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In this paper we reflect on organizational space and its implications for organization and management. In
contrast to dominant discourse in management and organization theory we address the ways in which
corporate buildings, as social objects, provide a materiality to organization. Developing the concept of the
architecture of complexity, we focus on space as the precondition of processes of organizing. The productive
power of space lies in its potential to create and trigger complexity, as it pre-structures movement and flows
of communication. Reflecting on two concrete spatial organizations (the fold and heterotopia) we suggest that
the interplay of order and disorder and inside/outside relation, which these spaces provide, are spatial
preconditions of organizational change and creativity.
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INTRODUCTION

We are used to talking about organization in a highly abstract, cognitive and seemingly
rational manner. Organizations are analyzed through charts, figures, and other data. We
address their future opportunities and threats, their strategies of excellence, their actual and
their “true” value as reflected in stock market analysis. The plans that management so
proudly announce are occasions for detailed analysis – in fact, we talk a whole virtual reality
into being, informed by a highly abstract, apparently “scientific” language. However, such
realities can be problematic: a short look at the so-called New Economy and its bubbles can
say more than a thousand words about the acuity of these practices. Critically, one might say
that we deal only with simulacra (Baudrillard, 1994), with a discourse that is pure ideological
practice (Althusser, 1971) or, according to institutional theorists, what enables organization
to appear rational is the ordinary way of representing action through myth and ceremony
(Tolbert and Zucker, 1996). Meanwhile, as ten Bos (2001) advises us, in so representing them
we still neglect the lack of rationality, predictability and controllability that drive our
organizations and make it impossible to manage them like a trivial machine. Conceived as
such, in the fashionable terms that drive everyday management, organizations exist in the
realm of the mind, their reality being premised on the “theories” of the beholder.
Alternatively, they are attached to screens and newspapers, charts and imagination, as raw
data for other analysts and their “theories” of these representations, detached from every
materiality.

Students of organizations often miss their materiality. There is a small exercise that one
of us has conducted with a graduate seminar for 10 years now. It consists of asking
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students to describe their organization. On every occasion what has followed has been a
description of either an organization structure or some work processes. It is only when
they are asked to describe what it looks like as it is approached, the streetscape, the
architecture, its spaces, that the students ever proffer information concerning these aspects
of its materiality. It is as if they are conditioned not to think in material terms. Thus,
organizations have a reality that is material and concrete: enter an organization and you
enter a building. Even organizations such as Amazon.com or Easyjet.com are manifested
physically. Although their customer relations might appear to be virtual and their
employees might work from remote places, from home, being out-sourced or sub-
contracted, the organizations’ (operative) backbone is tangible and physical. Organizations
need space to unfold, even if it only temporary. New organizational forms such as
networks or virtual organizations might lead to new organizational spaces, but certainly not
to a space-less organization. Rather, the organization of space is the precondition of their
evolvement and development.

In this paper we focus on an organization’s concrete spatial arrangement. We refer to this
spatial arrangement – including an organization’s architecture, its division in and of space, its
design, and its artefacts – as its materiality. In contrast to mainstream organizational analyses
we focus on the materiality constitutive of every organization. We challenge the current
fashion for the purely cognitive conceptualisation of various processes usually identified as
the driving forces behind organizations (of which Weick, 1995 is the most sophisticated).
Such concerns enable us to address many issues, including organizational learning, change,
transformation, culture, and strategic management (in all its variations from strategic HRM
to strategic PR), but we will focus on spatial organization and its impact on an organization’s
development. Put bluntly, there are far too many invisible hands that are supposed to drive
an organization: we wonder if a shift in attention away from these invisible hands (that in an
almost mystical collaboration feed so many academic mouths) towards a new materiality
might provide new insights? Thus we shall explore the spatial arrangement of organizations,
the different spaces an organization consists of and elaborate the interrelation of its
materiality and its innovative and creative potential.

Dominant management thinking within the contingency and positivist mode is driven by
a rationality based on the Cartesian assumption, better, the prejudice, that res cogitans
determines and controls the mere inert and passively reacting res extensa; that strategy
determines structure; or, turned spatially, that form follows function. Elsewhere, in other
niches of organization theory, writers such as Strati (1999) have criticized the hierarchical
relation between mind and matter and emphasized its mutually constitutive interrelation.
More concretely, other researchers such as Hatch (1990) have researched the symbolic
functions of this mutually constitutive relation in terms of organization design. Within
sociology, notable accounts such as those of Hetherington (1997) and Zukin (1993),
however, have focused on the materiality of space as it is organized. Such work leads us
to consider anew the importance of space and its powerful influence on organizational
processes. As an example, take for instance communities of practice and learning (Wenger,
2000): they cannot emerge in cells; rather, the spatial organizations that we refer to as
“generative building” are the precondition for their coming into being. As Hillier and
Hanson (1984: 2) put it, the “ordering of space in buildings is really about the ordering of
relations between people”.

By giving shape and form to our material world, architecture structures the system of space
in which we live and move. In that it does so, it has a direct relation – rather than a merely
symbolic one – to social life, since it provides the material preconditions for the patterns of
movement, encounter and avoidance which are the material realization – as well as
sometimes the generator – of social relations (Hillier and Hanson, 1984: ix).
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Refining the idea of the generative building we develop the concept of architectures of
complexity that focus on the spatial interplay of different spaces and reflect on the relation
between indirect and face-to-face communication, spontaneous and formal meetings,
temporary occupation of space and movement. The architecture of complexity investigates
different spatial organizations and the emerging possibilities: new forms, new structures, and
new spaces, which might lead to new functions, new strategies and new concepts. To give a
simple example: why attempt to bring problems into the meeting room? Why don’t we create
a meeting space around the problem? Informal meeting spaces, such as the kitchen, the
spaces around copy machines and printers, the spaces outside where smokers congregate:
these are spaces where the order of the inside/outside division gets blurred and where
learning, becoming, and the production of problems have a chance to happen, and maybe, be
resolved creatively. These spatial arrangements are the precondition of the possibility that
“revolutionary strategies” (Hamel, 1996) can emerge: the new always comes from the
margins (Hamel, 1996) where people develop a different perspective on the taken-for-granted
and often appears as a monstrous offence to what we already know (Derrida, 1995).
Architecture of complexity, which is always, simultaneously, a politics of complexity,
explores these fields – not in order to define them but to create openings that lead into an
unknown future, full of ambiguity and chance.

