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[bookmark: _Toc534732345]Abstract

The thesis was initiated by the reconceptualization of organizational space as a social product and organizations as process. The research objective was to study organizational space in history through researching an empirical case over a long historical period, with the aim of unravelling how the historicity of the organizational space interacts with the present day. Specifically, this thesis builds on the framework of Henri Lefebvre’s work on space. Lefebvrian conceptualization of space enabled  research of organizational space as a social construction, as a process in a recursive way. The theoretical contribution of this thesis lies in demonstrating the analytical potential of Lefebvre's work, to synthesize different theories including process theory and new historicism. Methodologically, this thesis empirically uncovered the historicity of organizational space in a university building – the Founder's Building of Royal Holloway, University of London. Founder’s Building, the original building of RHUL, (which was then Royal Holloway College, opened in 1886 as a women college). Specifically, both archival evidence and interviewing evidence were collected and analysed as a twin-track approach.  Therefore, the methodological contribution of this thesis is to exemplify the possibility of a twin-track strategy in understanding how organizational space can be communicated and how people can interact with it; and to demonstrate reflexivity within this twin-track approach. The most important finding emerging from this thesis is that how history of organizational space is articulated and appropriated by users of the space. In the case of Founder’s Building, it is discovered that space becomes a major field for negotiations and appropriations in term of how history can be articulated.
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[bookmark: _Toc534732348]Chapter One 
Introduction

1.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732349]Organizational space and organizations

Organizational space has been increasingly theorized as a social product, influenced by the emergence of spatial turn into organization studies. To say organizational space is socially produced means to acknowledge that organizations are spatially constructed and shaped. Yet, until the 1990s, the notion of space as a social product was marginalized, and just as Henri Lefebvre wrote, “the word space had a strictly geometrical meaning: the idea it evoked was to imply that of an empty area” (Lefebvre, 1991: 1). This metaphor of ‘empty area’ or ‘empty container’ can be dated back to Euclidean definition of space as a mathematical subject. Therefore, expressions such as ‘social space’, before the rise of spatial turn, would have seemed strange. Spatial turn represents a shift in understanding of space from container to social product (Beyes and Steyaert, 2012); ‘turn’ captures its nature as a philosophical shift because space is an ancient or classic topic, not only in organization studies, but also in general social science. Thus, the aim of spatial turn is not to encourage more spatial studies, but to introduce alternative insights into the question of how organizations and how we, as members of organizations, are spatialized. Put simply, how space influences interactions, and vice versa. Therefore, the aim of this thesis has been to explore how space is socially constructed and how people experience space as a process. In this thesis, I will explore this via a case study of the Founder’s Building at Royal Holloway, University of London (RHUL)[footnoteRef:1].  [1:   In the interests of concision, I will refer to the institution as RHUL when talking about the present day and as RHC when referring to the period before 1985, when it was Royal Holloway College. RHUL was previously named Royal Holloway and Bedford New College (RHBNC), reflecting the merger in 1985 of the original Royal Holloway College and Bedford College, another 19th century women’s college. In 1900 both became colleges of the University of London. In 1992 RHBNC was renamed RHUL.] 


I would like to propose two theoretical arguments which have motivated this thesis. These two lines of arguments are interwoven. The first is that the spatialization process of organizations can be explored through claims of spatial turn. Underneath this argument is a rediscovery of the importance of spatial turn, particularly how it can shift our understanding of organizational space and organizations. Spatial turn is especially motivated by a fundamental philosophical shift and therefore can foster an alternative way to analyse organizational space. 

The second argument is about process philosophical approach embedded the conceptualization and analysis of the Founder’s Building. The underlying logic of this approach is to develop a philosophical position consistent with assumptions and claims of spatial turn. Thus, this is the reason that spatial turn and process philosophical approach are mutually constitutive. The first argument is centred on the importance of re-conceptualizing organizational space, whereas the second argument made it possible to re-theorize organizational space as evolving process. 

Henri Lefebvre is recognized as the pioneer of spatial turn, and his book, Production of Space, published in 1991, builds the foundation of understandings. I will discuss more about his theories and implications in following sections, but for now, what I want to highlight is that in this thesis, Henri Lefebvre’s main contribution is his theorization of organizational space as social product. Indeed, the essence of his theories lies in a philosophical shift, transforming assumption of space from container to process metaphor. More importantly, it is evident in his book that his aim is not to provide a ‘quick fix’, but to reconceptualize our understandings or space, organizations and society. Just as Gotdinener (1993) summarized, Lefebvre’s approach to space is geographical, historical and semiotic simultaneously. Here we can see that spatial turn ultimately emerges to foster inter-disciplinary studies. Inspired by spatial turn, this thesis touched upon different theories in spatial, historical and political disciplines. However, I want to clarify that this thesis is a work of organization studies and is attentive to many facets of organization, even if space is foregrounded. What this means is that I try not to make some artificial separation of space from other concepts in organization studies. Just as Dale and Burrell (2008: xiii) put, study of space is about how organizations relate to wider society, and “organization is integral to the construction of spaces in which we live”. Thus, the spatial turn is indeed motivated by questionings of fundamental assumptions of how to define and conceptualize organizations. 

Traditionally, the ontological assumption underpinning organization studies and theories is that they involve “substance over activity; discrete individually over interactive relatedness; descriptive fixity over productive energy, and classificatory stability over fluidity and evanescence” (Rescher, 1996: 31-35). That means, not only organizations, but the whole society is believed to operate in a stabilized and discrete way, in which individuals are reduced to unified entities at the same time. Nayak and Chia (2011) further elaborate by arguing that this presumption of discreteness and solidity comes from ancient Greek thoughts and classical scientific thinking. Underpinned by this presumption, social entities including organizations and individuals are therefore theorized as “circumscribed entities locatable in space rather than as dynamic and evolving configurations of relations” (Nayak and Chia, 2011: 284). This way of theorization of organizations is termed as “fallacy of misplaced concreteness” (Whitehead, 2010) and prevails in most modern understandings and theories in organization studies. 

Once positioning space into this fallacy, it becomes rather clear why the assumption of space as container is still in dominant position. It is because our understandings of organizations and society are all confined to the fallacy of concreteness over uncertainty and fluidity. Implications of this fallacy in spatial studies include over-emphasis on formal and objective perspectives in organizations, such as its contexts, its technologies and infrastructures (Hernes, 2014; Hernes, 2002; Nayak and Chia, 2011). This is evident when combing through the changing trends in spatial studies in organizations: from Taylor’s time-motion in factory space to recent research interests into aesthetics and emotion in workplace, the concept of space is constantly restricted to concrete and malleable entity. Spatial turn therefore emerges to challenge this fallacy and more and more researchers argue that a process approach is necessary to theorize space in and between organizations. Sydow (2004) emphasized that only by theorizing space as process, is it possible to demonstrate how meanings are attributed to space, and how space can influence process of sense-making. 

The second theoretical claim behind this thesis is that the process philosophical approach and spatial turn are mutually constitutive. Process approach denotes a paradigm shift from the substance ontology and shares the similar assumption with spatial turn in terms of space, organization and society. Process philosophy originated from researchers including Alfred North Whitehead, Henri Bergson and William James, who writes intensively about activities of organizations (Helin et al., 2014). In order to understand organizations and society processually, in contrast to substance ontology, process philosophical approach prioritizes ontology of becoming, in which interactions and processes are attributes of reality (Hernes, 2014). In Bakken and Hernes’ (2006) work, organization was re-conceptualized as becoming process. 

What this understanding contributed to my thesis is that I could re-conceptualize organizational space as well as organization itself as becoming processes, which made it possible to discover both present and past. More precisely, process approach is a philosophy with a different orientation of time as “an immanent unfolding force [that] carries the past into the present and the future rather than an axis in which events are deemed to unfold over time” (Nayak and Chia, 2011: 296). Hernes (2002: xix) further explains that organizations should be conceptualized as “relatively stabilized relational configurations that have evolved as actualities out of an infinite number of possibly”. In this thesis, the empirical case, Founder’s Building, was theorized as a crystallization of relations, possibilities and interactions. Besides organizations, individual was also seen as a nexus of these relations, interactions and possibilities. Therefore, one of characteristics of this thesis is that my approach to the organization, and participants, are all shaped by process theories. Ingold (2000) put it more precisely that the coming-into-being of individuals forms the coming-into-being of the world. 

Yet the question still remains, what can a process philosophy adds to this research on space and organization? One of most important contribution of process philosophy is that it crystallized temporality and conceptualized organizations as emergent processes. That is, process philosophical approach adopted in this thesis privileges process over end-states, becoming over being. Attending to temporality brings forward not only what is happening in the present, but also emphasizes the importance of considering the past, histories of the space and what happened in that space. Therefore, in this thesis, the aim is to study space in history and moreover over a long historical period. Indeed, as suggested by Ingold (2000), individuals are the condensation of histories gradually forming into the becoming process of the society. This applies to organization and space in a similar way. A process philosophy approach is necessary to position spatial studies in a temporal context to understand organization as an evolving process. If situating organisational space in the process philosophical field, the assumption of organizational space as a container would be transferred to actual process of how it is produced and evolved. Once convinced that organizational space is an unfinished process, a look into the past is necessary and bears the same weight as the present space. Therefore, my thesis is a study of present and past of the process how organizational space evolves. This consequently leads to another feature of this thesis: its twin-track framework. One track emphasises the present, the other is attentive to the past. Detailed discussions of this feature can be found in later sections and in Chapter Three where I illustrate methodological choices. The reason is that a process philosophy can recover the continuities inherent in organizational life, where past and present interact and influence each other. What differentiates past from present is action and movement. The present is “that which is acting” as it transmits external movement through the body; the past is “that which acts no longer” (Helin et al., 2014). 

1.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732350]Thesis approach

[bookmark: _Toc534732351]1.2.1. Theoretical approach

One of contributions of this thesis is that it integrates different theoretical accounts and varying levels of analysis; yet this is a challenge, bringing in as it does a wide range of theories from diverse traditions. For instance, two broad theoretical traditions: space and history literatures. These literatures are based on disparate assumptions and traditions of analysis. Though these literatures and theories are divergent, the strategy that I choose gives explanatory power to empirical evidence. Of course, this might be criticized for losing depth compared to focusing on a single paradigm, but the nature of organizational space encourages a multi-disciplinary interest. More importantly, empirically, no one single school of thoughts of organizational space or history can fully explain what happened in Founder’s Building and RHUL. Therefore, a theoretical and analytical framework required for this thesis is one that is congruent with assumptions of both spatial turn and process theory, as well as dynamic enough to uncover becoming process of Founder’s Building in past and present. 

The theoretical and analytical framework chosen for this thesis is Lefebvre’s theorizations, among which his triad was helpful in unpacking empirical evidence in Founder’s Building. Lefebvre’s triad theorizes space as conceived, perceived and lived. I will discuss more about Lefebvre’s theorization of organizational space and his triad in Chapter Two, but here I want to clarify that this framework is not a mechanistic categorization tool; it is not used to differentiate or categorize empirical evidence. That is, the theoretical and analytical framework based on my interpretation of Lefebvre’s theorisation aims to encourage investigation into the inner dynamism and interrelationship inherent in an empirical site. Apart from drawing attention to interrelationships embedded in space, this triad also emphasizes the process nature of space. Space is not a finished end-product, on the contrary, it is an ongoing process. 

Empirically, Founder’s Building resulted from the architect’s and founders’ ideas, under certain social influences, and their conception was then transformed into buildings, with their artefacts, lived and experienced by users in different time periods. One thing to notice, this process is not a closed loop, but an evolving process where lived space in the past can influence the present perception process and directions. This is evident in Founder’s Building and many cases exist. It is because of this disparateness that a twin-track framework is employed as a methodological solution to bridge space and history. Here, a twin-track framework is defined as a strategy guiding both collection and analysis of empirical material, i.e. archival material and interviewing material. The rationale behind this choice lies in the theorization of space as an evolving and historical process, which can only be comprehended through investigations of past and present. In this thesis, archival material is collected to understand the past of Founder’s Building, interviews were conducted to uncover how people experience Founder’s Building today. Another central theoretical concept is historicity, which partly motivated by Lefebvre’s theorization of space as historical, and partly resulted from history literatures. Key theoretical claim of historicity is that everything bears the imprints of historicity (Dilthey, 1959). Thus, historicity transforms history from products of the past to be part of the present. This is consistent with the process philosophical approach as well and can explains empirically why something that happened in the past still presents in Founder’s Building. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732352]1.2.2. An empirical case study

This thesis is based on an investigation of an empirical case study: Founder’s Building in Royal Holloway, University of London (Image 1). I started my research in the college archive to discover how Founder’s Building was experienced and what influenced that experiencing. Once the first phase of archive work was completed, I started to interview current users of Founder’s Building – a wide range of participants were interviewed including academic staff, both part-time and full-time, administrative staff, and students who currently live in Founder’s Building. As a current member of RHUL and a regular visitor to Founder’s Building, my access to both the college archive and to potential interviewees was relatively unproblematic (details can be found in Chapter Six where I reflect on my experience). Being in a sense an outsider brought some challenges, which I discuss critically in Chapter Three, but I want to emphasize that being also an insider was an advantage, saving time for gathering background knowledge and making it easier for me to build rapport with interviewing participants. 

