inevitable

response:

[T]he fact that an answer is neither a representation nor an effect of a situation
does not mean that it answers nothing, that it is a pure dream, or an “anti-
creation.” A problematization is always a kind of creation; but a creation in the
sense that, given a certain situation, you cannot infer that this kind of
problematization will follow. Given a certain problematization, you can only
understand why this kind of answer appears as a reply to some concrete and
specific aspect of the world (Foucault 2001: 172-173).

There is no inevitability, and problematisations can change. The identification of a
problem also already contains or presupposes an answer or solution, which is also not
necessarily the answer or the solution. If a particular answer (problematisation) is not
considered as the inevitable or only logical solution, the context in which it
consequently appeared as ‘natural’ or ‘normal’ can also be questioned. In this process,

other answers (problematisations) become possible.

A focus on problematisations suggests examining how and why problems emerged. In
relation to shrinking cities, one may acknowledge the reality of the phenomena that led
to the problematisation of shrinkage: cities lost population and jobs. Yet, it also implies
different issues were problematised and given as solutions in relation to these
phenomena: how to deal with shrinkage, how to deal with a lack of growth and how to
deal with transformations that were considered as parts of this process. This also
questions how cities became a focus and how urban policy developed into the main area
of intervention with these issues. In certain contexts, however, population loss and
economic decline might also be seen as ‘normal’ processes in a city, region or country,
which do not require any intervention. If the problem of shrinkage in Germany had been

assembled differently, the answer could also look different.

The foregoing discussion shows that in carefully examining the way in which Foucault

uses history as a tool for his analyses one can argue that the intended effects of
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destabilising what is taken for granted can also be achieved in a largely contemporary
study. Yet, it is clear that in order to show how something like shrinking cities ‘came
about’ and in order to show how this ‘coming about’ is contingent, one needs to
examine some historical material — history cannot be dispensed with completely. For
this reason, the rejection of universals and the idea that events are singular and not the
logical effect of historical causes were examined in more detail. The notion of
problematisation provides a focus in terms of the ‘moments’ to examine in the analysis
of regimes of governing the future of a shrinking city: how problematisations were
assembled and how they work in relation to other processes. Further considerations
concern questions of how to identify problematisations and how to go about gathering
adequate and relevant materials to analyse them — in short, they concern practical

methods.

4.3 Methods

This section deals with the way in which problematisations can help in defining the
focus of this study. It introduces how the city of Hoyerswerda was chosen as an
‘exemplar’ to study the emergence of shrinkage and discusses how problematisations
can be worked with in a practical manner using elements of discourse analysis. Finally

it suggests a range of source materials, which can be used to study problematisations.
4.3.1 The choice of Hoyerswerda as an ‘exemplar’

Hoyerswerda was chosen as an exemplar for this study not only because it is commonly
represented as one of the most extreme cases of a shrinking city in the East German
context (Glock and HaufBermann 2004; O'Brien 2004), but also because urban
regeneration practices in Hoyerswerda have been subject to discussion in the urban
policy and academic literature on shrinking cities for some time (Kil 2001; Hain 2003).
The interest in choosing an extreme exemplar was based on the observation that these
cities were increasingly considered to have no future in the wider discourse on the
future of (East) Germany (BIfBE 2006). An additional reason to choose Hoyerswerda
was that its shrinkage was presented as almost natural because it was one of the GDR’s
Socialist Cities, which underwent rapid growth until the Wall came down. In sum, there

were good reasons, but no necessity to take Hoyerswerda as an exemplar for this study.

Focusing on the way in which a particular problematisation emerged in a city and how it

unfolded also entails considering the view beyond the city, which contributes to
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revealing different problematisations and contingent spatial categorisations. The city
was not considered in terms of being a container, but rather a more or less fragile
conglomeration, which extends beyond and is also made up by, processes from outside

the urban perimeter, for instance, national urban policies like Stadtumbau.

It is not expected that the way in which the future is governed in Hoyerswerda is
generalisable; rather, the way in which research questions and theoretical framework are
developed from the wider debates about shrinking cities in (East) Germany can be used
in other studies. Exemplars may be seen as exemplifications or illustrations of a
theoretical and analytical approach, for instance, in Foucault’s historical studies.
Hoyerswerda is used as a largely contemporary illustration of the emergence of
shrinkage as a problematisation. Some of the findings may also suggest looking for
similarities or differences in other cities. The way in which the future of a different
shrinking city is governed may, however, be completely different, for instance, in terms
of the way in which the government of shrinkage relates to the city’s Plattenbau
[prefabricated standardised GDR housing] areas. As analyses of Leinefelde, a small
town in Thuringia, demonstrate (Richter 2006; Kil 2008), these areas can also remain
important parts of the town and are not necessarily deemed ‘artificial’ or the sole

location of problems as they are in Hoyerswerda (see Section 6.2).

In sum, the choice of Hoyerswerda as an exemplar for this study was based on
considerations of how to limit the field of problematisations under consideration. The
choice of a city is however also guided by a strong interest in the different battles that
are being fought in cities to define what is thought of as ‘their individual potential’ (see
Section 1.2). The issue of where problematisations can be found and how they can be
analysed is examined in the next section, which focuses on the role of discourse

analysis.
4.3.2 Discourse analysis

The problematisations that this study examines are based on particular focal points that
were developed in the theoretical discussion in Chapter 3: spatial and temporal
rationalities of governing shrinkage and how both relate to subjectivity. In addition, the
issue of conflict between different spatial and temporal rationalities was considered as
important to show the instabilities and implications of different forms of government,

which may serve to formulate critique. The analysis of discourse can be seen as pivotal
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to understanding governmental rationalities, even more so to understanding
government. This is because discourse, in this context, is not understood as independent
from practice or from the ‘real’, but rather as shaping and also being shaped by these
non-discursive factors including subjects (i.e. the subject is not outside of it). Discourse,
understood in this reciprocal way is a complex process, which the analysis needs to
attend to. Being explicit about the kind of discourse that this thesis examines is based on
a range of critiques in the literature on qualitative methodologies which claim that
studies employing a notion of discourse are often not explicit about the kind of
discourse they refer to (Lees 2004; Mills 1997).