The spatial dimensions of organizations and space management are powerful tools for
increasing communication, generating creativity, inducing culture change, speeding up
innovation projects, and enhancing the learning process (Peters, 1992: 413). Thus, buildings
should be seen as social objects: they enhance and restrict communication, movement,
intermingling, contamination, power, dis/order, innovation, and creativity. An architecture
that bears the sociability of its own constructs in mind will always deal with a politics of
complexity – a politics of complexity that question established spatial power relations and
simultaneously points out ways of increasing organizational success through a spatial re-
organization that enables innovation and creativity.

Buildings are far from being mere containers within which different elements are
allocated. Space may have come to be seen as a general, abstract framework of extension
occupied by material things but space is more than a neutral framework that can be filled with
objects. Human and non-human elements constitute space through their forms of occupation,
activity, and movement, as much as they are constituted through spaces that enable and
restrict certain events. Space is not a box that we fill up with furniture; rather, we constitute
space through the countless practices of everyday life as much as we are constituted through
them (Hillier, 1996: 9). Thus, buildings are cultural objects (Márkus, 1993) that create social
space. Moreover, their cultural forms provide answers to questions of power, order,
classification, control, and function while also they also relating to aesthetics, creativity,
innovation and freedom (Markus, 1993).

SPACE AND COMPLEXITY

It is not often that the organization has been conceptualized adequately as space, although the
work of Gagliardi (1992) and his contributors is an evident exception. Even at its most
creative concern with the processes of organizing, and thus time, the space of the
organization and its materiality diminishes (Weick, 1979). By emphasizing the spatial
dimension every organization necessarily occupies, we bring back materiality and space to
management and organization theory.

Regardless of the current fashion for virtual organization, organizations are, first and
foremost, buildings, ordered according to a spatial logic. Such organizational space is the
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precondition of all processes that take place within organizations. In architecture, buildings
typically define and confine. However, Koolhaas (1995: 1204) has defined an architecture
operating within the context of a new urbanism that does not concern buildings that define
and confine an identity but buildings “that create and trigger potential”. Architecture can
generate complexity; it can produce possibilities as well as limit, hinder and decrease the
unfolding of events. Thus, space is inextricably linked to power: it limits and enables, it
creates and hinders through precise spatial arrangements. If we want to increase innovation
and creativity, we have to create different spaces – a generative building that allows and
encourages plurality, contradictions and dissensus through its spatial organization. Thinking
in a temporal horizon, the preferred Western point of view, leads inevitably to a specific
paradox, as Deleuze (1990: 5) shows:

When I say “Alice becomes larger,” I mean that she becomes larger than she was. By the same token, however,
she becomes smaller than she is now. Certainly, she is not bigger and smaller at the same time. She is larger
now; she was smaller before. But it is at the same moment that one becomes larger than one was and smaller
than one becomes. (. . .) Good sense affirms that in all things there is a determinable sense or direction; but
paradox is the affirmation of both senses or directions at the same time.

Of course, throughout the history of philosophy, there have occurred less trivial and
linear concepts of time than the one criticized by Deleuze [see for more complex
conceptualisation Heidegger’s (1962) idea of “Dasein” as integrating time and space; see
also Sartre, 1956; Bergson, 2001; Deleuze, 1991; Castoriadis, 1997, and especially
Bakhtin’s (1981) notion of chronotope, which suggests that time and space are completely
interdependent – one is not conceivable without the other]. However, as Mosakowski and
Earley (2000) found, the dominant image of time used by management theorists is time as
a linear and trivial process. Similarly, Burrell (1997) criticized management’s linear image
of time (also see Hassard, 1996). Within such a frame, contradictions are inevitable. Space
tolerates and enables different meanings and identities, while time forces us towards
defining an identity at t0 that will be transformed into something else at t1. Thus, it is in
space that we find tolerance of ambiguity and complexity while temporal thinking assumes
a linear development from a defined beginning to an end. Space is the bearer of
complexity and contradiction.

Linearity is echoed in most concepts of organizational change and change management,
where an organization moves, more or less inertly, from one state of being to the next,
passing a process of unfreezing its stable identity, changing, and finally refreezing it again.
Focusing on space, transformation happens more quickly and differently: the seemingly
surprising and new already exists, it is already contained in the existing organization,
emerging in its shadow, as its shadow, always threatening, dark and monstrous rather than
being a merely linear “changing” of “paradigms” (Clarke and Clegg, 1998). The new
comes into being when we change the figure-ground relation, when we challenge the
established order of inside/outside and container/contained; it occurs in the space in-
between, at the margins that every order produces as its supplement and necessarily
excludes as its Other. The new emerges in pockets, in folds, where the established order is
reversed, in heterotopias, where the dominating grammar is questioned and invented
anew.