[image: ]
Image 1: Founder’s Building from the air[footnoteRef:2] [2: RHUL website, 2017] 

Founder’s Building in RHUL itself is a condensation of a long history and tradition, and it has witnessed the evolution process not only of RHUL on a micro-level, but also the process of general social change on a macro-level. An introduction to Founder’s Building and its history can be found in Chapter Three, but for now, I want to introduce some important moments in in the timeline. To start with, Founder’s Building was opened in 1886 as a women college. From 1945, male postgraduate students were admitted, and male undergraduate students were admitted since 1965. In 1985, RHUL became co-educational. Just by combing through key moments in the timeline, its history as a women college has had an enduring impact on Founder’s Building and its traditions (Salt and Bennett,1986; Williams, 1993; Bingham, 1987). To take an example: ‘maids’, together with other supporting staff, like butlers, formed an important group of occupants in Founder’s Building for a long time. Students were encouraged to bring their maids and this tradition lasted for more than 60 years until World War II.  In the 21st century, the notion of community and diversity is promoted, but both had already left their historical imprints. Founder’s Building. Diversity may seem less relevant, but the design of Founder’s Building resembled Chateau de Chambord in France and organizing of the college borrowed many traditions from Vassar College in America. Detailed discussions of these examples will be provided later in the thesis. 

Timing of my research luckily fell when many changes were happening in Founder’s Building and RHUL. I started to interview in 2016 summer, when at least one academic department began to move out of Founder’s Building and was relocated in a modernised building. Remaining departments were either on the waiting list to move out or had been notified relocation would happen in the future. Refurbishment was being carried out in Founder’s Building, where the reception area was radically altered. Outside Founder’s Building, a new library was built, a project that lasted more than a year and has changed the campus landscape dramatically. Though it is not part of Founder’s Building, it faces Founder’s Building directly and shares a courtyard with it. Partly, this has transformed Founder’s Building from a rather independent space to a more integrated part of the campus. Even the name of the new library, Emily Wilding Davison building, is named after an alumna who lived and studied in Founder’s Building. 

1.1. [bookmark: _Toc514757793][bookmark: _Toc534732353]
1.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732354]Structure of the thesis

This thesis starts with a general debate of space as a container or a process, then develops further why I have claimed organizational space should be explored as a social process by investigating the underlying philosophical assumption. 

Chapter One aims to familiarize readers with key theoretical concepts and claims, including organizational space and process theory, as well as introducing Lefebvre’s triad as a main theoretical framework. This chapter also covers a brief introduction of theoretical design and empirical case for this thesis. Though each is discussed in later chapters, discussions here are to help readers to form a general impression of what they can expect. For this reason, structure of the thesis as well as contributions are provided as well.  

Chapter Two seeks to set the scene for studying space in an organizational context. To start with, different definitions of space are analysed in a critical way. In particular, I compare two divergent definitions of space in existed literatures, which is whether space is a Euclidean concept or space is socially produced (Taylor and Spicer, 2007; Dale and Burrell, 2008; Dale, 2005). More than just listing different characteristics of these two traditions, I try to demonstrate how the belief that space is socially produced is built on different interpretations of space from a new angle. It is this new angle that inspired and motivated the rise of spatial turn. Spatial turn is more than a turning point in the field of human geography; more importantly for organization studies, it encourages growing interest in studying organizational space (Warf & Arias, 2009; Beyes and Steyaert, 2012; Kingston, 2010; Taylor and Spicer, 2007). Henri Lefebvre is one of the most influential figures in spatial turn and his work is widely applied in organization studies. Apart from introducing characteristics and implications of Lefebvre’s theories, this chapter also depicts the downside and potential risks in applying Lefebvre’s theories in an organizational context by carefully examining empirical cases in existed literatures. Discussions around historical turn and historicity contribute to the second part of this chapter. Concept of historicity emerges from the analysis of Lefebvre’s theorization of space as he defined study of space is historical ultimately historical (Lefebvre, 1991). Thus, I revisit the literatures of historical approaches and discuss how it can be achieved in studies of organizational space. Finally, this chapter unpacks the implications of studying organizational space by showcasing its potential in helping us to understand organizations and society from a new angle.

Chapter Three focuses on the methodological stance and choices. Contextualization of the research question builds the foundation of this chapter by introducing the empirical case – Founder’s Building. The scope of this research is provided to help readers understand the following specific research design better. Before moving towards research design, one section is devoted to philosophical assumptions underlying and reflections on being a reflexive researcher. This philosophical section is particularly important not only because it can demonstrate the consistency of the design of this whole research project, but also because it is essential for doing an interpretive and reflexive research. The next section looks into the specific design of the Founder’s Building and how the twin-track framework has been applied. Aspects including methods of collecting archival and interviewing materials, analytical strategies of empirical evidence and ethical considerations are unravelled. 

Chapter Four discusses empirical findings in Founder’s Building with the focus on how Founder’s Building is experienced over time. In the beginning of this chapter, I introduce the concept of encounter and shift my focus on interactions between users and Founder’s Building. This chapter consists of three sub-sections and each depicts Founder’s Building from a specific perspective. However, it should be emphasised that there are overlapping areas, and indeed these overlapping areas indicate the integrity of the findings. For readers, these three sections are more like different versions of stories of Founder’s Building and RHUL. The first section focuses on the becoming process of how RHUL and Founder’s Building is spatialized. The emphasis is put on how becoming process of Founder’s Building has been influenced by social changes. The second section focuses on more specific perspectives and depicts how Founder’s Building as a separate-sphered space evolves. Two empirical cases demonstrate in detail concepts of safety and Ladies’ College in Founder’s Building. This section is written in a way showcasing how conceived, perceived and lived space are closely intermingled together empirically in the case of Founder’s Building. The third section of this chapter works as a comprehensive discussion of previous sections and shifts attention to negotiation process existing in interactions between social changes and experiencing. 

Chapter Five focuses on another perspective of Founder’s Building, which is where the title of this thesis comes from. What I attempt to achieve is not just to demonstrate that the past is present, but to show which parts of past is present, how, and why. I start this chapter by approaching Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ building. It should be noted that the definition of ‘Victorian’ should not be limited to a specific time period. Here, ‘Victorian’ is a discursive term. It is evident from the empirical evidence that the meaning of ‘Victorian’ changes in different time periods and its meaning influences how people interpret Founder’s Building. As a discursive term, ‘Victorian’ is alive in the present, not just in Founder’s Building or RHUL, but also in society. Indeed, much evidence has indicated that ‘Victorian’ is a recurring term mentioned by interviewees, which indicates how life in RHUL and Founder’s Building is still shaped by ‘Victorian’ notions and values. In the second half of this chapter, I discuss how the term could always be present in Founder’s Building, for which I provide two possible explanations. One is that ‘Victorian’ exists through the ‘becoming’ process of Founder’s Building as a historic space, the other is that ‘Victorian’ remains alive through the persistency of ‘Victorian’ physicality. 

Chapter Six reflects on the analysing and writing process of the thesis. This chapter has three sections. The first section is about reflection on writing a Lefebvrian study. However, I want to clarify again that calling it a Lefebvrian study is not the same as analysing Founder’s Building based on Henri Lefebvre’s ‘instructions’. Instead, the aim is to interpret the case study based on my readings and interpretations of Lefebvre’s work and theories. Thus, one central interpretation is to treat Lefebvre’s triad as an integrated heuristic device. Specifically, this section explores and reflects how this triad is integrated and the challenges in applying it to Founder’s Building. The second section shifts reflection to writing a historical study from a process philosophical position. Here, process philosophical position is the key conception framing evaluations of both Lefebvre’s theories and historical understandings. Discussions of contributions of historicity in Lefebvrian analysis showcase the importance as well as huge potential of historical perspective in spatial studies. The third section reflects more on the empirical level and evaluates the twin-track strategy employed. Both collection and analysis process of empirical evidence are covered in this chapter. 

In Chapter Seven, I first outline contributions to this thesis. I then discuss some limitations, on both theoretical and methodological perspectives. This chapter ends with potential directions for future research, elaborated from four different perspectives. The first possible route is to explore Founder’s Building in post-1985s; the second is to adopt a multiple case study method and to investigate ‘Victorian’ buildings and space. For research with more general interest, the third route could apply twin-track strategy as a generic technique to study other buildings, space and organizations. The fourth possible direction for future researchers could be to explore the interrelationship between identification process and spatial experience.

1.4. [bookmark: _Toc534732355]Contribution

In the conclusion I elaborate on the contributions, each of which contributes to organizational space in a different way, with wider implications in the field of organization studies.
The first contribution is to develop a theoretical conceptualization of space, bringing together Lefebvre’s assumption of space as a social construction and processual assumption of space as ongoing process. Founder’s Building is the empirical site that exemplifies the plausibility of this conceptualization. Contrary to the popular conceptualization of space as container or bounded entity, space in this thesis is conceptualized as a becoming process that historically shapes and influences. Though Lefebvre made clear in his book that the space is historical, historicity is often marginalized in the field of organization studies. On the theoretical level, I also aim to elaborate the notion of temporality. Temporality is destabilized as continuing evolving process under the influence of processual philosophy, which is also the essence of Lefebvre’s theorization. Yet what it lacks is the empirical case can bring forward temporality without reducing conceptualization of space to physicality. Moreover, historicization of Lefebvre’s theory is even scarcer in existing empirical studies. In contrast to existing empirical works shaped by Lefebvre’s theories, this thesis aims to contribute to understanding of organizational space through embracing fundamental assumptions that underpinned Lefebvre’s theory, rather than applying his triad as a mechanistic tool. 

Methodological potential of this reflexive twin-track strategy is the second central contribution I attempt to accomplish. This methodological strategy results from the theoretical implications of both Lefebvrian theory and historicity. More importantly, the objective of this thesis is to uncover the intersection of past and present. Thus, the method chosen should fulfil the requirement to discover empirical evidence of present and past without compromising the quality of the empirical evidence. While findings from Founder’s Building have been derived and indicate a good fit of this twin-track strategy, this specific strategy of framework has wider implications; for instance, this can be easily applied to multiple case studies and has relevance to other areas in organization studies, such as organizational remembering and forgetting or forming process of identity. What this twin-track strategy differentiates from others is on two perspectives. One, this thesis is an empirical case that showed the potential of combining archival and interviewing material. Two, the notion of reflexivity is another salient characteristic. It indeed is the key concept not only in determining the collection process but also shaping how empirical evidence is analysed and presented. Thus, on one level, the methodological contribution of this thesis is the design of this twin-track strategy; on the other level, the contribution is to apply this strategy in a reflexive way. 

The final contribution seeks to contribute to the field of empirical level achieved by empirically examining Founder’s Building and RHUL. The most central contribution is what the title of this thesis depicts: that the past is always present. That is, historicity of Founder’s Building is discovered and the process of how histories leave imprints on it is revealed. This is achieved through investigations of users’ interactions and interpretations of Founder’s Building and RHUL. This empirical contribution is achieved through detailed discussion of interactions between experiencing of space and social changes, which another empirical contribution is revealed in Founder’s Building.  In this process, the phenomenon of appropriation as an evident finding emerged. It is through this appropriation process that linking the histories and experiencing process becomes possible. Moreover, I elaborate Lefebvre’s triad framework empirically by integrating conceived, perceived and lived space into the analysis to uncover the interrelationship and dynamism of how Founder’s Building evolves and develops. Empirical findings from this case have some practical implications for further studies on organizational space and wider situations in the organizational context.























[bookmark: _Toc534732356]Chapter Two
Literature review: Historicizing organizational space

[bookmark: _Toc534732357]Chapter Introduction

In this chapter, the primary aim is to enter a long-standing debate on the conceptualization of space in the organizational context. Whereas the rise of spatial studies becomes gradually prevalent in organization studies, what is generally missing is investigation of how space and organization is conceptualized, and thus how these conceptualizations affect the way to explore organizational space. I start to deal with this by firstly examining how organizational space is conceptualized, based on the evaluation of different categorization tradition. Through carefully scrutinizing different ways of how organizational space can be conceptualized as well as the fundamental underpinning assumptions, I propose the necessity of moving from conceptualizing organization space as entities to spatialized experiences, which is deeply associated with thoughts of process theory. Thus, the second section of this chapter is a shift in interest from organizational space to organizations and the wider social world. In this section, I revisit the history of process theory and how it can become a philosophy, to understand not only organizational space, but also organizations and society. What this brings forward to organization studies is the concept of temporality, therefore, I then move my focus to time and space, which enables understanding of why a historical perspective is essential to understand organizational space. This is achieved and motivated by the rising trend of historical turn, which is also an important part in this section. In the rest of this chapter, my discussions are to evaluate and demonstrate how Lefebvre’s theorization of space and his spatial triad can be useful to approach organizational space as a process in history. I start by introducing assumptions and implications of Lefebvre’s theories, and then illustrate key concepts as well as some empirical cases applied to this school of theory. Finally, I reflect on benefits, challenges and possible critiques of Lefebvrian theories and framework. 

2.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732358]Conceptualizations of organizational space: From organizational space to spatialized organizations

In the field of organization studies, organizational space has been conceptualized in different ways, and each conceptualization represents a specific understanding of organizations and the wider social world. Hence, this section begins with revisiting these divergent taxonomies conceptualizing organizational space and then introduces how organizational space is conceptualized in this thesis. In Taylor and Spicer’s (2007) widely cited paper, organizational space was categorized into three different approaches: ‘space as distance’, ‘space as materialization of social/power relations’, and ‘space as lived experience’. 

Space as distance is based on the Euclidian understanding of space and the social world. Based on this conceptualization, organizational space is perceived as purely physical existence that consists of measurable distance between people and objects. (Zhang and Spicer, 2014; Zhang, Spicer and Hancock, 2008). What this category of space implies is that organizational space is measurable and can be approached objectively. The emphasis of investigation lies in measuring distance and proximity (Taylor and Spicer, 2007). Most of earlier work of organizational space fall into this categorization of space as distance. For instance, Chanlat (2006) argues that in the Taylorism tradition, the organizational space is conceptualized as controlled and divided, while in the bureaucratic context, it is framed as a platform for neutrality and impersonality in the context of the workplace. 