Foucault did not conceive of discourse as a linguistic concept, but as a range of
statements that were formed by the same system: ‘[D]iscursive formations emerge from
a coherent pattern of statements that can be identified across a range of sources’ (Waitt
2005: 176). Waitt (2005: 164) describes Foucault’s approach to discourse as follows:
‘he conceptualizes discourse within a theoretically informed framework that
investigates the rules about the production of knowledge through language (meanings)

and its influence over what we do (practice)’.

This definition can potentially lead to different approaches to discourse, which is also
reflected in Tonkiss’s (2004: 376; see also Potter and Wetherell 1987) remark that
highlights the difficulty of providing a standard approach to discourse analysis:

This is partly because of the variety of frameworks adopted by different
researchers, partly because the process tends to be “data-driven”. However, while
there are no strict rules of method for analysing discourse, it is possible to isolate
certain core themes and useful techniques which may be adapted to different
research contexts.

Waitt (2005: 180) suggests the following seven ‘strategies to scrutinize the structure of

discourse’ drawing on G. Rose’s (2001) approach to analysing visual material:

(1) Suspend pre-existing categories: examine your text with fresh eyes... (2)
Familiarisation: absorb yourself in your texts. (3) Coding: identify key themes to
reveal how the producer is embedded within particular discursive structures. (4)
Persuasion: investigate within your texts for effects of “truth”. (5) Incoherence:
take notice of inconsistencies within your texts. (6) Active presence of the
invisible: look for mechanisms that silence. (7) Focus on details (see also: Waitt
2005: 179-185).
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These strategies are employed in this research as some of the following sections will
show in more detail. Part of the difficulty of doing a discourse analysis, however,
derives from choosing suitable material, and deciding which documents are considered

particularly suited to the research in question.
4.3.3 Interviews, documents and other materials

A Foucaultian discourse analysis of problematisations is considered to require a wide
range of materials because discursive formations of problematisations are constituted
across a range of materials (Waitt 2005: 176). However, no matter how wide the range
of materials, there need to be certain limits on where to stop gathering materials, not
only for pragmatic reasons, but also in order to maintain a focus on the research
questions. This section deals with how a strategy for the gathering of material was

developed.

O’Farrell (2005: 77) suggests focusing on prescriptive or programmatic texts that
describe what should happen or how people should behave. This seemed a useful
starting point and urban policy documents, mission statements, official brochures and
marketing material were identified with this in mind. In addition, based on the
conceptual considerations of governmentality as a research perspective, a particular
focus on the techniques involved in governing shrinkage, for instance maps, statistics
and diagrams was also adopted. It was expected that the dominant rationalities of

governing shrinkage could be identified in these documents.

However, a limitation of the material to these prescriptive or programmatic sources was
considered to be too narrow because alternative approaches to governing shrinkage,
conflicts and contestations, which represent the intended focus on the instabilities of
government, were unlikely to be found in these documents. This is also reflected in
Stenson’s (1998: 348) observation that dominant governmental rationalities and
practices, ‘compete with a range of other social groupings whose agendas, networks and
working practices may barely surface within the researcher-friendly world of formal
texts’. In order to access alternative approaches to, and contestations of, government, it
was decided to use semi-structured interviews with a range of actors that are involved in

working on shrinkage in and beyond Hoyerswerda.
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Interviews may be seen as a way to access alternative practices, as other studies that
employ a research perspective that is at least partially informed by governmentality
show: in Dikeg’s (2007) study of revolts in French banlieues and Gibson’s (2001) study
of the former energy producing region Latrobe Valley in Australia, interviews are used
to investigate particular aspects of government which are not covered by documents.
Dikeg¢’s study shows that the way in which banlieues are constituted in the French
public debate and urban policy as ‘menacing exteriorities’ also means that activists’
work is excluded from making a legitimate claim to government. Interviews with local
activists help Dike¢ support his argument that the revolts in French banlieues cannot be
solely understood as acts of terror or violence, but can be seen as expressing wider
demands for social justice. In this way, interviews provide access to views that are

systematically eclipsed from the French urban policy discourse.

Gibson shows how particular regional subjectivities were constructed in the wider
policy discourses about the threatened future of an energy-producing region in
Australia. Interviews served to examine how residents of the valley were constituted,
and constituted themselves, as subjected to ‘the economy’. The interviews and group
processes opened up potentials for different subjectivities by producing possible

alternative discourses and subject positions.

Interviews, thus, seemed like an appropriate means of seeing ways of governing the city

not present in the dominant ways of governing shrinkage.