In this paper we shall explore these two spatial models – the fold developed by Gilles
Deleuze (1988, 1993, 1995) and heterotopia explored by Michel Foucault (1970, 1998) – in
greater detail on the next pages. Rushing ahead of our story, we suggest that these different
spaces enable and generate organizational innovation. Put bluntly, if architects and managers
actively supported the creation of different spaces, driven by insight into their generative
capacities and the emerging opportunities they provide, our organizations would be both
more creative and more human at the same time – quod erit demonstrandum.
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DIFFERENT SPACES

“Rose had a kitchen that was so completely alphabetized, you’d find the allspice next to the ant poison”
(Koolhaas, 1995: xx).

While an “organization can be described without reference to space, and therefore without
reference to buildings . . . the way in which the organization works usually cannot” (Hillier
1996: 373). Take, for example, a school: there must be a spatial interface between the
teachers and the taught; in a theatre, an audience has to be able to see a play – although, as
Boje (1995) has argued, such spaces can be redesigned in more avant-garde theatre so the
nature of the play, the narrative, and the relation of performer to spectator are fundamentally
questioned as a key part of the drama.

The complexity that confronts organizations requires an architecture that reflects and
embodies ways of dealing with this complexity, instead of simply warding it off. Generative
buildings may refine the inside-outside organization of, and division in, space, Moreover,
space is neither a frame nor a neutral container designed simply to receive whatever is poured
into it. Rather space is the precondition of things and events; thus, we would agree that:

The “object” of interest must be expected to shift from things in space to the actual production of space . . .
“Change life!” “Change society!” These precepts mean nothing without the production of an appropriate space
. . . new social relationships call for a new space, and vice versa (Lefebvre, 1991: 37 and 59).

On a most general level, the production of space is concerned with how a configuration of
space influences a configuration of people.1 As Hillier (1996: 31) has shown, one critical
aspect is the pattern of permeability created by the disposition of entrances between given
configurations of spaces. If you connect every room with every other room, you have no
privacy but lots of flexibility and possibilities for intrusion. Not only permeability in a mere
physical sense is concerned – also important are visibility, audibility, smells, light, and
communicability. These are all imaginary borders that constitute not only the spaces we know
and move through but also those who live in this space and who occupy it. Old stately houses
in Europe often have bedrooms that seem to us to be more like corridors than rooms: they
were spaces in which, in certain circumstances, such as the night of a courtly wedding, the
evidence that virginal property rights had been claimed needed to be established in public –
before an audience (Elias, 2000). The use of spaces change: while today the bedchamber is
an intimate, private place, in courtly society it had central role to play in the reproduction of
property rights.

Rather than space being something we move in, we are dwellers “not so much in space as
of space”, to quote Franck and Lepori (2000: 37). Space enhances and inhibits, it creates and
hinders formal and informal links between those people who occupy it. Space structures
formal and informal communication as well as being a precondition for the possibility of
exercising power. As Toyo Ito says, it does not simply direct physical movements:

People and cars are no longer the only moving objects in our cities. The flow of diverse forms of energy and
information is increasing at a tremendous rate, and indeed the flow of such invisible things is beginning to
dominate urban space. Yet we cannot conjure up an architectural image of an information space because
information does not give rise to a physical form (quoted in Pawley, 1998: 171).

The specific spatial arrangement that organizes these flows structure and determine which
actions might take place and which not. It structures a whole politics of decision-making and
non-decision making. The corporate eyrie, on the penthouse floor, serviced by its own lift, is
not a space which encourages opportunities for organizational conviviality or for the

1“Configuration is a set of interdependent relations in which each is determined by its relation to all others”
(Hillier, 1996: 35).
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intrusion of unknown people or issues onto the strategic agenda. It excludes otherness, except
as rumours brought into the eyrie by emissaries or represented in share prices on the
Blomberg TV channel flickering in the corners. There is a long tradition in Anglo-Saxon
societies of the corporate HQ being far removed from the scenes of work that create some,
at least, of the value under-girding the material flickers on the screens (Clegg, Boreham and
Dow, 1983). In part, this is what makes the circuits of power that connect world cities and
disconnect global hinterlands possible. A hinterland that is not seen is not re-cognised even
as is it is reshaped by the actions of the corporate eyries. As Lefebvre (1991: 143) suggests:
“Activity in space is restricted by that space: space ‘decides’ what activity may occur, but
even this ‘decision’ has limits placed upon it. Space lays down the law because it implies a
certain order – and hence also a certain disorder”. In fact, space decides, space lays down the
law because it is the very manifestation of dis/order. Space is the primary frame in which
mental and physical activities take place.

Producing and (Ab)using Space

The ill-fated British Millennium Dome is an almost perfect metaphor for the stupidity of
monumental planning: having got the great ugly thing no one knows what to do with it, how
to use it successfully. Master plans are often condemned to fail: another dramatic example is
the new international airport, Kinsai – a huge artificial island built into the Bay of Osaka.
Regardless of its enormous costs and the fact that it was already too small before it started
business (an extension is nearly impossible), it is slowly sinking and it is just a question of
time until it disappears in the ocean. In 20 or so years it will be the most expensive and least
frequented under-water airport in the world.

In contrast to monumental buildings, generative buildings are built and designed by the
people who inhabit them, or modified considerably beyond their designers plans through
everyday use, rather than being monuments to the overweening ambitions of their strategic
planners and designers. We are democrats: we believe that ordinary people know what they
need best and what they do not – it is for this reason that the failure of every project such as
the Millennium Dome cheers us. Instead of master planning one giant building, we think of
what Rudofsky (1966) has called minor architecture. The history of architecture is an
“anthology of buildings of, by, and for the privileged” (Rudofsky, 1966: 1). But there is a
whole world of minor, infamous “nonpedigreed architecture” – “architecture without
architects” – that is vernacular, anonymous, spontaneous, indigenous, and evolving, formed
by their users and developed just-in-time.