These extrapolations from earlier work brought about the first wave of shifting attention to space in the organizational field. Rising interest in ergonomics studies is a typical example of this wave. Ergonomics is defined as “the application of scientific information concerning human beings to the design of objects, systems, and environments” (Gainer, 2008: 5). Here what should be highlighted is that space is conceptualized as objects, systems and environments. In the UK, ergonomics emerged in the 1930s with the ambition to improve the effectiveness of human performance (Wilson, 2000). For instance, the popularity of the open office reflects this trend due to the original stimulus to seek the higher productivity and efficient use of organizational space (Oldham and Rotchford, 1983). Consequently, physical space has been the focus of space research. The empirical work of Leather et al. (1998) exemplified how work space could be conceptualized as objectively measurable physical distance. In their work, they chose to focus on windows in work space and evaluate relationship between natural views and job satisfaction. Haynes’s research (2008), as another example, concluded that the office layout would influence office interactions significantly. Underpinning assumptions of conceptualizing space as physical distance are twofold. On one hand, not only organizational space but the social world is comprised of measurable, physical and objective objects; on the other hand, there is a causal relationship between space and behaviour. 

[bookmark: _Hlk534728215][bookmark: _Hlk534728240]Conceptualization of space as Euclidean space in organization studies is widespread and most of frameworks depict this tradition. For example, in the framework proposed by Vilnai-Yavetz and Rafaeli (2005), ‘instrumental’ is one dimension of space. This dimension is defined as factors that may influence the performance and satisfaction of the employees, focusing mainly on how to improve efficiency and productivity (Elsbach and Bechky, 2007). Harvey (2006) proposed a different framework of conceptualizing space based on his reflection of science. Space was first conceptualized as the space of Euclid. He theorized this space as a fixed and pre-existing. For researchers focusing on this dimension, what is prioritized is whether organizational space functions as a suitable work environment, for example, whether the temperature is comfortable enough for employees to perform to their best potential in the work organization. However, almost all the studies based on this perspective assume that the employees are passive recipients of organizational space and are unable to alter it (Tuomaala et al., 2009; Jensen and Arens, 2005). 

[bookmark: _Hlk534731071]In this vein, another conceptualization of organization space emerged, as already indicated, as the materialization of social and power relations. While theorizing organizational space as distance can reveal the visible aspects, this conceptualization as materialization of relations delves into deeper levels. Here, organizational space is seen as a tool or a technique to discover the invisible aspects of organizations. Organizations therefore are theorized as materialization of power relations in this tradition. Most empirical studies have been influenced by Marxian theories (Taylor and Spicer, 2007). This trend started to spread in the 1980s and many scholars subscribed to this belief in different approaches. David Harvey’s work centred on the production of different types of space based on materialist and cultural analysis (Gilbert, 2008). 

[bookmark: _Hlk534731094]Apart from the contributions from the Marxist school, drawing from Gilbert’s (2008) work, Foucauldian scholars also approach organizational space as social and imaginary instead of fixed. Shilling (1991: 23) argued that “space is a central to the production and reproduction of social relationships.” Edward Soja’s (1989) writing on postmodern geographies reasserted the belief that organizational space is a social product, which indicates organizational space is a condensation of the social relations evolved in temporality. The concept of temporality is essential in the way locating the organizational space in the dimension of past, present, and future simultaneously. What these works have in common can be summarized by Taylor and Spicer (2007) that organizational space is conceptualized as central to establish and maintain power relations. This enables answering the question why organizational space is configured as it is with the belief that configurations of organizational space can be a mechanism of control. 

[bookmark: _Hlk535119819]Conceptualization of organizational space as materialization of social relations can also be discovered in Vilnai-Yavetz and Rafaeli’s (2005) framework. They conceptualized it as symbolic space. Drawn on symbolism orientation that emerged in the 1980s, studies of organizational space followed two different pathways. One is a managerial focusing on the relationship between culture and managerial performance; the second is to understand what is going on in organizations from a symbolic and cultural perspective (Chanlat, 2006). For example, the emphasis of organizational memory as the ‘storage bin’ for the physical environment is one example of symbolism. Corporate headquarters and landmark buildings are treated as powerful representations and signifiers for individual and collective memories (Decker, 2014). This assumption claims that buildings and architectures form the basis for social remembering and memories, which thereafter mediate how people interpret space. This type of understanding emphasises the totality of symbolic meanings attached to buildings. Additionally, since physical space symbolizes organizational images and communicates ideas to anyone encountering it, it is conceivable to know what an organization prioritises, shaped by power and discourse. For example, sheer anonymity of an office building in the post-Fordist period is believed to tell occupants that they are nothing special; while the building that has creativity and fun represents the importance of flexibility and amusement for its occupants (Baldry, 1997; Van Meel and Vos, 2001).  What this conceptualization offers are the avoidance of overemphasis on physical perspectives and acknowledges inhabitants as observers and interpreters of their physical environment (Vilnai-Yavetz, Rafaeli and Yaacov, 2005).

However, if following symbolism in this way, the space itself is still considered as given and contextual, waiting for deciphering. Moreover, a causal relationship between the past (buildings built before) and present is assumed by the symbolic tradition. That is, experiencing of space is seen as passive and people are responding to products of the past – buildings. In the field of organizational symbolism, space is seen as the representative symbol of organizational culture (McElroy and Morrow, 2010). Individuals assign meanings to specific places based on collective and shared cultural understandings. Therefore, the symbolic dimension is more akin to a sense-making process regarding how people define and interpret situations. Yet symbolic perspective arrives at a similar conclusion: that the space or the artefacts in it are still positioned as a concrete entity to be exploited and managed. No matter simplified organizational space towards physical objects or giving them symbolic meanings, these two well-established approaches still lack the dynamic nature that the process view of organization emphasises. That is, what ‘space as distance’ and ‘space as materialization of social relations’ have in common is that organizational space is theorized as a relatively independent context that can be separated from organizations. They both share the assumption that organizational space is a passive container for material objects. 

Within this assumption, even though different preferences towards how the organizational space to be organized might emerge one after another, the essence remains unchanged. Consequently, the seemingly new perspectives or novel findings only reflect the temporal fads about how organizations should be organized. For instance, in this century, the trend of organizational space design evolved in three stages with divergent objectives: from ‘efficiency’ to ‘effectiveness’ and towards ‘expression’. While ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ are centred on directing and moderating occupants’ behaviours physically, such as space budgeting, the aim of ‘expression’ affirms that physical space design is a representation of the core value for an organization (Harrison and Morgan, 2006). For this reason, one possible responsibility of space design serves to convey consistent messages internally and externally. Subsequently, the potential to understand employees’ behaviours become the main stimulus of spatial study. This is based on the assumption that spatial practice will reflect how employees make sense of the organization and then perform. However, even though inhabitants can be viewed as observers and interpreters in the ‘space as materialization of social relations’ orientation, they are not regarded as the active participants whose experiences and behaviours will construct organizational space. 

Thus ‘space as lived experience’ is introduced to acknowledge active participation of inhabitants in construction of organizational space. According to Taylor and Spicer (2007: 333), different spaces are constructed out of different experiences of their inhabitants through “cultural and sensory apparatus that we all carry to work with us”. This is an important shift in organization studies from theorizing space as a background and container to ongoing lived experience. Spatial turn, a recent trend in organization studies, is built upon this conceptualization.  In the last two decades, spatial turn has shifted the emphasis from objective perspective towards “a mutually constitutive, dialectical relationship between social structure and space” (Ranade, 2007: 1522). This is a promising new direction in organizational space study, as Löw (2006) pointed out, the buildings become a point of spatial articulation where multiple forces interact. 

Thus, the interpretations towards organizational space cannot be reduced to the buildings only. Instead, understandings of social and economic forces should be highlighted and analysed through how inhabitants experience space.  More importantly, the interpretations of symbolic meanings cannot be detached from historical processes. The interpretation of human spatial organization as an ongoing social and historical production, articulated by Henri Lefebvre (1991), is one of the key arguments in the trend of spatial turn. I will further discuss Lefebvre’s theories in the later section, but for now, what I want to highlight is that his theory of production is significant in the way it integrates space in a comprehensive social theory as well as enabling the analysis of spatial processes at different levels (Prigge, 2008). What this ‘space as lived experience’ conceptualization brings forward in my research is the potential to position organizational space in the construction process of not only organizations, but also the wider social world. 

It should be noted that spatial turn is not just about theorizing space as lived experience, it is a multidisciplinary concept and affects organizations in various aspects. What is certain about spatial turn is that human geography firstly brings this concept forward (Warf and Arias, 2008). Organizational space is traditionally perceived as a representation in organizational geographical planning, such as the architecture of organizations. Although geographical studies may seemingly centre on a broader level, like urban planning, the study of organizational space inevitably has been influenced by the discipline of geography. Many nomenclatures describing or measuring organizational space come from geography field, like latitude, accessibility and scale.  However, geography, as a discipline with varying orientations, provides divergent interpretations and references for the understanding of organizational space. For example, when organizational space is understood from the political-economic geography perspective, it is constituted through the agency of economic and political actors, where the focus is the interrelationship between organizational space and external geographies. In cultural geography, Foucault’s work and actor-network theory have been applied in the study of organizational space (Conradson, 2003). 

Crang (1994) provided a case that used the actor-network theory to study a restaurant in England. He argued that the geographies of workplace, including the surveillance and location, were useful in understanding the character of employment being constructed. Davies (2000) provided another example to state that the scope and display of the National History Unit in Bristol could offer insights for understanding the production of natural history films, in which wider social changes are implied. It is human geography that re-emphasizes the importance of space as social product. Organization studies has gradually come to regard space as an integrated part of organizations. Spatial turn denotes a rising attention to “a social theorizing of space as both social product and generative force” (Beyes and Steyaert, 2012: 49). Hence, we can see, one implication of spatial turn is that it problematizes the container conceptualization of organizational space. Neither ‘space as distance’ nor ‘space as materialization of social relations’ is appropriate to study organizational space in the trend to spatial turn. Another implication of spatial turn lies in shifting interests from space to human interactions. Just as underlined by (Kingston, 2010), people interact through space, in space. What this adds to our understanding of organizational space is a switch of research interest, from organizational space to human beings. Together with the first implication, spatial turn enables the discovery of experiences and interactions happening in space apart from orthodox interests in space itself. 

This section has revisited different theorizations of organizational space and how the central argument emerges: that organizational space is not and cannot be separated from understandings of organizations and society. Each conceptualization of organizational space represents a specific assumption of organization and society, and the next section tries to set the scene for two different conceptualizations of organizations with the focus on process theory. More importantly, I want to underline implications of process theory and how it is inherently consistent with assumptions of spatial turn. 

2.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732359]Spatialised organisations: Buildings/Space of organisations and society

This section builds upon the previous section and continues the investigation into the conceptualisation of organisational space and how different conceptualisations approach organisational studies via different pathways. Yet, unlike the previous sections, that depicted three dominant conceptualisations of organisational space, this section follows the argument that, if organisational space is to be theorised as lived experience enacted through both physical and social interaction, what implications are there for the study of organisations? In a more straightforward way, if we assume that organisations are spatialised, how will the understanding of organisations and the wider society will be changed? To begin with, this section starts with a discussion of what this core assumption adds to space study in organisations and its implications. Then, I will move to a more practical perspective and introduce empirical studies that demonstrate the possibility and potential of this assumption in organisation studies. 

As illustrated in the previous section as well as discussed in the Introduction chapter, The assumption that organisations are spatialized is motivated by the emerging interest in spatial turns in organisational studies, which shifts attention to how people experience space. Dale and Burrell’s (2008) work provides a comprehensive overview of how organisational space should be conceptualised beyond mere physical existence, which also offers an effective review of the literature on various areas of organisations, including power, identity, boundary and culture. Although the theoretical arguments of this thesis will be further developed and framed, this book indeed provides a good starting point for grasping the idea of how to conceptualise space as social construction. First, the primary argument, Dale and Burrell (2008) claimed, is that space is central to understanding organisations and organisations are fundamental to understanding society. This is consistent with the claim I made in the previous section, where I addressed how it is unrealistic to separate space from an understanding of organisations. Similarly, Dale and Burrell (2008) also problematized the Euclidean conceptualization of space with the premise that space should be approached as social, political, ethical, economic and philosophical. To be attentive to the complexity of space, they applied a more critical approach and Lefebvre’s triad was introduced, and the main contribution of Dale and Burrell’s (2008) work on my thesis is that it provides some practical solutions when apply Lefebvre’s theories. 

[bookmark: _Hlk534277768]However, my articulation of Lefebvrian theories differs from that of Dale and Burrell. To start with, in the first section of this chapter, I revisited three popular conceptualisations of space with different analytical emphases: ‘space as distance’, ‘space as the materialization of social/power relations’, and ‘space as lived experience’ (Taylor and Spicer, 2007). ‘Sociomateriality’ is stressed by Dale and Burrell (2008), in which organisational space is conceptualised as sociomaterial in nature. Sociomateriality, here, is more like a heuristic that demands equal relevance to space as social practice as to space as material objects (Berti, Simpson and Clegg, 2017). A sociomaterial approach makes it possible to conceive of organisational space as generative and active. Organisational practices take place within, are enabled by and constituted through existing spatial arrangements where the social and the material are considered ‘constituted entanglements’ (Orlikowski, 2007) rather than distinctly separate entities (Valand and Georg, 2014). Dale and Burrell (2008) worked to ensure this integration through re-emphasising physicality and embodiment. That is, the significance of the physical as well as embodiment of space is reasserted in understanding the social activities within organisations. This reassertion of physicality’s importance is congruent with the second conceptualisation that I discussed before, which is that space is theorised as the materialisation of social and power relations. 