However, there is a controversy about the use of interviews in Foucaultian research
(Dreyfuss and Rabinow 1982; Smart 1985; Bastalich 2009), mainly associated with
other methods of gathering material, such as archival work. The main issue of critique
of using interviews in a Foucaultian study concern assumptions in terms of the research

subjects on which choices of doing interviews are often based:

[S]ocial science has tended to be uncritical in its approach to human beings,
studying their “self-interpretations or their objective properties as if these gave the
investigator access to what was really going on in the world” (Dreyfuss and
Rabinow 1982: 181). Where critical reflection and analysis has developed it has
taken the form of a pursuit either of the deeper or hidden meaning lying behind or
beneath individuals’ self-interpretations, or alternatively of the fundamental
background practices and structures on which objectification and social theory are
themselves predicated. Either way it constitutes a pursuit of the origin which
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according to Foucault’s conception of genealogy is fated to remain unrealized and
unrealizable (Smart 1985: 137).

Part of the problem with research interviews thus stems from understanding participants
and other subjects as the bearers of a particular knowledge, which can be revealed
through the research interview. The role of the research interview tends to be
conceptualised as providing a distinct empirical material and insight in comparison to
empirical material gained from other sources, as Bastalich (2009: abstract) contends:
‘the research interview is not indicative of a deepening insight into the workings of
culture, but is a part of a broader social technology for its reproduction.’ The research

interview, thus, cannot be considered as a means to access any hidden meaning.

In responding to these criticisms, the use of interviews in this study can be justified on
the basis of methodological considerations in relation to uncovering alternative

discourses, which would have otherwise been hidden. Interviews were thus not used to
gain insight to the ‘lived experience’ of people in a shrinking city. Rather, participants

were seen as partakers in, modifiers of and transmitters of, discourse.

In addition, it was assumed that interviews provided a point of entry to gather a wide
range of material. Mostly, the participants offered a range of materials to the researcher.
Both the interviews and the materials provided indications of further sources, which
were then obtained. The research process was considered as a ‘continuing building
process’ as opposed to a bounded period of ‘data collection’ (Waitt 2005: 177).
Interviews also provided a way of avoiding the assumptions that the initial research
questions are the only guide in the process of gathering documents. In meeting a wide
range of participants, the range of potential access points to different documents was

expanded.

This section has provided reasons for the choice of Hoyerswerda as an exemplar in
which to study how shrinkage is governed. The role of discourse was considered in
relation to other practices in order to support the identification of materials that this
study draws upon such as semi-structured interviews, and various documents ranging

from policy documents to marketing brochures.

The considerations so far concerned reflections prior to doing the empirical work. The
rest of the chapter deals with reflections on the fieldwork and on the process of
analysing and writing.
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4.4 The research process

This section describes how the empirical material was gathered, it discusses the ways in
which the empirical material was ordered, analysed and written up, which entails
considerations in terms of the writing process, which is based on an argument for a

critical engagement with translation. Finally, the issue of positionality is reflected upon.
4.4.1 Doing interviews and gathering documents

The empirical material on which this study is based consists of semi-structured
interviews with different participants in and beyond Hoyerswerda who were identified
as being involved in governing the future of the city, and different kinds of documents
such as urban policy documents, marketing brochures, government mission statements,
newspaper articles, flyers and other documentations of events in the city. The processes

of interviewing and gathering documents are considered in turn.

Interviewing was an ongoing process from December 2007 to July 2009. Based on
online searches of Hoyerswerda’s city website and from reading a range of articles
about the city, a list of initial potential participants was collated. The main criterion for
choosing participants was their involvement in shaping debates and practices about the
future of the city. The chosen participants were either professionally involved in making
a future for the city such as the Mayor and former Mayor of the city, or as employees of
the City Planning Department or the Development Agency; or they were involved
because of a position they had, such as members of the City Council, which in a city of
Hoyerswerda’s size is based on a honorary basis (i.e. elected, but not paid). Moreover,
members or heads of certain clubs or associations were chosen or people involved in

particular cultural projects that dealt with shrinkage in the city.

In addition to covering those involved in governing shrinkage in Hoyerswerda,
respondents were sought in the regional and Ldnder planning administrations and
development agencies, in order to understand more about the approaches to shrinkage
that came from beyond the city boundaries. This was based on the assumption that the
government of the future of Hoyerswerda was not only shaped by local discourses and
practices, but that different practices and discourses from regional and Lénder
institutions also impinge on these. This extended the circle of places in which
interviews were held to Bautzen and Dresden, which is where regional and Lénder

administrations and development agencies are based.
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For the first rounds of interviews, several people and institutions in Hoyerswerda were
contacted by email, starting with all political Parties with seats on Hoyerswerda’s City
Council (Die Linke, CDU, Freie Wahler Stadtzukunft, SPD). In addition, the head of the
Technology Centre was contacted, the planning department of the region and several
others (for a full list of respondents, see Appendix One). Ensuing contacts were made
on the basis of ‘snowballing’. In order to reduce the risk of entering a largely
homogeneous circle of participants (Browne 2005), the basis of the snowballing was
relatively diverse and was interspersed with contacting new participants directly. In the
interviews, conflicts between different groups and institutions which were working
towards futures for the city were mentioned frequently as were problems that were
encountered for the city in terms of its future (see Chapter 8). Based on these conflicts

and problems, additional participants outside the initial circles were contacted.