Karl Schwitters’ provides a model for such an undertaking in his MERZ-bau, a “vast,
organic enterprise destined to grow unchecked . . . the construction did not represent a plan
or project in the traditional sense, having no beginning or end. In full accordance with
Schwitters’ defining principle, the Merzbau was perpetually unfinished, capable of being
worked and reworked repeatedly” (Gamard, 2000: 6). It was a rhizomatic growth instead of
pre-planned extension, “an order of motion, albeit rendered in spatial terms” (Gamard, 2000:
118), a kind of “living entity that is itself receptive to further incorporation, motion and
development” (Gamard, 2000: 126); a fluid body that takes on unprecedented levels of
complexity in which the “lack of discretion, the complexity, and the inelegance of such a
model is not a residue but an integral component of models of assemblage, fusion, mutation,
evolution, and fluidity” (Lynn, 1997: 164). Although Schwitters built three projects related to
the notion of the MERZ-bau, ironically, the most and for the longest time developed MERZ-
bau in Germany was entirely destroyed in World War II. Ironically, the MERZ-bau, as living
entity that was in constant motion and development, found its end not in a museum but in the
fate of all living beings – in death and destruction.
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Such a flexibility and ability to develop constantly is only achieved by taking into account
the intelligence and creativity of the many users. What we have in mind occurs routinely
every Sunday in Asian cities such as Hong Kong when “Amahs” or maids, most of whom are
from overseas, usually the Philippines, are allowed their day off by their employers. In Hong
Kong this means tens of thousands of mostly young women meeting in a central location,
taking over the open spaces and the nearby public spaces of buildings (including the
postmodern voids of Foster’s Hong Kong and Shanghai Bank) and colonizing them for a very
different type of use to that which normally prevails. In place of the suits striding the street
there are jeans and skirts spread out on the pavements, people enjoying conviviality focused
on sharing religion, foods, drinks, books, letters, hairstyling and make-up, gossip and news.
The streets are alive with the sounds of thousands of small positive ways of reclaiming space.
The users have become illegal architects, reconfiguring the use of legitimate architectural
definitions of situations. As Hill (1998: 26) suggests: “Architecture is the gap between
building and using, just as literature is the gap between writing and reading”. Ordinary people
utilize established power and its architectural manifestations: they hijack, occupy and use
buildings that were designed for other people and different purposes, a process which
Goodman calls “guerrilla architecture” (1971). Such people use and occupy space like surfers
and sailors use the sea and the wind – as planes for movement, embodiment and being.
Reflecting on the fold and heterotopia seeks to explore such a plane organizations.

As we pointed out above, quoting Lefebvre, the desire to change life and society means
nothing without the production of an appropriate space: new social relationships call for a
new space. In order to conceptualize such a new space, we would like to introduce two
concepts developed in contemporary philosophy: the idea of the fold (Deleuze, 1988, 1993)
and of the heterotpia (Foucault, 1970, 1998). Both concepts allow us to think space socially:
they question the contemporary obsession with order; they rethink the simple but powerful
inside/outside division that still informs spatial reflections widely, as the fold and heterotpia
are both spatial and social concepts that reframe a generative building’s very core and pose
anew questions of dis/order, flexibility, problem generating, movement and design. Above
all, they question the modernist obsession in architecture, as well as in management, with
order and control, that moves modern women and men:

Order is indispensable to him (sic), otherwise his actions would be without coherence and could lead nowhere.
And to it he brings the aid of his perfection. The more this order is an exact one, the more happy he is, the
more secure he feels. In his mind he sets up the framework of constructions base on the order which is
imposed upon him by his body, and so he creates. All the work man has achieved are an “ordering”. . . . As
we move higher in the scale of creation, so we move towards a more perfect order (Le Corbusier, 1924:
23).

Rationality may well be the enemy of intelligence. At least it seems so in an architecture
that aspires to the heavens – a more perfect order – without realising the fate of all who aspire
to build a tower of Babel. The more perfect an order, the more it is illusory, unattainable, and
impossible. Perfection, like a sharp crease in a gentleman’s trousers, denotes a lack of folds,
or deformation, from the living body that inhabits them.

From Inside/Outside to the Space of the Fold

If the frontier, as an ever shifting and conquerable border, a place where people can make
themselves anew, defines the American imagination, the use of space that has preoccupied
the European imagination for so long presents images of confining and defining spatial
relations on an inside/outside model, where structure presents a simple boundary between
what is included and what is not. Especially the concept of organization can be understood
in this light: in most general terms, an organization is understood as a means of ordering,
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structuring and controlling the chaotic and uncertain external world outside (Watson, 1994:
222). Organization provides means for achieving a stable, predictable and secure world; it
orders, codifies, frames and classifies to produce various orders (Chia, 1996); internally,
against the irrational sentiments of employees who expect too much comfort and satisfaction
from it; externally for those chaotic markets and against unpredictable stakeholders, and
against the awful uncertainty of the future through planning (Tsivacou, 1996).

Such metaphors of inclusion and exclusion are matters of concern for all subjects unsure
of their identity. Historically, irrespective of any other aspects of personal biography, such
subjects are routinely produced in places where shifting boundaries of linguistic, political and
cultural identity create both newly emergent as well as disintegrating borders. One especially
relevant European case was the baroque and sprawling Austro-Hungarian Empire, that
container of a myriad suppressed and repressed languages and proto-nations, including
Bohemia. It is, indeed, a Bohemian literary example from which we can draw to reflect a
European preoccupation with space and subjectivity in terms of notions of inclusion/
exclusion and inside/outside defined in terms of boundaries, that were all too explicable in
their day. Kafka, that product of the fissiparous Austro-Hungarian Empire, was the master of
these preoccupations.