The conceptualisation of space as the materialisation of social and power relations has a long history and is well developed, with the emphasis on materiality and the embodiment of experience. Foucauldian research on space is a typical example of how space can be approached as the materialisation of power relations, in which space becomes central for understanding how society and organisations are organised. Yet, this conceptualisation has its own limitations, especially in this thesis, where the focus is placed on experience. In particular, by theorising space as the materialisation of social relations, the non-physical aspects of space become marginalised (e.g. Vilnai-Yavetz and Rafaeli, 2005; Elsbach and Bechky, 2007). Also, emphasising the materiality or physicality of space will lead to an over-emphasis on representational space, such as headquarters or monumental space rather than mundane space or liminal space (see also Decker, 2014). One solution to this might be to shift the research focus to non-representational space; for instance, Dale and Burrell (2008) looked into boundaries and emphasised the political implications of these. They argued that spatial activity, such as drawing boundaries in space, carries political value and used the example of the boundary between domestic and work space. Specifically, they traced back the history of Western capitalism and explored how the boundary between leisure and productive work evolved (Dale and Burrell, 2008: 200). What is consistent with my approach is the emphasis on historical exploration in spatial study. However, the problem of the marginalisation of the non-physical perspectives of representational space still remains unsolved. 

One possible reason behind this problem of Dale and Burrell’s (2008) approach is that they share a presumption that space is still seen as contextual. That is, space is experienced by people, interpreted by people, and changed by people. However, I am not making the claim that the materiality or physicality of space is not essential; quite the opposite, I treat the physicality of space as one of the most important components of spatial analysis in this thesis, on both the theoretical and empirical levels. What differentiates my interpretation from that of Dale and Burrell is that I emphasise more the experience or experiencing process rather than following a political narrative of how space is constructed. This will become clearer in the empirical analysis chapters, where I prioritise individuals’ experiences and feelings as the analytical focus as well as being attentive to any political inherent implications. 

Another way in which this thesis differs from Dale and Burrell’s work (2008) is that both the buildings, in this case, the Founder’s Building, and the social interactions and relations are interested and explored as equally important. My argument is that it is impossible to position space simply as some sort of medium, as it is an active actor, participating in the production and re-production processes of social relations (e.g. Gilbert, 2008; Shilling, 1991). However, what Dale and Burrell (2008) attempted to accomplish is to tease out the different forms of power relations that exist within and influence the spatial process. This has many practical implications in space study and can be applied widely to different areas. In emphasising the interconnection between space and power, through enchantment, emplacement, and enactment, it is plausible to see how organisational space becomes the most important site for the ‘battle for hearts and minds’. I quote their definitions at length in order to take a closer look at how they differentiate from each other as well as showcase how power relations are placed at the centre of their arguments. 

‘Enchantment is described as the fusion of the material and the symbolic and includes but it not exhausted by the sort of built expression of power.

Emplacement refers to the construction of certain places for certain activities and certain people. It involves the processes of inclusion within and exclusion from specific spaces. 

Enactment is a form of control that is perhaps particularly pertinent to modern forms of organization, although as we shall see it also has long historical roots. Enactment is about the lived experience of social space. It is about the interaction of people as simultaneously social and embodied beings with the power embedded in specific spaces’ (Dale and Burrell, 2008: 60-66)

In emphasising the correlation between space, power and control, what Dale and Burrell (2008) achieved is a spatial analysis through analysing power relations, so here space becomes a medium of power relations. This is not to suggest that space is depreciated in their analysis because space and power relations are inseparable, and continually intertwined with each other, while new space as well as power relations are produced through these interaction processes. Burrell and Dale (2003) stated explicitly that ‘what we are interested is not simply the building of buildings but, more significantly, the buildings of social through buildings’ (177). Embodiment is another important concept for understanding that the interconnection between materiality and power is implausible. For instance, Dale and Burrell (2008) discussed at length how human existence is both social and material simultaneously, using the concept of embodiment.  Embodiment is widely seen as material rather than social in nature, especially in the established Cartesian tradition, where ‘the material, the spatial and the embodied tend to be leach out of social research’ (Dale and Burrell, 2008: 205). Several researchers (e.g. Gagliardi, 1990; Law, 1994), especially in the social science field, have criticised this domination by the Cartesian view of embodiment. Merleau-Ponty, the French phenomenologist, argued that ‘to be a body it to be tied to a certain world’ (1962: 148). As future elaborated by Russon (1994: 293), it is the living body of people which is ‘the dynamic process of our establishing contact with the world’. That is, the body is both the contact or medium, and the substance of existence itself. Unlike the traditional Cartesian view, the body is only conceptualised as an inert object, instead, it becomes an active component in any social activity. So, what implications are there for introducing embodiment into the study of space? Lefebvre’s work is here to remind us of the importance of embodiment for understanding space as social production. 

[bookmark: _Hlk535119544]Lefebvre (1991) argued that the human body remains the core of spatial theory and emphasised that the body is the site of struggle and subtle power relations. Here, embodiment is developed in relation to the ‘self and others, social representations, psychological projections and cultural images’ (Dale and Burrell, 2007: 208). In spatial studies, what this concept stresses is the attention to individuals’ interactions and experiences in space. In this thesis, embodiment becomes an important concept in shaping the actual analysis of the empirical evidence. As will be argued in later chapters, individuals are analysed as specific rather than natural objects. That is, the specificity of embodiment is acknowledged. In this vein, Dale and Burrell’s (2008) work on embodiment and space inspires interest in as well as a focus on individualised experiences and interactions with space. What is foregrounded in the analyses is both to socialise and historicise space and individuals. Specifically, individuals and space are no longer seen as passive or inert. Underpinning this argument is a deeper shift in understanding organisations. Dale and Burrell (2008) also made this clear by defining organisations as part of the social processes rather than as bounded entities. A detailed discussion of how different assumptions about organisations influence the study of organisational space is presented in the next section, but here I wish to stress that, although conceptualising organisations as a process shares the same assumption as my analysis, what is different here is that Dale and Burrell (200) argued that the social process involves producing social and material ordering. This again is congruent with how they conceptualise space as the materialisation of power relations. 

Hence, it becomes clearer that Dale and Burrell (2008) had a more political economy focus during their analysis while this thesis adopts a more phenomenological focus, aiming to address the nuances in the details of people and space. Although Dale and Burrell’s (2008) analysis have many implications regarding how to address space as social production with a material emphasis, it indeed provides many practical solutions for empirical cases. For instance, the reassertion of materiality in space has spurred research interest in organisational identity in space research. Although identity is not the focus of this thesis, it is appreciated that identity is another perspective that should be focused on, and indeed it has been addressed in the future study section as one of options for future research. 

This section is intended to reflect on the potential of conceptualising space as social construction, and how divergent the implications of this conceptualisation are; that is, how different scholars interpret the assumption ‘organisational space is a social construction’ in divergent ways. While the previous section introduced the different conceptualisations of space, this section focuses on more subtle differences in terms of how to approach organisational space and what kind of narratives to follow in order to depict the process of how organisational space is constructed. Therefore, the detailed discussion of Dale and Burrell’s (2007) work presented in this section aims to provide a vivid example to demonstrate how complicated this analytical process can be. More specifically, I scrutinised how my interpretation of the core assumption that organisational space is a social product differs from that of others. To put it briefly, what my interpretation prioritises is lived experience that is deeply embedded in the process assumption of organisations and society, which will be discussed in the next section. 

2.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732360]Process philosophy of organization studies: from organizations to organizing

In the previous section, the emphasis was on two contradictory assumptions about organizational space: space as a container versus space as social product. More importantly, I now want to re-emphasize the interrelationship between the conceptualization of organizational space and organizations.  This section will centre on different assumptions of organizations and then how these assumptions affect organizational space. Varying assumptions towards organizations indeed explain different approaches to the study organizational space. To delve into the deep rationale as to why it evolves in this way, the fundamental assumption and understanding about the concept of ‘organization’ should be clarified first. Beginning from the Modernism period, the orthodox view of organizations is theorized as a rationally constituted object. Moreover, it is framed as a social tool that can be used and managed rationally. Based on this assumption, organization is conceptualized as a noun, a stable and bounded system. Modern companies or organizations are founded based on this assumption, where the mode of management is “control and performativity” (Cooper and Burrell, 1988: 102). Based on this assumption, the organizational space is thus perceived as a background or context, where the motivation behind the relevant studies is the belief that organizational space can and should be managed. Therefore, the emphasis of spatial analysis in the organizations is reduced to a study of “what is inside the space” (Watkins, 2005: 210). 

Process theory emerges to provide an alternative theorization of organizations.  What distinguishes process theory from traditional entity theory is the introduction of ‘becoming’ concept. In the context of organization studies, this indicates a switch from organizations to organizing. Hernes (2014) explained that the idea of ‘becoming’ explicates how seemingly entities are all in a continuous state of becoming. Here, entities can be human beings, machines, and organizations as well. We can see that the introduction of process theory makes salient not only how organizations should be approached as a becoming process, but also how various facets of organizations should be studied as a gradually becoming process. Space, in this thesis specifically, therefore, can be theorized and approached as a becoming process. 

Process thinking is not a new philosophical position and had existed since early Greece. In Bakken and Hernes’ (2006) widely cited paper on organizing as a verb and noun, they retrospectively reviewed the history and development of process thinking. In the context of organizational studies, Max Weber and Karl Marx are early contributors who highlighted the importance of process. Karl Weick is believed to be the earlier scholar who theorized process thinking in organization studies (Weick, 1995). More recent contributions include Tsoukas and Chia’s (2002) study on organizational change and transformation, and Haridimos Tsoukas’s (2000) work on organizational becoming. Unlike regarding organizations as bounded system where the imaginary lines are drawn on where the organization starts and ends, as Hernes (2004) claimed, this process view of organization has the advantage that a continual state of the organization and interaction can be achieved. Here, organization is “an unbounded form about the formation of contexts for action and interaction and subsequently about their reproduction over time and space” (Hernes, 2004: 11). Based on this assumption, not only the emergence of contexts, but conditions for how the organization is formed and its evolution can be revealed. The process view of the organization, therefore, denotes the shifted emphasis towards the temporality of organizational study. If situating the notion of organizational space is the process view, the assumption of organizational space as a container would be transferred to the actual process of how it is produced and evolved. 

In the field of organizational space, Hernes (2004) provided a dichotomy of organization as either a repository of different space or as representations of actions and interactions of occupants. The first has been adopted by many researchers who emphasise the physicality of space and ignore the social perspectives. However, the second notion acknowledges that space is produced as a social product, which is grounded primarily on Lefebvre’s work. Lefebvre’s concept of space is built on the assumption that space is produced continually, in which it is subject to production and reproduction (Hernes, 2004). The first assumption follows the tradition of organization as a noun whereas the second assumes the organization as a process. When organizational space is treated as a noun, it is therefore approached as a detachable unit. Hence the study of organizational space attempts to make impact on organization by suggesting practical solutions to improve the organizational space only. Whereas in the case that organizational space is seen as a verb, the organization and organizational space cannot be separable, and organizational space is not a subunit or component. This becomes a trend in the field of social geography, where space is believed to become the expression of the possibility of pluralities. Under this trend, interpretations towards organizational space and its implications become subjective. In the organization study context, this is congruent with the assumption of organizations as juxtaposed where reciprocal relations exist (Löw, 2006). Here the study of organizational space becomes a lens for understanding organization from a process perspective in a more holistic approach. 

One thing to be noted is that the process view is not an objective claim but is subject to interpretations and evaluations. In this thesis, particularly, Chia and Langley’s (2005) work on categorizing process view into weak and strong is useful. Their work (2005: 1486) firstly theorized weak and strong process view: “a weak process view has a priori assumption of the world as consisting of entities”, whereas a strong process view considers things as constituted by processes. A strong view of process theory underscores the importance of temporality. In fact, the concept of ‘becoming’ cannot be fully apprehended without the concept of temporality. Tor Hernes is one of the process theorists who sees process theory as a fundamental philosophical shift, and this thesis is based on his theorization of the process philosophical approach.

2.4. [bookmark: _Toc534732361]Space and time: A historical perspective

Once subscribed to spatial turn and process philosophy, understandings of both organizations and organizational space are destabilized, and it is impossible to ignore dynamism within and beyond organizations; history becomes an integral dimension in organizational life and experiences.  What should be clarified first is that turning to time and turning to history are two different theoretical claims. While process theory advocates reassertion of temporality into organizations, spatial turn further accentuates the importance to add a historical insight into organization studies.  Thus, this section focuses on the interrelationship between time and space, and then moves towards history and space. 

[bookmark: _Hlk535120450]One of the most influential implications of a strong process thinking is that it destabilizes the temporality of organizational life and motivates researchers to look into the process of how things evolve, change and act (Langley, 2007).  Here, things can be people, organizations and space. In fact, the relationship of space and time is a classic question in social science. However, for a long period, space is conceptualized as opposite to time. Vasquez (2013: 3) framed this argument as “space is commonly presented in terms of absence of time, absence of movement or change”. What this argument depicts is space theorized as a steady and static existence along with the passage of time. Process theory, on the contrary, offers a different solution to this question and considers time and space as interwoven (Crang and Thrift, 2000period). Hence process theory not only destabilizes the space, but also destabilizes time. Both organizational space and time becomes process continually evolving and changing. Just as Azaryahu and Foote (2008) further explained, buildings are traditionally treated as historical background providing a tangible link to the past. Yet it is spatial turn and Lefebvre’s work that draws attention to the historical perspective of organizations. While process theory enables investigations of temporality in organizational space, spatial turn emphasizes the integration of space and organizations. History and organizational study are inseparable, and many scholars have emphasized the historical perspective in their studies for a considerable period. 