Towards the end of the interviewing period, a few participants were chosen who were
closely involved in shaping debates about the future of East Germany in order to
explore with them what their arguments meant for a city like Hoyerswerda. Participants
contacted in this way included the Head of the Institute for Economic Research in Halle,
who created the only map of growth poles (BMVBW 2005: 25; Rosenfeld ef al. 2006b:
25); Rainer Land, a member of the network for East Germany research who published
extensively on issues of ‘fragmented development’ in East Germany (Land 2003, 2006;
Land and Willisch 2006a, b); and Tobias Koch and Markus Kaiser from the consultancy
firm Prognos who had important roles in the publication of the Future Atlas of Germany
(Prognos AG 2004, 2007) in which Hoyerswerda had one of the lowest ranks. In
addition, Wolfgang Kil, an architectural critic was contacted because of his involvement
in some of the first urban events in Hoyerswerda and his numerous publications on the
city (Kil 2001, 2003), and also because of his contributions to the wider debates on
shrinking cities (Kil 2004).

All interviews were semi-structured and open ended, based on a list of themes,
including questions about what participants and their institutions or associations do;
what role they consider themselves, or their institutions, to play in the government of
shrinkage in Hoyerswerda; what they think about the role of other institutions; what
they consider as problems in terms of the city’s future; how they relate to public debates
about the future of East Germany; and what they think a place needs in order to have a

future. Some aspects of the themes according to which the interviews were held were
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adapted to fit the specific role of the participant. In total, 28 participants were
interviewed, four of who were interviewed twice and one three times. Repeated
interviews were held when the researcher was not able to address all the themes in the

first meeting, or to clarify certain issues that did not occur to me in the first instance.

Contacting participants and making dates for the interviews was surprisingly easy and
no potential participant declined to take part, although two interviews did not take place
because there was not enough time. At the interview, participants received further
information about the research before they agreed to take part (see Appendix Two).
Whether participants wished to remain anonymous or granted permission to use their
names was clarified on a consent form (see Appendix Three). All interviews were
recorded with a digital voice recorder and downloaded to a computer. Notes were also

taken at the time.

Most interviews were fully transcribed in the months after the fieldwork by the
researcher. However, four were transcribed by a German-speaking former student of
Sheffield Hallam University supported by additional funding from the Graduate School
of the University and the last four were only partially transcribed because of a lack of
time. The only changes made to the language while transcribing were some minor
adaptations to High German and the introduction of punctuation. With durations
between 65 minutes and three hours and an average length of about 100 minutes, the
transcription process was lengthy. The time needed to finish the transcriptions was
greatly underestimated. After finishing the transcriptions, all interviews were printed
and archived, according to the different groups of participants. In addition to the
transcripts, each research visit was also accompanied by field-notes in which the most
striking observations of each day were recorded, including further documents or other

materials that needed to be obtained or ideas for further interviews.

Participants were very accommodating and offered a range of materials based on their
expertise and on what they considered important. For example, when interviewing the
Regional Development Agency, I received marketing plan, a range of marketing
brochures and a typical presentation of the Development Agency; when interviewing
the Mayor of Hoyerswerda, I was given the mission statement of Hoyerswerda (Stadt
Hoyerswerda 1999/2000), the then current InSEK (Pb. Grobe 2003) and also several
marketing brochures; when interviewing the head of the art society, Kunstverein, 1 was

granted access to the Brigitte Reimann archive, which was significant because Reimann
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(1933-1973), one of the most famous authors of the GDR lived in the city from 1960 to
1968 and was involved in early critiques of Neustadt. The archive did not only
comprised a range of old newspaper clippings from Brigitte Reimann’s time in the city,
but also several brochures and documents about the construction of the city, as well as
post-Unity newspaper clippings and brochures. In short, the interviews generated a wide

range of useful documents.

An initial reading of the interviews and the documents helped establish the
chronological order of events in Hoyerswerda’s urban history, and also the dates of
publication of urban policy documents. Missing materials were identified and then
gathered. This included newspaper articles, for which I selected particular events, for
instance, a cultural project, which was mentioned repeatedly in the interviews. Two
aims accompanied the selection: firstly, to learn more about some important moments,
which were not necessarily covered in other documents; secondly, newspaper articles
were seen as another means to gain access and to understand aspects of contemporary

public opinion at different times.

In this way, a rich archive of different resources was gathered, on the basis of which an
in depth picture of the different events, urban policy strategies and several practices and
conflicts was established. This was the starting point of the analysis although the
process of ordering, analysing and finally also writing partly went hand in hand with

collecting and gathering the material.
4.4.2 Ordering, analysing and writing the empirical material

A critical stance towards all kinds of order that O’Farrell (2005) identifies as one of the
main points of Foucault’s methods suggests a need for reflexivity in relation to
introducing order in one’s own research materials, because this has implications for the
analysis and for what one finds. In reflecting on the process of ordering that can be seen
to include issues of analysing and writing the thesis, this section also responds to
emerging criticisms in literature on qualitative research methodologies that processes of
‘sifting and ordering” have so far received relatively little attention, but tend to appear
as self-evident (Cloke ef al. 2004: 215-246; Crang 2003). Sifting and ordering,
however, can only be seen as one part of the sense-making, which also requires some

considerations of the ‘nuts and bolts’ of doing the analysis so that findings are not
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represented as ‘emerging’ miraculously from the material (see e.g. Jackson 2001; Waitt

2005).

Certain issues of ordering are commonly addressed in qualitative research
methodologies. They address the nature of the emerging themes from the empirical
material (inductively); or the empirical material can be confronted with certain
categories, into which it can then be structured (deductively) (Cloke et al. 2004: 216).
The first is generally associated with an explorative, grounded theory approach and the
second with a more positivist starting point. In this research, a mixture of both is
evident. Certain ideas of how to order and structure the material were derived from the
literature on shrinking cities in East Germany and on governmentality, others developed

from the material.