Kafka (1995: 231) concluded his story, The Hunter Gracchius, with the following: “I am
here, more than that I don’t know, further than that I don’t know. My ship has no rudder and
is driven by the winds that blow in the undermost regions of death”. To describe this as a
statement by a subject ill at ease in a world whose borders are inscrutable would be an
understatement. A concern with boundaries and the place of subjects within them was an
abiding concern for Kafka. In The Great Wall of China in which Kafka (1960: 165–70)
suggested the impossibility of the centre, the inside, communicating easily with the outside,
the periphery. There is no way from the inside to the outside; the reverse story, in which there
is no way from the outside to the inside, is told by Kafka in a famous passage from The Trial
(Kafka, 1953: 235–7). No doubt, the difference between an ordered inside in which subjects
can feel secure members and a chaotic outside where strangers threaten is the simplest, most
basic way of organizing space – the wall that excludes can be seen as the beginning of
Western history in which “[t]he whole history of life has been characterized by an incessant
diversification and intensification of the interaction between inside and outside” (Lefebvre
1991: 176). Our history is one of exclusion and inclusion, where rationality required madness
as its other in order to be able to posture and preen its pretensions just as much as the
civilized requires the savage in order to display its discrimination (Foucault, 1988). As
Rousseau (1968) said, concerning the foundation of our society: it happened precisely at the
moment when the first man erected a fence around a piece of land saying, “this is mine” and
his fellow countrymen were stupid enough to believe him. Bounded space and grounded,
stable identity, produce each other (Sloterdijk, 1998, 1999). The Western concept of identity
was driven by the idea that identity can only be formed and maintained if there is a ground
to which it is attached.

The West has always had a lack of understanding and appreciation of nomadic cultures,
whether aborigines in Australia or gypsies in Europe. Those who leave no monuments on the
landscapes through which they move can barely be said to exist – the earth that bears no
permanent marks of a built environment is a Terra Nullus – a place of nothingness. Ground
and blood define the imagery of the national state and the identity of its citizens, not nomads
who move through, like the wind (Anderson, 1982).

With the two stories of Kafka we see that there is no more connection between the inside
and the outside; that they lose each other in the labyrinth architecture of walls, doors and
passages. In there, the assumption is that, if one could achieve it, penetration would find
power (Markus, 1993: 13): the depths are where one enters into the heart of things, to the
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core, to that space where there is a centre where law, order, and truth are placed. But, as
Kafka (1960: 166) once put it, “[t]here is a goal, but no way; what we call the way is only
wavering”. This statement expresses the immanence of all events that unfold: there is no
transcendent goal that could possibly inform and direct actions. Everything that happens
occurs now, as a result of the momentous interplay of active forces, there is no storage of
forces, no later, no Aufschub. On this plane of immanence one finds oneself always in
between different forces, in the middle of existing power relations. The fold is precisely this
space in-between where the order of inside/outside and its linear causality is interrupted:
there is no powerful, transcendent centre that determines the periphery. Instead we are thrown
in the middle of an active play of forces, where cause and effect are inextricably interwoven.
This plane of immanence is the space in-between, the space of the fold.

This concept of the fold (French le pli) derives from the philosopher Gilles Deleuze.2 He
elaborates this concept in relation to the Baroque era, during which, according to Deleuze
(1993), the fold was the image of thought that informed philosophy, architecture, and the arts.
He further developed the concept of the fold in his book on Foucault (Deleuze, 1988) where
he employed it to rethink the relation between inside and outside – the inside conceptualized
as a fold or de-formation of space created by the outside as a constitution of space. Rather
than be orthodox Deleuzians, merely citing the master, we understand his concept of the fold
as a socially and spatially informed reflection that enables us to rethink the relation of the
inside/outside; the conceptualization of the space in-between; the interplay of order and
disorder, and finally its impact on human identity. Linking (folding) this concept back on
management and organization theory, we question the predominant emphasis on cognitive
processes apparently driving organizational practices. Instead, we understand different spatial
forms (such as the fold and heterotopia) as the precondition of events and processes that
emerge from their interplay. In this section we shall explore these topics.3

The fold is precisely a space in-between where the order of inside/outside and its linear
causality is interrupted, in which there is no powerful, transcendent centre that determines the
periphery. Instead we are thrown in the middle of an active play of forces, where cause and
effect are inextricably interwoven. The plane of immanence is the space in-between. A
rethinking of space as other than confinement, borders, privacy and being in as a member or
out as a stranger is required. Such architecture of organization produces certainty and order
where more uncertainty and disorder might not go amiss.

The fold reverses the relation between the inside and the outside. While Le Corbusier
(1924) wrote that plans proceed from within to without, such that the exterior is the result of
an interior, the fold is neither inside nor outside but the space in-between, the interstitial. It
is the space of transformation and passages, where heterogeneous things intermingle and
events unfold. Venturi (1966: 86) notes that “[d]esigning from the outside in, as well as the
inside out, creates necessary tensions, which help make architecture. Since the inside is
different from the outside, the wall – the point of change – becomes an architectural event.
Architecture occurs at the meeting of interior and exterior forces of use and space”. The
conception of architectural folds introduces indeterminacy to the built form such that it
becomes defined by events that occur as a result of the forces of use and space – not just

2It enjoys a tremendous popularity in architectural thinking and practice – see the Special Issue in Architectural
Design 1993, 63: 3–4; Cache (1995).