However, along with the professionalization of organizational study and preference for scientific methods, interest in history has gradually vanished (Kieser, 1994; Üsdiken and Kieser, 2004).  Yet there are many exceptions still and management theorists have taken more interest in historical implications when sociologists began to apply historical methods in their studies, such as Michel Foucault, whose work attract many scholars to historical research in the field of organization studies (Booth and Rowlinson, 2006). Moreover, many scholars have attempted to incorporate historical reflections and methods in their research. Practitioner-based cultural researchers now examine corporate culture using historical methods. For instance, Deal and Kennedy (2000: 4) claimed that “good companies understand it is from history that the symbolic glue congeals to hold a group of people together”. Apart from this, history is essential in the organizational memory field, in which organizational decisions-making is believed to be associated with organizational history. Researchers who focus on organizational memory perceive and treat either individual or collective memory as something that can be retrieved and employed to serve managerial needs (Booth and Rowlinson, 2006). Foster et al. (2011) also showed how corporate history can be a resource for identity and competitive advantage, which should be exploited managers to formulate their strategies. 

There are some similar assumptions behind previous empirical studies discussed. First, they all regard history or memory as manageable objects. This suggests that they assume that organizational history can be restored or revitalized completely and correctly. The other assumption is that organizational history is useful and should be studied to serve the interest of the present. That is, that history is there to act as references for present situations – which is risky and contentious. The potential reason for these assumptions might be the dominance of scientific and positivism orientation in both organizational studies and historical studies. For instance, Üsdiken and Kieser (2004: 321) said that “the scientific slant ... has come to dominate that field since the 1960s”. In fact, positivism has been prevalent for a long time and is still dominant in historical study. However, one should be cautious: positivism is only one of many schools and stances. Tosh (2009) explicated that different school theorists would have divergent understandings about the nature of historical evidences and sources.

As previously indicated, organizational studies and management have been largely emphasised on the functionalist tradition, which is like the current historical field. However, new orientations in historical studies have also emerged to avoid the underlying reductionism and are believed to be aligned with the rise of the critical management school because of concerns that management studies have deviated from humanistic thinking (Booth and Rowlinson, 2006). Historical turn represents a transformation in organizational studies and has three principle implications for organizational researchers who would adopt a historical perspective. The first implication is that the emphasis should be shifted from science to society in parallel with the linguistic turn; the second is that history is beyond the role as past and context; the third implication is that narratives have greater reflections, which moves the spatial study from holistic to an individualized perspective. (Clark and Rowlinson, 2004). Barrett and Srivastval (1991) identified the historical turn in organization studies with the aim and ambition of challenging and problematizing positivist orientation. Historical turn also questions the trans-historical assumption embedded in positivist-functionalist theories that ignore the past and histories. 

Consequently, the historical turn, in juxtaposition with the spatial turn, in organizational studies, have the potential to understand what is going on in organizations and the wider society in a critical but prudent way. Just as Clark and Rowlinson (2004: 334) stressed, “revitalising history in organization studies … can teach us to interpret existing organizational structures not as determined by laws, but as the result of decisions in past choice opportunities”. The primary assumption underpinning historical turn is that organizations are social creations evolving and transforming continuously. Therefore, historical theorists tend to focus on how the present evolved from “daily choices and conjectures” (Barrett and Srivastval, 1991: 223). This orientation, therefore, is helpful in explaining how and under what circumstances something is created and produced. History thus is created by many authors and  

For instance, in Marxist time, historicity is driven by forces of production and oriented by revolutionary rationality (Lefebvre, 1991). It is possible to retrieve how space was produced in the past from present clues and evidence (Merrifield, 2000). Similarly, the past also provides clues for things have not been created. That is, the seemingly fixed and given background or context becomes malleable and not pre-determined. Thus, histories are intrinsically political if regarded as malleable processes. From this perspective, history is part of the political process where actors and stakeholders aim to input interests into the formation of history. In the organizational context, power lies in the interplay of changes and maintenance. As Gagliardi (1990) portrayed, organizations construct their own cultural image through the process of institutionalization and infusion of value, which lead to specific physical arrangements. In order to maintain the core values and cultural identity, actions and options available for occupants are limited, including actual and symbolic actions. 

Therefore, the core values organizations incorporate will impact on the spatial design continuously, from past to future. Moreover, many researchers have concluded that space and building design relates to power intrinsically (Hancock and Spicer, 2011; Clegg and Kornberger, 2006). In fact, power exerts influences right from the design of a building and space. It is argued that architecture and power are intermingled. Airports can be a typical example illustrating of how control can be achieved via the delicate design of architecture. Adey (2008) noted that the architecture in an airport was designed to shape capacities for the movements of people. Apart from physical movements, airports also calculate and predict the emotions and feelings of users carefully, to ensure control – the concept of safety and security pervade. When these imperatives were reflected in architectural design, for instance in the security spaces, a closed-wall style was designed to both physically control the movement of passengers and provide affective security. Hernes (2004) argued that every space has unique pattern of power relation, for example, power is exerted by controlling physical structure and boundaries in physical space; in social space, power is achieved via loyalty and cohesion; in mental space, power is wielded by the ability to argue and persuade. In the critical study area, space is far from unaltered and objective and is subjected to interpretations and meanings. 

Historical turn has another contribution for studying the spatial practices in organizations, that is, historical perspective claims that history is alive in the present rather than history determining the present (Barrett and Srivastval, 1991). This assumption further criticizes the positivist understanding and changes the way that people perceive and view the world. By adopting the historical turn orientation, the inquiry into organizations or human beings has been conducted from perspectives of those who live in the space rather than treating histories as background. In fact, spatiality is believed to be narratively constructed, where the interpretation of space will depend on the shared memory of people (Decker, 2014). This understanding brings the concept of historicity into the field, suggested by Dilthey (1959) as everything and every activity bearing the stamp of historicity. In other words, although history can be viewed as a product of the past, all actions and interactions carry the past within them. For instance, the presence and use of a space are formed by the histories and habituations, but conversely and simultaneously, the present will reform the histories. Moreover, Elden (2004) argued that Lefebvre emphasized the historicity of space and spatial experience. 

2.5. [bookmark: _Toc534732362]Social past: New Historicism and historicity

Previous discussions about historical turn have emphasized that more than one school of thought in history are available for organizational researchers, and each school provide different ways of analysing and studying organizational history. This section justifies how history can be a social construction by introducing New Historicism orientation and the concept of historicity. Before jumping to New Historicism, however, I want to introduce what traditional Historicism is and how it differentiates from New Historicism. To start with, it should be acknowledged that positivism orientation is still quite predominant in the field of history and is deeply embedded in Historicism. According to Tosh (2009), this implies the primary duty of historical researchers is to amass factual and objective knowledge about the past. During the process, researchers' beliefs or assumptions are irrelevant and obviated from the collection and interpretation of facts to ensure the objectivity of their findings. Historicism has successfully become the guiding philosophy for most scholarly history (Hirsch and Stewart, 2005). Historicists under the influence of historicism tend to detach the past from the present, and it is this detachment that is advocated. Historicism assumes that histories are naturalized and belong to the past (Tosh, 2009). 

Historicism was initiated during the movement of Romanticism, and German historian Leopold von Ranke is the leading figure. His much-quoted preface reveals the essence of historicism clearly as “history has had assigned to it the task of judging the past, of instructing the present for the benefit of the ages to come. To such lofty functions this work does not aspire. Its aim is merely to show how things actually were” (Tosh, 2009: 7). This quote vividly reveals historicism’s claims about how to understand and study history. Scholars who adopt historicism believe that they can restore the right version of history correctly by discovering what happened in the past rather than analysing the history from the perspective of the present. This kind of belief is widespread and deeply embedded in the everyday experience, for instance, during the study of history of a certain period, it is relatively easy to fall into the trap of objective truth and assume that there is one overarching explanation. For instance, in Rowlinson, Hassard and Decker’s (2014) research into historical methodologies, they discovered that the default approach for historians is a form of objectivism, in which history has an independent existence. 

However, Historicism is only one approach, and it has faced challenges from more critical understandings. Both Marxism and post-modernism have criticized Historicism in different ways. While Marxism is sceptical and concerned that the ruling class would distort historical records, post-modernists have provided two important perspectives for understanding organizational history. In this thesis, I have paid particular attention to post-modernism conceptualization of history because this is consistent with how I conceptualize organizational space as a social construction. One way to understand history from a post-modernism perspective is that historical writing is a type of literary production, which is restricted by its genre. The other is that history is seen as a “vector of political positions” whose use of language is “ideologically tainted” (Tosh, 2009: 199). Therefore, as previously stated, historians are selectors whose choice of source, language, writing style, and standpoints are all shaped and influenced by themselves and their society. Since the 1980s, with the impact of some new historicists, like Stephen Greenblatt and Louis Montrose, New Historicism rose as a new trend and orientation towards how history can be studied. Among these new historicists, it is the work of Stephen Greenblatt, who suggested that New Historicism should be separated from traditional historicism that it became a new movement (Hohendahl, 1992; Pieters, 2000). These new historicists argued that traditional historicism advocated the quasi-positivist belief in objectivity, which was no longer compatible with more the recent trend in understanding organizations and the wider social world (Pieters, 2000). Therefore, as Newton (1988: 89) proposed, the fundamental assumption of New Historicism is problematizing “the trans-historical and universal human essence and that human subjectivity is constructed by cultural codes”. Moreover, that objectivity in language and experience are also problematized. 

Yet, when related to organization studies, the question needs to be asked what New Historicism is and what are the implications of it? One of the essential contributions of New Historicism is the theoretical richness and flexibility it can offer. Veeser (2013: ix) argued that “it has given scholars new opportunities to cross the boundaries separating history, anthropology, art, politics, literature, and economics”. Consequently, by incorporating the orientation of New Historicism, we would have more flexibility and freedom into the queries related politics, power, art, and history. In the case of organizational space, this orientation is particularly beneficial in the way that New Historicism has the potential to answer new questions rather than providing new answers to traditional ones. Contrary to traditional historicism, New Historicism positions literary analysis in the centre of analysis and attempts to answer new questions (Vesser, 1989). 

By acknowledging this difference, it is plausible to suggest that New Historicism encourages new ways of thinking about history and shifts interest to wider areas. Vesser (1989) further argued that New Historicism criticized traditional historicism because it tends to adopt totalizing methods – Tillyard might read one speech of Shakespeare’s as exemplifying the views of every Elizabethan. This method assumes that there is a total or single underpinning that can explain various historical representations in a certain period. However, this is criticized as myopic, a view supported by Hohendahl (1992: 90) who summarized that New Historicism challenged the “underlying notion of subjectivity and totality”. Pieters (2000) said that traditional historicist would reduce history into a single entity, ignoring divergent and dissonant voices. In reality, historical activities are messily shaped by cultural and social events and infinite possibilities of interpretations can emerge, which certainly cannot be reduced to and explained from a single viewpoint. Thus, another difference between traditional and New Historicism is that history is treated as the history of possibilities, in which single voices and interpretations are as valid as the collective views (Gallagher and Greenblatt, 2000). For instance, ‘Victorian’ emerged in this research and became a main theme of this thesis. This is not a deliberate decision made from my theoretical assumption of organizational space in history, instead, it emerged as a key word chosen and used by research participants when describing Founder’s Building in its historical context. In Chapter Five, I extrapolated the reason might be because ‘Victorian’ is a word bridging organizational space and history together and discuss in detail how ‘Victorian’ is used discursively. However, what this example reveals is the power of multiple voices encouraged by New Historicism and the potential of New Historicism conceptualizing history as social constructions. 

If New Historicism acknowledges the subjectivity of language and experience in studying history, it is historicity that enables discovery of the intersection between past and present; and the history of the present is better illustrated by the concept of historicity. Historicity is defined as the process of people behaving under the constraints of social ideologies and making sense of the past. It is dynamic, connecting past, present and future without assuming histories as repositories of how events happened (Hirsch and Stewart, 2005: 262). Historicity is a concept that emphasises on how the contexts evolve and influence the present status, which indicates its possibility in researching the way organizational space changes and evolves. Hernes (2000) stressed that historicity is based on the assumption that people, events and interactions create imprints and these imprints remain over time, which might have impact on the present. That is, the current organizational space embodies the histories of their history. By employing the concept of historicity, the significance of the histories of organizational space can be revealed. The most useful and relevant nature of historicity is that it concerns the ongoing production of pasts and presents, where histories are no longer treated as background or contexts. This belief has attempted to provide an alternative reading of history apart from historicism. What historicity reveals is the historical legacy of the social past, that is, how the social past is inscribed in what people experience and how they make sense (Hirsch and Stewart, 2005).

In essence, New Historicism and traditional historicism differ in the way that history is perceived. While traditional historicism slants towards the objectivity of history as an unproblematic given, New Historicism demonstrates the “malleability, contingency and contested nature of the category of literary” constantly (Colebrook, 1997: 2). It is this belief that motivates the analysis of ‘Victorian’ as a discursive analytical term. What is more, on the analytical level, if considering the relationship between the literary and history, New Historicism focuses on how the text or literary functions rather than their meanings. Colebrook (1997: 207) stressed additionally that the functions of text can be different in different situations, which positions the connections between researchers and the field as significant and brings the belief that “the history of New Historicism is the history of present…and active creation of own critical circumstances”.