The distinction between approaches to managing shrinkage, initiating growth and
alternative approaches, which also structures the three empirical chapters (Chapters 6-
8), for instance, was derived from the wider literature on shrinking cities (see also
Section 1.2). However, this was not a simple deductive process in which the empirical
material was forced into preconceived categories. The distinction between managing
shrinkage and generating growth and alternative approaches was also found in the field,
which can be taken as an indication that three different problematisations of governing
shrinkage have also developed locally. The empirical material was ordered according to

these three distinct, but one should emphasise, not always totally separated, fields.

A further way of ordering the material was based on a close analysis of the
problematisations that occurred across a range of semi-structured interviews and
documents in relation to the future of the city. Sections that dealt with the characteristics
of spaces, times and subjectivities were marked in interviews and documents. It became
clear that certain issues of space, time and subjectivity were repeatedly problematised
by the participants in relation to the future of the city. Certain areas were considered as
problem spaces, others were understood to bring about positive characteristics in the
population. Specific parts of the population were seen to be too passive in making a
future for the city, so that they were almost considered a barrier to this future. Particular
times in the city’s history were considered conducive, and others detrimental, for the
future. In addition, attention was paid to conflicting approaches and the points at which
they diverged. Based on problematisations and apparent conflicts between different
problematisations that were found in the empirical material, first drafts of findings were
96



produced, in which the German material was for the first time translated into English,

which raised a few reflections.
4.4.3 Translating critically"

The fieldwork for this thesis was carried out in German, but since I am a native German
speaker, language was not the problem at this point in the research process that it can be
for researchers who undertake studies in cultures not their own. However, the moment
of translating the analysed material into English provided a rich source for reflections

on the methodological implications of translation for this research.

In its conventional sense, translation is not necessarily considered an issue of
methodological concern, when it is considered as ‘the replacement of text in a source
language by text in a target language equivalent in meaning’ (Miiller 2007: 207, original
emphasis). Yet, ‘full’ equivalence of meaning is difficult to achieve (see also: Catford
1965) especially if the meaning is richer in the target or the source language. In this
context, Miiller (2007: 208-209) calls for a critical translation practice, which pays

attention to the conceptual and contextual specificities:

[Clonventional translation is... deeply de-politicizing: it glosses over the political
act of exclusion involved in any kind of translation... uncritical translation
naturalizes the translated text as an objectivity which came into being in the
course of a seemingly unpolitical act...In order to achieve a translation mindful of
its political and hegemonizing effects, researchers must tease out the political
element in their translations. The aim of critical translation in this sense would not
be to fashion “better” translations through achieving a higher degree of
equivalence but rather to destabilize and denaturalize the hegemony of the
translated text.

Critical translation provides the opportunity to ‘politicize’ where conventional
translation is ‘de-politicizing’. An examination of two examples taken from this

research - the notions of ‘shrinking cities’ and ‘Plattenbau’ - shows this.

The notion of ‘shrinking cities’ [schrumpfende Stddte] (see Section 1.1.1) has rarely
crossed the language boundary between the Anglophone and German-speaking world

(cf. Cochrane 2006a; Pallagst et al. 2009). In the UK, for instance, a similar notion does

17 An earlier version of this section appears in a published paper of mine (Gribat 2009a).
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not exist in urban policy, urban geography or other literature. This is not to suggest that
because the political, social and cultural context in the UK and Germany are different
they therefore ‘produce’ different concepts. There certainly is difference, but even
though some of the phenomena, like population loss and economic decline, are shared
by cities in different cultural contexts, the ‘shrinking city’ way of seeing the world
seems to be specifically German'®. Yet, one of the key issues of dealing with a notion
such as ‘shrinking cities’, is to be clear about the extent of generalisability. Part of this
is to consider whether they represent a distinct form of cities, or as Cochrane (2006a:
373) suggests, can be ‘incorporated in a broadly neoliberal scenario’ and understood as
extreme examples of a category of ‘the weakening mature city coping with ageing’
(Hall and Pfeiffer 2000: 143-153). In introducing the notion as a problematisation, an
alternative reading is suggested, based on examining more closely how and why
shrinking cities emerged in Germany (see Section 1.2). This does not foreclose the
consideration of this notion in relation to other interpretative frames - for instance,

neoliberalism (see Section 2.2.2) - but it seeks to deal with the notion in its specificity.

The notion Plattenbau can be translated as ‘prefabricated concrete slab building’, yet it
specifically refers to the industrialised and standardised building types of the GDR, and
subsequently in many cases, to areas constructed solely of this building type. Even
though similar kinds of buildings also exist in West Germany, France, Sweden and
other parts of Europe, they are never referred to as Plattenbau or Platte, which is, thus,
more than a style of construction. As a notion it carries a whole range of connotations
(Hannemann 2005; Richter 2006) in the same way as other notions in different language
contexts, for instance, ‘council housing’ in the UK or ‘banlieue’ in France (Dikeg
2007). To simply translate Plattenbau as ‘industrialised building type of the GDR’
captures but a fragment of the politically charged content of this notion. In providing
more contextual information political implications and connotations of this notion are

emphasised (see also Section 5.2).

Another example is how regeneration practices of demolishing empty housing in
Stadtumbau are talked about. Different terms are frequently used in Hoyerswerda’s

urban policy discourse, which all suggest different takes on the process of shrinkage.