3This attempt is informed philosophically and architecturally by Grosz, who states: “To explore architecture
philosophically would entail submitting architectural design, construction and theory to the requirements and
exigencies of philosophical discourse, the rigour of philosophical argument, and the abstraction of philosophical
speculation. And to examine philosophy architecturally would require using philosophical concepts and
propositions, wrenched from their own theoretical context and transformed, perhaps mutilated, for architectural
purposes” (Grosz, 2001: xvi).
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space alone – and while space in which this indeterminacy might occur can be designed, what
it will produce cannot. Simultaneously, with the inside/outside the division between knowing
in advance what is order and disorder vanishes. Folding produces ambiguous spaces, neither
inside nor outside, neither ordered nor chaotic but in-between, social spaces.

From an inside/outside perspective, the fold as a space of passages and thresholds, as a
liminal zone, “betwixt and between”, is a point of transition, where danger lies in wait (see
van Gennep’s “rite de passage”, 1960). It is, to use a term of Peter Eisenman (1998), a “zone
of undecidability” where the order between new and old gets blurred and the new pushes into
the old and the old into the new. As people pass from one state (physical, social,
psychological) to another, so they encounter danger, which must be controlled through rituals
protecting against pollution and disorder (Pearson and Richards, 1994: 25). Passages
represent the dangerous moment when order blurs into disorder and the well known vanishes
in the new. They are transitional and marginal zones that are invented and maintained in order
to protect the proper inside from a foreign and potentially dangerous outside. They
paradoxically mark the point where one state of being shifts into another; thus, they are
spatial zones of becoming. They are the space where the known and the unknown, the
ordered inside and the seemingly chaotic outside intermingle in order to build something
new:

Distinct from a whole organism – to which nothing can be added or subtracted – intensive organizations
continually invite external influences within their internal limits so that they might extend their influence
through the affiliation they make. (Lynn, 1993: 10)

Finally, folds circumscribe spaces where identity is formed and transformed. Having lost
the chain that ties one to transcendent goals and finding oneself in between an endless
interplay of order and disorder, folds are spaces where one can produce oneself by following
the ruled lines that lead straight ahead and, as one does, creating an interplay where one
reflexively folds the lines back on themselves, questioning their necessity, direction and
bounds. Folds are places where laws and order are temporarily inverted (like Polanski’s
Chinatown). Folds are zones of tolerance, intermingling, and silence. Places where no one
asks for your papers and your identity, where no one asks what you are doing or where you
are going. And as Deleuze says (1995: 111, quoting Michaux), these folds reduce the speed
and pressure of everyday life, they are spaces in which we can take hold of ourselves and
breathe, in order to produce the “slow beings that we are”. Take the example of a career that
should, if everything runs smoothly, unfold in time linearly in a trajectory of constant
progress and step-by-step development. Folding this line means to stop at a certain point,
turning the career back upon itself so that it feeds back upon itself, maybe revisiting earlier
work to rework it. In a CV this loop might be regarded as merely time-consuming hesitating.
Concerning one’s identity it affords a moment of self-reflection, a moment that allows one
to leave the game and rethink its rules in order to see, feel and finally act differently, maybe
even authentically. It is similar to Hemingway’s The Old Man and the Sea: you make a
journey, following an invisible line on the surface of the sea. And instead of reaching your
goal and finding the truth you come back with empty hands. However, the circle your journey
circumscribes describes an intense zone of personal becoming and change, and when you
arrive back at the harbour you left you have managed to fold the line back. Again, in your
CV the journey might be a failed operation, but in terms of your identity you may have
touched the truth, like the simile of a tangent touching a circle lightly, but at one point.

Speaking spatially, what could the fold be in a concrete spatial organization? As Franck
and Lepori (2000: 10) state, architecture is most fundamentally the physical demarcation of
an inside from an outside. The fold questions this trivial demarcation and transforms it into
a more complex ensemble; it brings disorder back to the stable orders installed around us and
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it allows one to rethink identity. Some examples can illustrate our thinking, always bearing
in mind that one cannot identify a fold as if it was a banana in a supermarket, a rare, yellow-
skinned, bendy fruit, never seen before. Describing a new food to someone who has never
tasted or seen it is not easy: one can use already existing impressions and tastes but only as
a means of developing a notion of the new. That is the shock of the new: for organizations
and architecture the fold is that shocking new thing that interrupts the normalcy of space and
time as usually experienced. Quoting Derrida (1990), the fold is a somehow monstrous thing,
and by naming it we tame it; by definition monsters cannot be categorized and identified.
Illustrating the fold spatially we have to watch that this monster does not turn into a cosy
pet.

Translated architecturally, the fold organizes the interface of, for instance, teacher-taught,
differently: it is the space where they can interact, regardless of the formal relation normally
materialized in space. Spatial folds could be the neutral zones: in a non-smoking building the
balcony where teacher and taught smoke a cigarette; the library where both meet because of
their lack of knowledge (not, as usually, because one knows more than the other); or the
chance encounter over a latte in the local cafe. Another example is a fold that can occur when
managers and employees find a space to meet and talk, somewhere beyond the hierarchy that
a manager’s office imposes on communication, or a space where a manager meets a customer
coincidentally, where inside meets outside, and the normal unfolding of time is
interrupted.

The fold, as an interruption of normal space and time, can be deliberately created. Often
a consulting focus group can produce it as the outside is brought in and the inside made to
see itself the way it looks from the outside – political parties, in particular, ignore these folds
at their peril. The lines that they imagine stretching on to electoral victory at the next election,
with the present leader and policies, may need to be turned back on themselves, and re-folded
in a new presentation of their political image, their meaning. In fact, as image management
spreads from entertainment to politics and into everyday organizational life, then the creation
of deliberate spaces for the occurrence of such intentional folding is likely to become more
frequent. Architecturally, this aspect of organization can be denoted by the creation of zones
where the outside meets the inside under controlled circumstances, such as the press room or
the briefing room, or the absence of spaces where the outside can intrude on the inside in any
unplanned way – such as the doorstop as an interview space. Spaces may also become folds
through their use for purposes other than their designed intention: Abaza (2001) has recently
described shopping centres and malls in Egypt. Apart from their obvious function they
simultaneously produce hidden spots, dark and cool places, where, as Abaza shows, Egypt
teenagers can flirt and intermingle with the opposite sex, escaping the strict moral precepts
of Islamic society.