Newton (1988) argued that history is a tale of many voices and forms of power, and New Historicism enables the uncovering of these difference voices and stories. In terms of how New Historicism can influence the study of organizational space, the discursive use of ‘Victorian’ exemplifies how a seemingly objective historical term can be used discursively when associated with understanding of organizational space. The reason I mention ‘Victorian’ here is because empirically it is one of the key findings, denoting how history works as passage of time rather than a dead past; and, of course, will apply to other terms in the same way. Discursive resources guide interpreting experiences and construction of conceptions, defined as a concept or an expression drawn from practices and explains actions (Alvesson and Willmott, 2002; Fournier, 1999; Fairclough, 1992; Kuhn and Nelson, 2002). In this thesis, as will be discussed in Chapter Five, ‘Victorian’ is a discursive resource and is used to explain past or present actions by people. We will see in the empirical discussion that people conceptualize, perceive and make sense of ‘Victorian’ in different ways. The choice of ‘Victorian’ as the focus for analyses is because on one hand it is a key theme recurring in empirical material; on the other hand, the reason is that ‘Victorian’ is a term that bridges space and time. That is, when referring to ‘Victorian’, first thoughts emerge often include ‘Victorian’ era and ‘Victorian’ architecture. 

In Chapter Five I will discuss how ‘Victorian’ is understood, used, and experienced through analysis of the changing meanings of ‘Victorian’. 

Previous sections have built on the understandings of embedding the historical approach into studying space and explained the potential capacity of historicity in studying organizational space through the example of ‘Victorian’ as a discursive term. It can be summarized that historical orientation can fulfil two requirements: one is to conceptualize process as an evolving process; the other is to incorporate historical insights. The final section of this chapter will look at the specific methods of studying space in historical perspective.

2.6. [bookmark: _Toc534732363]Space is a social product: Lefebvre’s work and contributions

I suggest in the introductory chapter that Lefebvre’s theories and spatial framework is proposed as the theoretical framework for my research. Here I want to further demonstrate how and why. Based on previous investigations of organizational space and history, along with process theory, the theoretical framework needed is one that acknowledges the dynamism of social construction of space as well as organizations, simultaneously acknowledging the importance of history. Based on these, Henri Lefebvre’s theoretical framework-spatial triad is chosen for my thesis, yet it should be emphasized that Lefebvre is not the first and only one to approach organizational space as a social and historical product. However, my research benefits from adopting Lefebvre’s framework in several ways, which are being attentive to historical reflections and to uncover the historicity of space. This following section is organized in the following way: first of all I will introduce Lefebvre’s theories and framework, and empirical case studies based on his theories; then I will move on to their benefits as well as general critiques of them; finally I emphasize my interpretations of Lefebvre’s theories of space and the way I applied his theories and framework to this research project specifically. 
 
To begin with, Lefebvre’s famous book, The Production of Space, signals the rise of spatial turn, and many empirical works based on Lefebvrian theories were subsequently carried out. In his book, Lefebvre revolutionized the definition of space, which changed interest from space itself to its construction process. The fundamental assumption of Lefebvrian work is that “space is a social product” (Lefebvre, 1991). With this assumption, Lefebvrian theories shift the spatial study from “things in space” to the “actual production of space” (Merrifield, 2000: 172). Lefebvre’s work is significant in borrowing Marxist conception of production. Where Marx’s analyses of space differ from others is the materialization of power relations. For instance, Taylor and Spicer (2007) summarized how newly formulated space in the mid-19th century in the United Kingdom, factories were theorized by Marx as spaces for surveillance and control. Thus, Marxian perspective of space is more inclined to the ‘space as materialization of social relations’, as discussed in the previous section, which suggests it is still conceptualizing space as a separable dimension from organizations and the wider social world. Lefebvre’s theorization adopted Marxian theory of materialization of social relations but re-emphasized the importance of lived experience and time. Gottdiener (1993: 130) summarized that “space was both a material product of social relations (the concrete) and a manifestation of relations, a relation itself (the abstract)”. 

Hence both the concrete physicality and the abstract social constructions can be uncovered, based on Lefebvre’s theories. His work is attractive because he integrates various types of spaces into a comprehensive theoretical framework. Consequently, his unitary theory is potential to delve into the inner dynamics beyond the observable appearance (Prigge, 2008). That is, Lefebvre’s framework of space is helpful to integrate multiple relatively abstract concepts in social science, such as gender and power.  Perhaps just as Pedersen (2006: 184) endorsed, “the conceptualization of the production of space is driven by ambition to relate the abstract theory of power to concrete problematization of the mundane”. If adopting a Lefebvrian approach for organizational space, politics is perpetuated. Lefebvrian approach to space has the benefits of incorporating historical insights in spatial analysis. Production of Space, is itself an historical, philosophical, semiotic and Marxist work (Gottdiener, 1993). 

With the assumption that space is constantly shaped and moulded in history, new answers to new questions gradually emerged with the attention drawn to the historical perspective of space.  There has been some empirical research founded on Lefebvre’s theorization of space, for example, Stewart (1995) said that a more thorough understanding of politics in space is imperative. He perceived space as analogous to knowledge in that power is dispersed via space and legitimized by its location within space. This is because space is implicit in the development of any strategy or decision. Like Foucault’s understanding of power, Lefebvre also emphasized the importance of the human body in power. Lefebvre (1991) explored the history of human bodies to understand the nature of control. He argued that the abstract space is the logic of modern power, which implied “tacit agreement and connotative discourses”. These discourses and agreements would generate consensus and conventions about people’s behaviour. For example, how you should behave in a café or in a library differs dramatically and these divergent conventions have already been embedded in their space. However, from Foucault’s famous quote “where there is power, there is resistance” (Foucault, 1978: 95-96), the embedded discourses or consensus would encounter resistance simultaneously. Stewart (1995) argued that the ability to produce space rather than simply conceiving space enables the resistance. This understanding was based on Lefebvre’s theorization of space as a product of the human body, perception and conception, instead of as a physical imposition upon the body. 

Moreover, Lefebvre built his work around the inner dynamics of space by tracing how space is produced. For the reason that the space is viewed as a dynamic entity, the complexity of Lefebvre’s theories aims to bypass reductionism (Gottdiener, 1993). This critique on reductionism is a representation of the spatial turn in organization studies. The renaissance of Lefebvre’s theories also signals the emergence of spatial turn (Kipfer et al., 2008). One potential explanation for this trend might be Lefebvre’s work, especially The Production of Space, which systematically integrates different categories of space in a unitary framework, enabling the analysis of organizational space at different levels. Like other postmodern understandings, Lefebvre’s work challenges the idea that space is constituted as a void with various contents, instead, “social space is not a thing among other things…rather, it subsumes things produced. It is the outcome of past actions” (Lefebvre, 1991: 73). 

This quote represents the core of Lefebvre’s work in which the integrity of the framework is essential and signifies the historical imprints. Moreover, this approach also accords with the recursive view of organizational space, where the emphasis is moved to the process of how it emerges, evolves and transforms. Hernes, Bakken and Olsen (2006) argued that organizational space exists through the production and reproduction of employing the recursive view of organizations. Apart from the emphasis on political implications, Lefebvre’s work on space is more sophisticated if viewed as an overarching orientation. To start with, Lefebvre approached his spatial analysis from life-long projects of urbanization and how space evolved (Merrifield, 1993).  

A case in point, Löw (2006: 124) discovered that studying organizational space as a long-term project is a powerful tool to reveal “material and representational injustice”. As the shift towards a process view of organizational space, it is essential that the attention to “objects inside a space” should be changed in parallel to “actual production of space” (Merrifield, 1993: 523). This is because the production of space and the reproduction and transformation of society are inextricably connected, where participants are both objects and subjects whose thoughts and actions are involved in the production and evolution of organizational space (Pred, 1985). Consequently, the emphasis on studying organizational space moves to the evolution of production of space, where inhabitants’ interactions are also sources. In fact, Lefebvre synthesises his theories through the historical analysis of how spatial experience changed over time (Gieseking et al., 2014). Although the social conditions underpinning the changes are the focus, it also can be seen as historical research trying to uncover changes about how we experience space and time.  

[bookmark: _Hlk535119151]Additionally, while organizational space shapes actions and interactions, it is also reshaped by actions and interactions; in fact, once a space is produced, it can only be reproduced by actions and interactions. This is proposed by Lefebvre (1991: 85) as “space is at once a precondition and a result of social superstructures”. Organizational space does not exist independently in a society but is produced (Kipfer et al, 2008). This supposition indicates that understandings about a particular space are bounded by social reality and are only knowable in a specific social group or society. Under this recursive view and Lefebvrian approach, the primary objectives of studying organizational space becomes to explore how it has been (re)produced and whether any changes emerge during the production/reproduction process. This is achievable because it provides a chance to engage with ‘organizations and the processes of organizations’ in a way that is more intuitive than the ordinary approaches emphasising only one singular aspect (Watkins, 2005). At the same time, once space is produced, we are dealing with history. According to Lefebvre (1991), the reason is that space and time are social constructions constructed by multiple actors in specific time period. Hence it is questionable to assume space and time as pure, a priori concepts (Schmid, 2008).

However, it should be clarified that, apart from this critical reading, there are other readings that reflect different assumptions of space and society. Specifically, as relevant in the Lefebvrian tradition, Marxist readings and interpretations were popular and appeared to be dominant when Lefebvre and his theories first introduced organisation studies (Gottdiener, 1993). Before Lefebvre’s work was introduced to English-speaking academics, he was seen as a pioneer Marxist in urbanisation in France. It was since The Production of Space was translated and published that it attracted the attention of not only geographers but also social scientists in English-speaking countries. Yet, in the early stage, most of his work was interpreted widely in the Marxist tradition; that is, urbanisation and power in the city (Goonewardena et al., 2008). David Harvey and Edward Soja are two pioneers who applied Lefebvrie’s work to the organisational context with a Marxist focus. In his widely-cited paper, Harvey (1990) introduced the concept of space and time as social constructions, in which he referred to Lefebvre’s work (1974) and argued that constructions and reconstructions of space are the primary means for the survival of capitalism in the twentieth century. It is therefore clear that his research is Marxism-oriented inherently and, indeed, in this paper, Harvey (1990) explores the changing cultural and political dimensions of space through adopting a historical approach similar to the Lefebvrian approach. Under this trend, the readings of the Lefebvrian theories emphasise political and power relations as well social change. Taking the example of aesthetic study, Harvey (1990) was primarily interested in how different forms of space facilitate the processes of social changes. Here, the key phrase is ‘social change’, and the concept of space becomes a site in which social change is enacted or, put more simply, where social change becomes more observable. Following this tradition, many empirical studies have emerged, aiming to explore the political commitment of a specific space and what kind of space is promoted by specific social groups. Examples include urbanisation, the transformation of landscape in cities, and radical changes in space for society. 

Edward Soja adopted a different angle in applying Lefebvre’s theories, In the 1980s, he began to engage critically with wider social theories when applying Lefebvrian theories. He shifted his focus from the urban political economy to everyday life and lived space. His influential book, Postmodern Geographies, summarised how his reading of the Lefebvrian theories differed from that of others. Specifically, ‘he readily acknowledged Lefebvre’s continental philosophical heritage and political pedigree, noting a flexible, open, cautionary, eclectic Marxism influenced by Hegel’ (Goonewardena et al., 2008: 3). What this implied is a dramatic shift in research interest from a more overarching process to individualised experience, so many empirical researches on daily experience and encounters with space have emerged, apart from urbanisation. This was achieved through reasserting a spatialised ontology in space study, and Soja wrote at length, reflecting on the different ontologies of spatiality and tracing back how the Western philosophies intrinsically separated time from space (Soja, 1989). One of the implications of Soja’s work for this thesis is that I approached the conceptualisation of space by following a similar tradition. In section 2.1., I discussed how the accepted conceptualisations of space evolve and change at different times, and categorised three types of conceptualisations based on the fundamental ontologies of space. Therefore, one of the contributions of Soja’s work on Lefebvre is that space is no longer conceptualised by considering Marxist ontology, which opens up an opportunity for researchers in different philosophical positions to apply Lefebvrian theories.

This philosophical shift indeed leads to another trend in reading Lefebvrian theories, which was identified by Goonewardena et al. (2008) as the third constellation. The pioneers in this field are Kristin Ross and Andy Merrifield. Certain commonalities are shared by all. Paying attention to Lefebvre’s overall orientation and historical approach is the first similarity that they share; the second commonality is that they all try to avoid dogmatic readings of Lefebvre (Goonewardena et al. (2008). For instance, Ross (1998) introduced the feminist perspective into space study, which is missing from Lefebvre’s original works. Feminist research therefore is ‘fused organically’ with urban and spatial studies and enables more critical investigation (Goonewardena et al., 2008: 12). This is further illustrated and confirmed by Merrifield’s (1996) work, in which he used public space as the research object and analysed how different groups might be excluded from public space and how public space is designed for specific groups. Here, the excluded groups can be women, disabled people, or homeless people. What this opens up is the ability to think about experience in space. Thus, occupants are no longer seen as passive recipients who all experience space in the same way. On the contrary, each individual’s experience with space is unique and private in nature. The holistic view of experience in space is seen as inappropriate. 

Another important contribution that they strive to achieve is to treat Lefebvre’s theories as a departure (Goonewardena et al., 2008). This suggests a different pathway when applying Lefebvrian theories and what becomes essential is to incorporate different theories into the contemporary contexts beyond Lefebvre’s theories. In this vein, my thesis is also part of this third constellation of reading Lefebvre, in which the aim is not only about what Lefebvre said and did, but more about how I interpret and incorporate Lefebvrian theories into different theoretical frameworks and thoughts. Specifically, I emphasise historical orientation as well as process theory. This specific interpretive angle is probable because of the recognition of this trend, and it is through this third movement that it becomes possible to reach beyond Lefebvre and his philosophical position. What becomes more relevant to this thesis is that it makes it possible for me to re-conceptualise key concepts such as space, temporality, history etc. Merrifield (1993) worked on reconciling different assumptions of Lefebvrian theories through engaging with the ontological nature of space. In this paper, he suggested that the reading of Lefebvre’s theories, especially his triad, should be approached as capturing the moments of space, i.e. ‘phenomenological, perceptual and material’ (Merrifield, 1993: 527). Therefore, it is worth noticing that Lefebvre’s theories or triad are no longer seen as a unitary framework, but more like a philosophical orientation of how space should be conceptualised and approached.