' In recent years, there were several attempts to place ‘shrinking cities’ in a wider international (academic) context
(see Pallagst et al. 2009). However, the notion has not yet reached a similar extent of spread in any other national
urban discourse (see also discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3).
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The notions include the fairly destructive ‘demolition’ [4briss]; the neutral notion of
‘removal’ [Entfernen]; the technical term of ‘deconstruction’ or ‘building-back’
[Riickbau], which suggest an orderly process; the notion of ‘restructuring’
[Restrukturierung], which puts the emphasis on change and finally ‘melting down’
[Abschmelzen], which suggests a natural process. Without providing an explanation that
all these terms are used interchangeably to describe the process of demolishing houses,
confusion may arise. In the text, it was aimed to translate these terms as closely to the
original as possible, however, references are sometimes made to what is meant:

demolition.

Practical considerations for the writing process can serve to support the reflections of
this section. Most importantly, this concerns the visibility of the source language in the
target language text. Miiller (2007) suggests making the reader ‘trip’ over in the
translated text, in using the original foreign language notions in the text and in making
the translation process visible where necessary. Throughout the thesis, key notions are
therefore kept in German and the German original of the source texts is provided
alongside of contextual and conceptual reflections (for an extended discussion of these

issues, see: Gribat 2009a).

In this way, translation can be used to make explicit the otherwise implicit political
content of text. Translating in this manner is to a certain degree a creative act: it literally
creates something new in also questioning the source language meaning. Furthermore, it
provides an opportunity to render the interpretation process more visible, which can also
lead to new ideas about one’s own language: ‘Hybrid spaces of research between
“home” language and the “foreign” language can open new spaces of insight, of
meaning which dis-place, de-centre the researcher’s assumption that their own language
is clear in its own meaning’ (Smith 1996: 163). Translation in this sense can become a
productive process, in which the use of different languages is no longer seen as
restrictive and problematic, asserting insurmountable differences between different
scholarly traditions, but merely as vehicles, which carry the potential for productive
friction and liberation: ‘[A]s a writing strategy [a focus on translation] demands that
differences, tensions and conflicts are explored, not as problems, but as spaces of

conceptual and indeed political opportunities and negotiations’ (Smith 1996: 165).

99



4.4.4 Positionality

For participants of the study it was often an issue to find out where I came from
(literally): the East or the West, which reflects an issue of public concern in which
Wessis (West Germans from FRG) and Ossis (East Germans from GDR) are still
considered to have an antagonistic relationship (Roth 2004; Kollmorgen 2007). For
participants, the quest to find out where I came from was related to assumptions as to
what I could be expected to know: ‘It is difficult to explain... He [also from the East]
understands me, he knows what I mean. As a Westerner you won’t understand’"’
(Interview, Baumeister, architect and curator, 12/12/2007). Baumeister talked about a
certain atmosphere in the City Council, which reminded her of the times in which the
GDR Unity Party ruled. Wessis (West Germans) do not know about these issues from
first hand experience, but even without any experience of these times, what matters
more in relation to this comment is that it is based on establishing a specific historical
continuity between GDR times and the present. This continuity goes against a common
historical periodisation, which distinguishes between a socialist, undemocratic City
Council rule of the Socialist Unity Party until 1990 and a democratic City Council rule
by CDU, Die Linke or other Parties after 1990. In addition, the question of where I came
from was also related to certain assumptions about how Wessis relate to and behave
towards Ossis, derived from post Unity experiences in Hoyerswerda, when planners and
architects, but also one of the first post-Unity Mayor came to Hoyerswerda from the
West to introduce the new West German administrational system and when most ways

of doing things that were established in the GDR were rendered invalid.

Further considerations concern power relations between researcher and researched, in
which the researcher is often seen as being in a more powerful position, which requires
him or her to take particular steps to ameliorate the implications, not least by reflecting
on them. A few examples from this research can be used to support a suggestion that
this relationship is far more ambiguous than often acknowledged (see also Rose 1997).
Two different experiences, firstly in connection to the local interest that this study
generated, and secondly in terms of the expectations of how this study may also help the

city to overcome some of its problems, highlight this.

1% Das kann man jetzt schlecht erkldren... Er versteht mich, er weify was ich meine. Das wird man als Westler nicht
verstehen (Interview, Baumeister, 12/12/2007).
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In some cases, participants made use of the interview meetings for their own purposes:
One of the participants brought along the local TV reporter and cameras. Others
published a note about the interview on their website alongside a picture of the
interview situation. One note stated that after meeting several other parties in
Hoyerswerda, Ms. Gribat was surprised to hear that the Association City Future and the
Free Electorate see the future of the city positively. This could have been interpreted to
mean that I had said that all other parties had pessimistic outlooks, which could have
been damaging for these parties and also for myself, as I could have been seen to reveal
information about other interviews. Whether or not experiences from interviews such as
these were published (and in which media) was beyond my control, mainly because I
did not reflect on it beforehand. However, most clearly, these incidents showed that it is
naive to presume that the researcher is the only one who wants to make use of a

particular situation.

In other situations, I was also addressed directly in the hope that I would provide a
different, good story for the city that could encourage the local inhabitants. The

assumptions that went along with this are contained in the following illustration:

An outsider has a neutral view on the city, its history its present situation and of
course its future chances... [If] one can deliver this and one can say for this
reason: the city actually has a future - enough has been done, if you continue like
this... Well if you [could do something] in this direction, Ms Gribat, that would
be an encouragement for those who read it and that are our people, our own
people® (Interview, Brahmig, former Mayor, 31/01/2008).

There is a hope that research, employing ‘a neutral view’ finds out that things are not so
bad after all and therefore can contribute in making a difference locally. On this
occasion and in other situations when I was tapped on my shoulder with the words that I
would tell a different story of the city, I explained that my research had a different aim.
Yet, these situations led to sustained reflections on the role and necessity of feeding

back to the researched.