Heterotopias

The second concept we would like to introduce, that of heterotopias, derives from Foucault.
Foucault mentions this concept briefly in the Order of Things and developed it further at the
request of architects (Foucault, 1970, 1998; see Ritter and Knaller-Vlay, 1998). In contrast to
utopian thinking it questions the grammar of an existing order and destabilizes it. According
to Grosz (2001: 143), the utopian mode seeks a future that itself has no future, a future in
which time will cease to be a relevant factor and movement, change, and becoming remain
impossible, rather like David Byrne’s description of “heaven as a place where nothing ever
happens”.

Heterotopias are never ideal; rather they are deviant and abnormal. They don’t seek for
unity and homogeneity but open up a world full of gaps and differences; they challenge,
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provoke the established order of things and words (Foucault, 1998). The state of anarchy and
undecidability they introduce is what precedes every order:

Utopias afford consolation: although they have no real locality, there is nevertheless a fantastic, untroubled
region in which they are able to unfold; they open up cities with vast avenues, superbly planted garden
countries where life is easy, even though the road to them is chimera. Heterotopias are disturbing, probably
because they secretly undermine language, because they make it impossible to name this and that, because
they shatter or tangle common names, because they destroy “syntax” advance, and not only the syntax with
which we construct sentences but also that less apparent syntax which causes words and things (next to and
also opposite one another) to “hold together” (Foucault, 1970: xvii).

Heterotopias serve to “desiccate speech, stop words in their tracks, contest the very
possibility of grammar at its source; they dissolve our myths and sterilize the lyricism of our
sentences” (Foucault, 1970: xvii).

What role can heterotopias have for spatial and organizational thinking? If organization is
a grammar to reduce ambiguity (Weick, 1979), an attempt to control and impose an order on
the world, ironically, these attempts will hinder the development of organization, for, as
Weick (1979: 189) says: “the inability of people in organizations to tolerate equivocal
processing may well be one of the most important reasons why they have trouble . . . It is the
unwillingness to disrupt order, ironically, that makes it impossible for the organization to
create order”. A space where order is disrupted is heterotopic, the precondition for the
creation of a new order. Following Foucault (1970), heterotopias are spaces in which hesitant
search and experimentation occur, preceding every order of things. Heterotopias and the
questioning of the grammar that occur in them are not in opposition to organization but its
very precondition.

Thinking architecturally, heterotopias could manifest themselves in three different realms.
First, heterotpia could be a space for experimentation and temptation, where discussions
about existing orders of things and discourses can happen and the grammar of an organization
is implicitly questioned. Heterotopias encourage one to invent new metaphors, new images,
and follow the injunction to “complicate yourself!” (Weick, 1979). We can create graveyards
for old ideas and maternity wards for the new; generate playfully possible realities and real
possibilities. Heterotopia is a space for experimentation, for what March (1971) calls the
“technology of foolishness”, a space for moving concepts, for new language games, a space
in which we do not struggle against chaos but against the opinions, the final vocabulary,
which claim to protect us from chaos itself. Examples can be found in highly innovative
Japanese organizations, such as Honda, that send employees away on “refreshing breaks” or
ask them to design impossible things (Kono and Clegg, 1998).

Second, heterotopias can be a space for new languages: polyphonic, philosophical
language as a “language of many portals” (Serres, 1982: 6). It is a place where one can hear
voices that are normally not heard, where these dissonant voices are multiplied (Gergen and
Thatchenkery, 1998: 34); where we can build a “Polyphonic organization” (Gergen and
Whitney, 1996), practice “multivocality” (Law, 1994: 32) or create a new order of discourse
that implies new power relations (Foucault, 1972). Spaces where one can think aloud about
new discourses that could restructure an organization’s image of reality – be they discourses
about strategy or ethics – that could not take place within the realm of the old grammar.
Rather, in these spaces the grammar and its vocabulary will be questioned, introducing new
rules and language games experimentally without being restricted by the dominant logic.
Organizations constantly develop methods for finding out about what they think concerns
them in their environment, informed by theory-like frames. But the frames may ask the
wrong questions, albeit with the right methods. Heterotopias question the frame and, as we
know from the history of science, this leads to change and development (Kuhn, 1962;
Feyerabend, 1978)
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Third, heterotopia is a space for new identities, in which we can play different roles, be
what one normally wouldn’t, be many persons, swap genders, experience being a wo/man or
what Haraway (1991: 149) calls a cyborg, a hybrid of machine and organism. Instead of
focussing on a human’s identity psychologically, heterotopias are spaces where the
intermingling of human and non-human elements occurs. With Deleuze (1988: 89) we
propose “the forces of man have already entered into a relation with the forces of information
technology and their third generation machines which together create something other than
man, indivisible ‘man-machine’ systems”. The individual can become seen as an assemblage
made of human and non-human elements, a subject as an “heterogeneous assemblage of
materials and textuality spread across diverse and (in some parts) nonlocalizable networks
and flows” (Lee and Brown, 1994: 786), or more bluntly, people will be networks (Law,
1994: 33).