It should be noted that different researchers interpret Lefebvrian theories, including his triad, in varying ways, which indeed suggests the dynamic of his theories on a practical level. As discussed in section 2.2, I interpret Dale and Burrell’s (2008) reading of organisational space as being more inclined to the materialisation of social and political power. This can be seen more clearly in their interpretations of Lefebvre’s triad. For instance, they defined lived space as ‘the social creation of space so that signs, images and symbols are made material’ (Dale and Burrell, 2008: 10) so, again, the materialisation of power is positioned in the essence of the analysis; for instance, they used examples like furniture as symbols of power and status, and family photographs in offices as resistance to power. All of these examples indicate their readings of space, especially the Lefebvrian analyses of space that are largely dominated by this material and power conceptualisation. Conceived space, also, is defined and interpreted in the same way, concentrated on power relations. In fact, Dale and Burrell (2008) characterised conceived as organised space. As noted in the first section of this chapter, conceptualising space as the materialisation of power relations only represents one possible option, and also suffers from an inherent limitation with regard to capturing the dynamics in the day-to-day experience in space. Also, it risks fall in the narrative that there is a definite causality between space and power relations. In the organisational context, power has been seen as constituted of spatial and material reality, while power is theorised as being exercised through spatial organisation. In most cases, spatial organisation means the organisation or management of physical space (Clegg and Kornberger, 2006). This falls under the assumption that space should be conceptualised as physical distance.

Here, Dale and Burrell’s work represents a more critical reading and interpretation of how space should be conceptualised and analysed. The emphasis is positioned on how social and material interplay in the production process of space. That is, what Dale and Burrell (2008: 8) focused on are two aspects of the materiality of space: ‘physicality’ and ‘imaginary’. In relation to this thesis, the first implication to consider is the reassertion of the importance of aesthetics in organisational space. Organisational aesthetics is relatively marginalised in organisation studies and indeed gradually becomes a new trend along with the spatial turn. Wasserman and Frenkel (2010), for instance, used Lefebvrian theories to stress the importance of organisational aesthetics in identity formation. A detailed discussion of this empirical case can be found in a later section. However, what I wish to emphasise at this point is that Dale and Burrell’s (2008) work also forms part of this reassertion of materiality in organisational studies. This reassertion offers the potential for understanding how organisational identity as well individual identity could be shaped and, although it is not the main focus of this thesis, identity is addressed as an essential pathway for future research. 

If we take a closer look at studies on aesthetics within organisations, it is fairly clear that most empirical studies on aesthetics assume that organisational space reflects the materialisation of power. To take another example, Van Marrewijk (2011) explored the aesthetic experiences of employees in a designed organisational space through an ethnographic approach. In this empirical study, he introduced the concept of servicescape in order to conceptualise aesthetic experience as consisting of environmental dimensions (such as noise and music), space design and furnishing, and sign and symbols. This conceptualisation is deeply-rooted in the tradition that spatial design influences the behaviour of consumers since consumers give meanings to symbols and spatial designs (Van Marrewijk, 2011). Here, employees are also seen as the consumers of organisational space and aesthetic experience are indeed transformed into something to consume and interpret. This also explains well why the research emphasis is placed on observable factors or physical arrangements. For instance, aesthetic evidence is collected and categorised into design proxemics, décor, and design gesture. On one hand, this research works as a good example showcasing the analytical potential of the assumption of Dale and Burrell (2008) and how conceptualising space as the materialisation of power can lead to a specific route for research, in which material and physical objects are emphasised. On the other hand, this also reflects the possible limitation associated with overlooking the lived experience of people. For instance, in this research, where employees are the research participants, there is little discussion of how they interpret and experience aesthetic space; instead, they are relatively passive and responsive to physical signs.
2.7. [bookmark: _Toc534732364]Theorizing organizational space: Lefebvre’s triad

Spatial triad is the most popular and widespread theoretical framework for scholars applying Lefebvre’s theories. It is a unitary framework that ties different conceptualizations of space together. Lefebvre defined his spatial triad thus: if something can be perceived, then semiotic abstraction can be conceived, and as a medium through which inhabitants can interact in that space (lived space) (Lefebvre, 1991; Gottdiener, 1993). Lefebvre’s development of this triad has proposed an alternative approach to organizational analysis that considers the mental, social and physical space in an integrated way. By employing this triad, it is possible to study organizational space as a condensation of the organization, and it is spatial triad that enables one to grasp the importance of space in organizations. Emphasized by Gottdiener (1993), this triad showcases the complexity of social space at all levels. The triad depicts the physicality of space, abstract social relations and experiences at the same time. Thus, social relations are spatial relations, vice versa. 

Though this triad is designed as triple relations, Lefebvre (1991) warned that it would lose all its force if perceived as an abstract model, i.e. as a model to separate and categorize space. Its explanatory power lies in its dynamics. In fact, all of Lefebvre’s theories aims to minimize reductionism and to destabilize understandings of space. Conceived-perceived-lived triad is derived from French phenomenology, and Lefebvre’s theorization of this triad is a development based on French phenomenologists, such as Bachelard and Merleau-Ponty. However, where Lefebvre’s triad differentiates is how he emphasized the process rather than the subjects, i.e. process of social production of conception, perception, and experience (Schmid, 2008). 

Since these concepts are central to my analysis, I will quote at length to define them: 

“Perceived space: Space has perceivable aspect that can be grasped by the senses. This perception constitutes an integral component of every social practice. It comprises everything that presents itself to the senses; not only seeing but hearing, smelling, touching, tasting. This sensuously perceptible aspect of space directly relates to the materiality of the ‘elements’ that constitutes space.

“Conceived space: Space cannot be perceived as such without having been conceived in thought previously. Bringing together the elements to form a ‘whole’ that is then considered or denoted as space presumes an act of thought that is linked to the production of knowledge.

“Lived space: This dimension denotes the world as it is experienced by human beings in the practice of their everyday life. On this point Lefebvre is unequivocal; the lived, practice does not let itself be exhausted through theoretical analysis.”  (Schmid, 2008: 39-40; Lefebvre, 1991)

From these definitions, even though this triad should not be approached as an abstract framework, it indeed sheds some light on how to analyse space, and many researchers have attempted to use the triad in empirical fields. For instance, Kingma (2008) applied Lefebvre’s triad in the study of a Dutch casino. The research claimed that the spatial strategy in casinos is one the central organizational and management strategies, where the definition of gambling as an entertainment as a discourse inherently influences the spatial strategy. 

In order to discover the social construction of gambling as entertainment, the spatial strategy was studied in the conceived, perceived and lived space. Conceived space represented the ways in which gambling was officially presented in public (i.e. advertising). Specifically, the discourse on the Dutch casino continuously promotes gambling as an entertainment. People may encounter the casino, as a perceived space, intuitively admire it and enter, or ignore it. Along with the definition of gambling differing in perceptions, the perceived space of the casino might change accordingly. For instance, it matters significantly how casinos are located in urban space. Lived space is the total engagement of gamblers, customers and casino personnel, and their interpretations of gambling and casinos in general. 

It is relatively clear that Lefebvre’s theoretical framework has the potential to achieve a comprehensive analysis of the complicated concept. For example, in this case, discourse of gambling is abstract and difficult to analyse its relationship with the organizational space, but by utilizing Lefebvre’s triad as a unitary model, it is possible to study both the spatial strategy and the construction of discourse as a process. Consequently, it is insufficient to study the present condition of the organizational space but necessary to trace back its evolution in history. In this case, Kingma analysed the spatial strategy of the casino as a process, and compared this with other casinos to build a macro-level of understanding of how spatial strategy evolved. The reason is that the discourse on gambling also gradually shifted, from illegal activity to an entertainment. Therefore, this case also proves that organizational space cannot be studied without the consideration of historical and temporal conditions. 

From the previous discussion about Lefebvre’s theoretical triad, it can be summarized that his approach is quite different from most current discussions on organizational spatial analysis. To be more specific, the focus of the analysis has been shifted from the single perspective to a more comprehensive level. According to Lefebvre (1991), space can be analysed in relation to conceived, perceived and lived space, and each of them are interlinking and connected. A case in point is Wasserman and Frenkel’s (2010) empirical work on aesthetics as part of the organizational culture of Israel’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  In their paper, they applied the conceived-perceived-lived triad to this building; aesthetics was therefore analysed on the conceived, perceived and lived space level. In this work, both the collection and analysis processes of the three dimensions are integrated. Perceived space was studied in the way that conceived space was translated into the physical space and everyday practices (movement, interpersonal interactions, body language and so on). As in lived space, aesthetics was both a control mechanism and a field of resistance enacted by perceived space. 

While the conceive-perceived-lived triad is used for this thesis and is therefore discussed at length, there is another version of Lefebvre’s triad. Lefebvre proposes another triad to amplify its explanatory power, which further demonstrates the dynamics of his triad. He suggested that space is a spatial practice (an externalized environment), a representation of space (a conceptual model used to direct practices), and a space of representation (the lived social relation of users to the environment). These two sets of triads are interconnected. If conceived-perceived-lived triad is enlightened by phenomenological literature, this triad is conceptual on the spatial level (Schmid, 2008). To be more specific, spatial practice embraces “production and reproduction, and the particular locations and spatial sets characteristics of each social formation”; representations of space are “tied to the relations of production and to the order which those relations impose, and hence to knowledge, to signs, to codes, and to frontal relations”; and representational spaces embody “complex symbolism, sometimes coded, sometimes not, linked to the clandestine or underground side of social life” (Lefebvre, 1991: 33; Beebe, Davis and Gleadle, 2012). Gieseking et al. (2014) suggested that spatial practices can be perceived in everyday actions and in everyday space; representations of space are how space is conceived by designers and architects and seeks to change the lives lived by people. From Lefebvre’s theorization of this triad, organizational space includes a multitude of intersections, and each pillar of his triad signifies and represents different modes of intersections. 

2.8. [bookmark: _Toc534732365]Applying Lefebvrian theories: Advantages and challenges

First, as Lefebvre stated (1991), his conceived-perceived-lived triad can offer a more insightful and richer analysis of organizations. But how this can be achieved?　Wasserman took this further by arguing (2011) that multiple levels of intersections can be unravelled if adopting the triad: conceived space centres on the architectural discourse and dissemination of architectural ideas; lived space emphasizes the meanings of the context from analysing interpretations; perceived space deals with the more concrete perspectives, like colour, shapes and the organization of space. Therefore, unlike other frameworks comprising only one type of spatial analysis, Lefebvre’s framework has the advantage of achieving a more comprehensive understanding. At the same time, this triad shares assumptions of Lefebvre’s theorization of space and organization in the way that researchers can become more attentive to the construction process and history of the research sites. On the one hand, conceived-perceived-lived space provides a better conceptualization of space as a process instead of a stable background. As I discussed in previous sections, this characteristic is what differentiates Lefebvre’s thoughts from others, and is what differentiates spatial turn from others. 

Apart from giving up the orthodox conceptualization of space, Lefebvre’s work also stressed that space is historical in its nature because it does not exist universally. Lefebvre (1991) argued that if space is produced, it is historical by all means. To be specific, space is not the end product of historical events; instead, Lefebvre stated that forces of production (labour, organization of labour, and technology and knowledge) and relations of production participate in the production and reproduction of space. For instance, Lefebvre (1991) illustrated that a change of space is realized through the changing mode of production and the characteristics of the relations of production. This implication is emphasized by Lefebvre as of the highest theoretical importance for the reason that, as the concept of production is historical, space should also be understood in an historical way. To be more specific, Lefebvre (1991: 48) suggested that the study of space should not be constrained by special moments but needed to be extended to global and the macro-level: “the modes of production as generalities covering specific societies with their particular histories and institutions”. Translating this into organizational world, what should be paid attention to is not only space or the history of the space itself, but also the history and evolution process of the wider social world. 

Lefebvre’s triad also reflects power and politics perspectives. For instance, Kingma (2008) added that while conceived space is relevant to power issues in an organization, lived space is particularly helpful for the analysis of alternative meanings of organizational space. The development is based on the attempt to uncover and unravel the complexities of the lived experience in an organizational space (Watkins, 2005). Wasserman (2011: 23), who linked Lefebvre’s triad to the organizational context, extended this, saying that conceived space is the “discourse of planning and conceptualisation of space by architects and managers”; perceived space is the architectural discourse transformed into artefacts and actions; lived space is the interpretations of the space. Lived space will be influenced by conceived and perceived space. Yet it should be highlighted that inhabitants of space always reserve a certain level of autonomy, and it is through lived space that resistance or appropriation emerge (Zhang and Spicer, 2008).

Nevertheless, challenges remain in applying Lefebvre’s triad and theories to organization studies. As in all other interdisciplinary studies, it is complicated to mingle two schools of thought with different foundations, in this case, geography and organization studies. This research aims to apply geographical theoretical tools to the organizational setting, the first challenge being whether geographical methodology is compatible with organization studies. This research is in an advantageous position because after 25 years’ development, the use of geographical theories in organization studies are now widely accepted. Lefebvre’s theorization of space indeed is one of the most popular trends in organizational studies. Nevertheless, though Lefebvre’s idea of ‘production of space’ has become the cornerstone for social geography and many empirical works support this view, it also faces criticism. The most widely cited critique is that Lefebvre failed to develop a comprehensive framework to the process of how space is produced. That is, while Lefebvre emphasized the importance of viewing the production of space as interwoven with social production, he ignored the methods of how to discover production of space from daily lived experiences (Unwin, 2000). 