20 [Eline AuBenstechende Person [hat] einen sachlicheren Blick auf die Stadt, ihre Historie, ihre gegenwiirtige
Situation und natiirlich auch die Zukunftschancen... [Wenn] man das mal mit riiber bringt, und mal aus diesem Grund
auch sagen kann: die Stadt hat durchaus ihre Zukunft. Es sind geniigend Dinge schon gelcistet worden, wenn man das
weiterfiihrt... Also wenn sie in der Richtung, Frau Gribat, [etwas machen kdnnten] dann wiire das, ist das auf jeden
Fall ein Mutmacher fiir den, der es liest und das sind unsere Leute, unsere eigenen Leute (Interview, Brihmig, former
Mayor, 31/01/2008).
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When invited to talk about my research at an event on the occasion of what would have
been Brigitte Reimann’s 75" birthday, I used the opportunity to reflect on the difficult
role of critique and critics in the city today in using Brigitte Reimann’s legacy. Today,
Reimann is considered a clear-sighted critic of the construction of Hoyerswerda
Neustadt who predicted the difficult position of this part of town at a time when it was
booming. Yet, when Neustadt was contructed, Reimann’s critique was controversial.
My presentation ended with a question: ‘Who is today’s Brigitte Reimann?’ — and
furthermore: how does the city deal with critique and critics (for a longer version of the

argument, see Gribat 2009b).

The reflections on the research process dealt with the activities of gathering material for
this study, an important aspect of which was a range of semi-structured interviews with
those involved in governing shrinkage in and beyond Hoyerswerda. In addition, the
ways in which the gathered material was ordered, analysed and written up were
considered, based on analysing the different ways in which certain issues were
problematised and how conflict emerged. The ensuing writing process entailed further
reflections on the role of translation. Finally the section reflected upon issues of
positionality, which arose from being a West German, but also an outsider more

generally in an East German study context.

4.5 Conclusion

The methodological considerations, approaches and tools discussed in this chapter aim
to work against what Law (2006; 2004) calls ‘reproducing common sense realism’. In
discussing Foucault’s historical methodologies, which serve to destabilise taken-for-
granted-truths of certain regimes of practices, and in showing how contingent they came
about, the main direction of the chapter was set. In this context, Law’s (2006; 2004)
claim that research methods are often to blame for reproducing this realism needs to be
qualified: not all research methods reproduce common sense realism and some
(especially Foucault’s) aim to examine how versions of common sense realism were
assembled. If ‘truth’ is understood not as a metaphysical question, but as a regime that

is as assembled, the emergence and assemblage of other ‘truths’ becomes possible.

This chapter dealt with an examination of how and to what ends Foucault used
historical approaches, i.e. genealogy and archaeology, in order to determine how some

of these functions could be accommodated in a largely contemporary study. A historical
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approach can be seen as a measure to destabilise the taken-for-grantedness of past and
present social practices and to show how contingently certain ways of doing things have
been formed. To dispense with universals, the idea of the singularity of events was
introduced as countering the tendency to view things as logical continuities or
developments. These considerations were summarised in a more detailed examination
of the notion ‘problematisation’, which represents the main methodological tool of this
study. It is used to examine how certain things, for instance, the future of particular
cities, shrinkage, or vacant flats were constituted as problems, whereas other issues such

as large-scale unemployment was not problematised in the same context.

In terms of methods, the choice of the exemplar of the city Hoyerswerda was justified
enabling a focus for the research and the collection of material. To get a sense of the
material needed for this study, the role of discourse and discourse analysis was briefly
examined. The reflections on the research process provided a detailed account of how
interviews were done and materials gathered and how they were ordered, analysed and
written up. This entailed reflections on the practice of translation and some thoughts on

my role in relation to the study and the researched.

The next chapter introduces the city Hoyerswerda and provides a necessary context for

the following three empirical chapters.
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5 Hoyerswerda, an exemplar of a shrinking city

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides context and background material for the shrinking city of
Hoyerswerda, which was chosen as an exemplar for the empirical analysis of this thesis.
Hoyerswerda is located 160 km south east of Berlin and about 60 km east of Dresden
(see Figure 5.1). It is part of the Land Freestate of Saxony [Freistaat Sachsen] and of

the County Bautzen [Kreis Bautzen).

Figure 5.1: The location of Hoyerswerda
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source: Nina Gribat (own drawing)

Hoyerswerda is one of the fastest shrinking cities in Germany (O'Brien 2004; Glock and
HauBermann 2004: 922). At the end of 2009, the city had 38,218 inhabitants
(Statistisches Landesamt des Freistaates Sachsen), almost 30,000 fewer than 20 years
before when the Wall had just come down (31.12.1989: 67,881 inhabitants, Staatliche

Zentralverwaltung fiir Statistik): a loss of more than 40%.
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The city was chosen as an exemplar not only because of its strong post-Unity
population loss, on the basis of which it often serves as an illustration for cities that are
considered to have no future in the German public discourse (BIfBE 2006 - see Chapter
1), but also because of the variety of debates that have unfolded around the city’s future

throughout its history (Hain 2003; Kil 2001; Reimann 17/08/1963).

The next two sections follow the common historical periodisations of Hoyerswerda and
examine firstly the development of Hoyerswerda from a small rural town into the
Second Socialist City of the GDR and secondly the developments since German Unity.
The ways in which shrinkage emerged as a problem in Hoyerswerda are discussed; as
with different debates at a national level (see Chapter 1) three different
problematisations can be distinguished in the context of shrinkage in Hoyerswerda. The

chapter concludes by outlining the structure of the three subsequent empirical chapters.