With Cooper and Law (1995: 239, 250 and 270) we understand heterotopia as a space
where “assemblages of organizings” occur, where there is “heterogeneous engineering, a
process which at least in the first instance, ignores the distinctions between people,
technologies, texts and natural objects, and combines them all together to create an effect or
a product”. Heterotopias can become a space for new identities: of course, not a space of
freedom but a space where race, gender, religion, age, money and all the usual markers of
identity are suspended because the human beings form new assemblages with non-human
elements. In heterotopias the focus shifts from the individual’s personnel abilities (HRM’s
perspective) to the link between human and non-human elements. It concerns not subjectivity
but networks of heterogeneous materials in which the individual is but one knot. New
differences create new power relations, maybe even worse power relations, than in the old
spaces. But they represent a space for shifts, which, doubtless, will lead to new injustices and
abuses, rather than their elimination from the human comedy – that would be utopian.

CONCLUSION

In this paper we focussed on the space of organization and its materiality. Instead of
conceptualizing change and transformation as purely cognitive processes formulated in
Headquarters, unfolding in time, we explored concrete spatial and material preconditions of
change. Developing the concept of the generative building leading to an understanding of the
link and impact of spatial on social relations, we introduced the concept of the architecture
of complexity: it circumscribes the architectural interplay of different spaces and their impact
on power, order, flows of motion and communication, identity and their transformation. We
introduced the concept of two different spaces which have the potential to change the way we
think change. The fold is the immanent space in-between where the boundary between the
inside/outside and included/excluded gets blurred. The fold is a pocket where reversal of
order does not destroy an organization but makes it more refined (Serres, 1995: 179). Finally,
as space in-between, the fold is a passage that enables identities to be formed beyond the
dominating image of a linear development in time.

The second space we introduced was that of heterotopia: in contrast to utopia, it questions
the existing order of an organization and deconstructs the grammar that informs the reduction
of complexity every organization is employing. Heterotopia is a space where experimenta-
tion, new language games and new assemblages of human and non-human materials
occur.

We want to conclude with a few remarks concerning space and management. As we have
argued, space is the precondition of the processes that unfold in time. Different spaces let
different events emerge. Space is the frame that provides the setting for creativity and
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innovation without interfering with them. Innovation and creativity stand in contrast to
control and order. Developing Foucault’s concept of discipline, Deleuze identifies contrôle as
the main type of power that dominates our lives: “If this is so the task for today’s architectural
design or theory is to create a space that disturbs and escapes the omnipresent contrôle”
(Asada and Isozaki, 2000: 98). The spaces of the fold and of heterotopia are seemingly less
colourful and fancy spaces than, for instance, Charles Moore’s Plaza d’Italia in New
Orleans,4 or the Edmonton Mall, that icon for postmodern playfulness. Maybe. But they are
certainly more powerful: according to the strategy of the void they provide space where
events can unfold.5 Wittgenstein, the engineer-mathematician-philosopher, who built a house
for his sister in Vienna, said about architecture: “My ideal is a certain coolness. A temple
providing a setting for the passions without interfering with them” (in Wijdeveld, 1993: 179).
In this sense, folds and heterotopias are settings that provide space for passion and creativity
without determining them. The organization of space could be a task for management that is
more and the more confronted with the notion that it produces the problems it promises to
solve. Instead of relying and hoping that the forces of self-organization might invisibly
resolve all problems, we suggest that management should focus on the concrete spatial
preconditions that first enable creativity and innovation.

Managers and architects should engage in a dialogue not about the condition of design
but:

. . . [a]bout the design of conditions that will dislocate the most traditional and regressive aspects of our
society and simultaneously reorganize these elements in the most liberating way, so that our experience
becomes the experience of events organized and strategized through architecture. Strategy is a key word in
architecture today. No more masterplans, no more locating in a fixed place, but a new heterotopia. This is what
our cities must strive toward and what we architects must help them to achieve by intensifying the rich
collision of events and spaces (Tschumi, 2000: 176 and 195).

We constantly produce space – we leave traces, paths, and lines on the surface. For
Vitruvius, often named as the first architectural thinker, architecture began when men
stopped being nomadic and instead settled down (see Sola-Morales, 1998). In this view,
architecture became attached to the ground, to stability, to borders and identity. With
Rajchman (1997: 161) we question this “grounded architecture” and suggest an “unground-
edness” that should not be experienced as fear and despair but as “freedom and lightness
that finally allow us to move”. While being in the world means being in organized spaces
such that, “whilst we may not live in total institutions, the institutional organization of our
lives is total” (Burrell, 1989: 232) the control is never total, even though, today, too much
order is more a problem for organizations than too little, as we have previously agreed
with Karl Weick. In fact, it is more and more recognized that “organization coexists with
surprise; that unpredictability does not imply the absence of order; that recurrence does not
exclude novelty” (Tsoukas, 1998a: 292; for the complex interplay between order and
disorder see Cooper, 1990). As Munro (2001: 395) states “disorganization becomes a
viable and potent strategy for managers once the multiplicity of orders circulating among
institutions is better understood”. Even the more popular press advises manager, whether
they are obsessed with order or not, that disorder and chaos are important elements in
every organization (see Pascale, 1999; Stacey, 1996).

Architecture necessarily involves the design of concrete spaces wherein unimagined chaos
will always threaten immaculately conceived order in an interplay that is the precondition of

4As Goodman (1971: 130) says, with respect to postmodern Venturi: “To be revolutionary for the architect should
mean something more than promoting a perversion of taste. It should involve a revolution in the way people live;
it means using architecture as a way of breaking down the established social order.”

5See Koolhaas (1995: 603): “Imagine a building consisting of regular and irregular spaces, where the most
important parts of the building consist of an absence of building.”
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the possibility of renewal, in which organization is no more the handmaiden of order than the
master of chaos.

Speaking organizationally, we need to generate less palaces and more tents (Hedberg et al.,
1976) that enable us to move flexibly; we need temporary folds and heterotopias where the
new can first fold and unfold as we explore its applications, implications and
complications.
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