5.2 From small rural town to Second Socialist City

From 31 August 1955, the development of Hoyerswerda cannot be seen in isolation
from the industrialisation and urbanisation policy of the GDR: it was the day on which
the foundation stones were laid for the construction of the coal based Energy Centre of
the GDR and for the construction of a new town in Hoyerswerda to house the workers
of the nearby Energy Centre. This decision meant that the town, which had so far been
relatively quiet, would be transformed: Hoyerswerda was to become the Second
Socialist City after Eisenhiittenstadt, a city built for the country’s iron works, which was

the GDR’s First Socialist City.

This section traces the post-war development of Hoyerswerda. It examines how the new
Energy Centre of the GDR developed and how Hoyerswerda Neustadt was planned and
constructed. In addition, this section shows how an early critique emerged in relation to

the construction process of the new town.
5.2.1 The new Energy Centre of the GDR

In the mid-19th Century coal was detected in the area of Hoyerswerda and this
gradually turned into the main economic source just before the First World War (WWI)
(Forster 1992; Heinrich 1998). Until the Second World War (WWII) extraction of coal
was undertaken by private businesses, first manually and later with increasingly

industrialised means. The related workforce, which in the first years consisted of former
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The Energy Centre was constructed from 1955 and became a Kombinat [people-owned
combine®'] in 1958. Energy production began in 1959 and the Kombinat expanded over
the years in different organisational structures. Sometimes the mining was, for instance,
included in the Kombinat, at other times it was a separate enterprise (ESPAG 1993). In
1980 the 40.000 workers of Gaskombinat Schwarze Pumpe produced 87% of the city
gas that was needed in the GDR, most of the smokeless fuels, 45% of coal briquettes,
and 11% of the electricity (ESPAG 1993: 47). In short, the Energy Centre was the most
important location of energy production in the GDR, to an extent that if there was an
accident or a problem in production it affected the supply of the whole country (ESPAG
1993).

The plans and construction of the Kombinat ran in parallel to the construction and

expansion of Hoyerswerda’s new town [Neustad!].
5.2.2 Plans for Neustadt

The state owned design office for urban and rural planning in Halle was commissioned
in 1954 to find a suitable location for the ‘second socialist city’ to house the workers of
the energy producing industries in Schwarze Pumpe. The office chose Hoyerswerda and
the institute for district-hygiene assessed different locations around the existing town.
The decision was made to extend Hoyerswerda north-eastwards because there was no
coal under the ground in this area, the ground was suitable to build on and there were
favourable relations to the old town [A/tstadt] of Hoyerswerda and to the Kombinat

(Durth et al. 1998a: 488).

Plans were made to ‘round up’ Hoyerswerda’s Altstadt with 1,000 apartments and to

build 7,000 apartments in a new town - Neustadt. At the time Hoyerswerda had 5,500
existing apartments, which meant that the new city would have a maximum of 48,700
inhabitants (Durth ef al. 1998a: 488). A final decision about the location of the second

socialist city in Hoyerswerda was made by the Council of Ministers on 23 June 1955

?! Since the 1980s Kombinate were the basis of the East German economy (Jeffries and Melzer 1987). Therc werc
more than 150 centrally directed Kombinate in the GDR and almost 100 directed from the district level. Each
Kombinat consisted of an average of 20 to 40 enterprises and employed and average of 25,000 pcople (Bryson and
Melzer 1987: 52). ‘[S]ocialist industrial units were multifunctional units where the physical production of goods was
just one activity among others and most often not the central one. Other functions fulfilled by socialist industrial units
included the provision of social services to their members (housing, hospital, kindergarten, culture club, vacation
homes, etc.) and the exercise of strict political control’ (Roller and von Hirschhausen 1996: 3).
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Figure 5.4: Construction with large blocks

source: Biernath (2005: 30)

However, for the main Neustadt extension of Hoyerswerda, an area on the opposite side
of the river was chosen and an urban design competition was held based on the plans
that the initial three offices had produced. The guiding principles of the competition
(Kiimmel 1998: 243) were: (a) to secure affordable housing and living conditions for
the population; (b) to use industrialised and mechanised methods of construction; (c) to
achieve the highest level of economic efficiency; and (d) to coordinate the urban design

of the new town.

The winner of the urban design competition, the state owned design office for urban and
rural planning in Halle, proposed a scheme based on a ‘Magistrale’ — a major road,
running north to south as the backbone of the whole development - and a distinct town
centre for the new town around which seven ‘housing complexes’ [ Wohnkomplexe,

WKs] (Durth et al. 1998a: 500-505) were arranged (see Figure 5.5).
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Figure 5.5: Winning design of Neustadt, 1956

source: Durth et al. (1998b: 537)

Each WK was a small self-sufficient unit of between 3,500 and 4,000 inhabitants,
designed on walking distances. There was no through traffic on the narrow roads in the
housing complexes. Through traffic was directed to the wider roads between the
different WKs and to the ‘ Magistrale’ (Kiimmel 1998). Each housing ‘complex’ was
planned to have its own social and cultural institutions such as pub, shop, post office,

school, kindergarten, and hairdresser (Kiimmel 1998: 243)

The winning design of Hoyerswerda was received enthusiastically, as a newspaper
cutting from 1956 shows (see Figure 5.6). On this basis the construction of Neustadt

began in 1957.
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