I regard this incompletion of framework as an opportunity for researchers with different backgrounds and research interests. The conceived-perceived-lived triad is indeed a highly creative and dynamic approach, which is applicable to varying situations and settings. As I have mentioned, the explanatory power of the triad lies in its dynamics. Another general critique is related to Marxian thought – that Lefebvre minimized the power of subject and overstated the power of production of the social world (Stanek, 2008). My response to this is that in this thesis, I interpreted Lefebvre’s theories as guiding a switch of thought from conceptualizing organizational space as noun to verb, that is, from organizational space to spatialized experience and organization. Hence the solution can be introducing process theory as a philosophy to understand organizations and society; it is therefore possible to approach organizational space and experiences of people as interacted. On one hand, Lefebvre’s theories draw attention to the production process of space and experiences; on the other hand, process theory enables emphasizing the process of how people experience and interpret space and society. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732366]Chapter Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to explain the importance of conceptualizing organizational space as well as organizations as processes in history. I pursued this from three perspectives. I firstly differentiated assumptions of organizational space as process of experiences and interactions from the traditional entity assumption. I secondly approached organizational space from the angle of strong process view, that is, how underpinning assumptions of organizations could change ways of conceptualizing space. This then led my discussions towards historical turn and the risk of overlooking histories in organizations and society. Lefebvre’s theorization of space and his triad was the third part of this chapter. I analysed how Lefebvrian theories can be insightful to understand organizational space in history and indicated possible approaches to apply Lefebvrian thoughts to organization studies. All discussions in this chapter form a comprehensive review of relevant literatures to indicate different choices and pathways to study organizational space. 
















[bookmark: _Toc534732367]Chapter Three
Methodology and empirical case

[bookmark: _Toc534732368]Chapter Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and justify the methodological choice and research design of this thesis. In this chapter, the first task is to frame research questions based on reflections on discussions of relevant literature and identify possible research interests. The second section of this chapter addresses the philosophical choice underpinning this research, which both frame research questions and shape. I thirdly move to research design, which I define as a twin-track strategy. Within this section, I discuss how this twin-track strategy was constructed in Founder’s Building, how archival materials were collected, and how semi-structured interviews were conducted. The next section is about how empirical evidence was analysed. Like research design, a twin-track approach was applied to the analyses process as well. Then I offer a reflection on how I wrote this research reflexively. The key issue this section deals with is how to become a reflexive researcher. The final section of this chapter demonstrates ethical considerations and I reflect on some ethical dilemmas I encountered during research in Founder’s Building. 

3. [bookmark: _Toc514757808][bookmark: _Toc534732369]
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732370]Framing research questions

Before proceeding to reflections of methodological choices of this thesis, I want to restate research questions my research aims to deal with. This thesis is designed to answer the question how past is still present in organizational space, just as the title indicates. Yet this question can be disassembled into a list of further questions that enable understanding of this field. Specifically, the first specific questions I attempted to answer is how organization is spatialized and historicized. In the previous chapter, I reviewed different schools of thoughts and argued the risk of overlooking process view in terms of understanding organizations and space, thus when reflecting upon the empirical case, the first question to answer is whether it is plausible to theorize organizational space as becoming processes. The second question is how to study organizational space if conceptualizing organizations as spatialized processes. It should be noted that this is not just a question of the research method. What I planned to address was how to reconcile theories from differ disciplines, in this case, history, organization studies and geography. It is from potential reconciliation of these varying theoretical conceptualizations that it became clear how to study organizations and space under the influence of process theories. Once these two questions were answered, the next question was about the interrelationship of past, present and future for an organization. Though I address this question by focusing on organizational space, yet I do not conceptualize organizational space as a separate part of organization, instead, I pursue them as integrated and interrelated. These three questions gradually move attention from organizations to organizational space, and then return to organizations. Through answering these questions, what become explicit would be how past and present of organizational space are interacting if the past is always present. 

As already stated in the introductory chapter, this research is based on an empirical case, from which all empirical evidence was collected. Founder’s Building of Royal Holloway, University of London (RHUL) was the research site for my research. Founder’s Building is the main building of RHUL, previously known as Royal Holloway College (RHC). Detailed discussions of Founder’s Building will be presented in the later chapters where I analyse empirical evidence, but first I want to introduce some background to Founder’s Building and RHUL, as well as key themes showcasing different facets of Founder’s Building that are interwoven into the history of RHUL. 

RHC was founded by Thomas Holloway, a ‘Victorian’ financier, and Founder’s Building was the first building opened in 1886. It is situated in the south-west of Egham. Founder’s Building was designed by architect William Henry Crossland, under the supervision of Thomas Holloway, in the style of the Chateau de Chambord in the Loire Valley in France. The choice of the Gothic Revival style was determined after the architect travelled to and researched the Chateau de Chambord jointly with Thomas Holloway and his wife, Jane. RHUL to provide higher education only for women. It is recorded in the original College Rules and Regulations that ‘The College is founded by the advice of the Founder’s wife to afford the best education suitable for women of middle and upper classes’ (RHC/1/1/4, Archives, Royal Holloway, University of London, 1912)[footnoteRef:3]. This excerpt explains the fundamental nature of Founder’s Building as conceptualized as an educational space for women. Similar discussions were also present in Williams’ (1993), where he credited Jan Holloway, the wife of Thomas Holloway, with determining Founder’s Building as a women college exclusively. Thus, the first key theme of Founder’s Building was to be femininity. The meaning of femininity varies in different times, yet in the stage of early foundation, femininity represented ‘Victorian’ values and norms for women. Thorough discussions about ‘Victorian’ values and femininity will be found in Chapter Five, where I regard ‘Victorian’ as a discursive term. As mentioned, Founder’s Building was designed and built with the primary aim of attracting women students, hence the ‘Victorian’ style of furniture was feminine as is easy to observe. A study of the impression of Founder’s Building (Hamlett, 2006), noted that the light-coloured furnishings and delicate colour of the decoration and fittings in East Wing Common Room (Image 2) spoke of femininity. [3: In line with the conventions of archival history, here and hereafter I use the RHUL archive catalogue identifiers when referencing archive material.
] 
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Image 2: East Wing Common Room, 1928[footnoteRef:4] [4: RHC/PH/285/1, East Wing Common Room, 1928] 


Femininity embedded in Founder’s Building had more influential effects besides those easy-to-observe features. In the initial planning stage, Founder’s Building was designed as a self-contained community with varying amenities to be relatively self-sufficient. These considerations all reflect a ‘Victorian’ understanding of femininity that shaped collegial life of women students in RHC. This is partly due to the concern for their safety, which led to RHC being similar to a boarding school in terms (College archives website, 2015). RHC remained a women’s college until 1945, when the first male postgraduate was admitted. When the college became co-educational in all different courses (Royal Holloway Timeline, 2015) in 1965 and the first 101 male undergraduates arrived, they did not live in Founder’s Building but in Kingswood, some distance away.  

The idea of safety and protection underpinning the concept of ‘Victorian’ femininity led to another key characteristic of Founder’s Building: as an enclosed space it had to be multi-functional. This notion of multi-functionality is still present as a spatial legacy we inherited. Now, Founder’s Building is a base camp for students and staff that caters for various functions and services. At present, Founder’s Building accommodates some academic staff (from the Department of Politics and International Relations, Department of Classics and the School of Management), Picture Gallery, Chapel, Dining hall, Founder’s Library, and first year undergraduate students. If considering the main functions of these different spaces, little has changed. But apart from the functional perspectives, the way how the space is perceived and used has changed a little. In the Dining hall, for instance, food is now self-service, not served by maids; in the Library books are now borrowed via electronic devices, not hand-written cards. Such changed motivate the development or redesign of space. For example, senior students used to select their dinner partners from among first-year undergraduates at the beginning of the term. Similar traditions such as the afternoon tea party, Founder’s Garden party and daily Chapel service, have vanished now. The development of the space and the way the space is used mutually influence each other. 

Taken together this brief introduction of Founder’s Building and research questions listed, the specific questions to ask in this thesis are as follows: 

-How has Founder’s Building been historicized?
-How has RHUL has spatialized under the influence of Founder’s Building?
-How do the past, present and future of Founder’s Building and RHUL interact with each other Building of RHUL?

Before proceeding to types of empirical materials in need to answer these questions, I would like to first justify the rationale behind this selection of Founder’s Building as the empirical case; why and how Founder’s Building was a probable site to unravel these research interests and questions. In order to explore how organizations are spatialized and historicized, the choice of the empirical site should fulfil at least two requirements: one is that it is a relatively independent space within an organization; the other is that it has long history to retrospect the past and to study the present. Founder’s Building, the original building of RHUL, officially opened by Her Majesty Queen Victoria, was chosen as the empirical site primarily because it fulfilled these two requirements. And the college archive in RHUL, in which abundant textual and visual materials are available, was another inherent advantage 

Additionally, Founder’s Building was selected based on more sophisticated considerations. First of all, as the original building with the longest history, Founder’s Building has the incontestable advantage of comparing the past and the present. I am not suggesting that historical explorations of organizational space can only be achieved through studying buildings with a long history; even new buildings with a relatively short history can be worth investigating. However, as a thesis with a research interest in searching for the evolution process of organizational space, Founder’s Building Wass an advantageous choice. It is not only the building with the longest history in RHUL, it is also perceived as the iconic building. For instance, it is visually presented in every corner in the college: websites, gift shops, publicities, etc. By contrast, none of the other buildings have the same level of exposure. This has been reflected in the college archive: archival materials related to Founder’s Building are much more abundant, both in quantity and quality. As an iconic building, Founder’s Building is similar to a corporate headquarter and can be seen as the epitome of the evolution process of the organization: RHUL. Decker (2014) recognized that landmark buildings are powerful representations and signifiers for both individual and collective memories. Consequently, by choosing Founder’s Building as the empirical site, it was possible to trace and compare empirical material in different time periods – and possibly, to uncover what has been changed or retained. 

3.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732371]Phenomenology: A philosophical movement to lived experience 

This section aims to investigate the implications of the philosophical position I subscribed to during the research process and how this stance influenced the whole design and analysis of Founder’s Building case. To start with, the first task is to define my philosophical position, which is phenomenology. Defining phenomenology can be a complicated task; in the field of organization studies specifically, it has been conceptualized as a research method, a philosophical position and an analytical approach. In the case of Founder’s Building, I perceived phenomenology as more inclined to a specific type of philosophy, yet with the assumption that a phenomenological position would indeed affect the research method as well as analytical approaches. In Merleau-Ponty’s (1962) famous writing, Phenomenology of Perception, phenomenology was conceptualized as a philosophy with the aim of discovering the essences of phenomena through analysing core meanings of individual’s experience. A more straightforward definition of phenomenology is Grbich’s (2012): a method to discover meanings of experiences. Indeed, the heart of phenomenological study lies in interpretations. Gill (2014: 119) stressed that “interpretation is not a choice but an integral aspect of research” for any phenomenological research. Thus, the most implication for framing Founder’s Building as a phenomenological case study is that phenomenology makes salient the importance of experience and interpretations. This is congruent with my conceptualization of organizational space, which enables shifting the research focus from organizational space to experiences in organizational space. 

Finlay (2009) further elaborated that it is necessary to turn the research into a hermeneutic and interpretive perspective if investigating lived experience. Heidegger introduced this hermeneutic turn into phenomenology studies with the emphasis on interpretations as well as the historically and culturally shaped context (Gill, 2014). If applying this to Founder’s Building case, it is not difficult to see how this is consistent with the research objectives, that is, to uncover a phenomenon, how organizational space is historicized from interpreting conceptions, perceptions and experiences of Founder’s Building as socially constructed.  As a qualitative research method, besides emphasis on interpretation, phenomenological case study is also distinguished by its focus on ‘holistic treatment of phenomenon’. That is, in order to understand the phenomena, analysis of the wider contexts is necessary, such as temporal, spatial, historical, social, political and personal (Stake, 1995). This characteristic is congruent with the assumption of this research about organizational space as a socially and historically constructed existence. 

Moreover, phenomenology is essential to justify the decision of using Founder’s Building as a single case. A single case is often criticised, for instance, as argued by Hartley (2004), that it is a challenge to disentangle what is unique for the chosen case and what is common to other organizations. If considering the research question as specific phenomenon, the case of Founder’s Building is unique in a way that the phenomenon to be researched is idiosyncratic. This explains why a single case study is adopted: understanding other cases in a similar situation to Founder’s Building’s is neither the aim of this research nor the objective of a phenomenological case study. On the contrary, the individuality and subjectivity are primary. Just as Stake (1995: 16) summarized, in qualitative case study, “we seek greater understanding of the case. We want to appreciate the uniqueness and complexity of the case, its embeddedness and interaction with its context.” In reality, hermeneutics perceives prejudices or prior knowledge as an integral part of human understanding. The assumption behind this is that knowledge generated is time-bound and context-dependent; the causality is multiple and simultaneous shaping; the relationship between researchers and the participants is interactive and co-operative (Shankar and Patterson, 2001). In practice, phenomenologists believe that knowledge resides in “the way people interpret and make sense of the world”, which accentuates the ‘fluidity’ of knowledge, implying knowledge is constructed in interactions between researchers and the researched (Grbich, 2012: 8). Thus, it is assumed that realities are inseparable from interpretations of the researchers and the researched groups: that is, the boundary between researchers and the researched is ambiguous (Grbich, 2012).

In terms of how phenomenological philosophy shaped my research design, the concept of hermeneutics is helpful. Kafle (2013) argued that once turned into hermeneutics approach, phenomenological case studies then can only be apprehended through “stories we tell of experiences”. Therefore methodologically, reality was conceptualized as subjective dependent on divergent situations and choices in the case of Founder’s Building. The next question is how had this influenced my interpretations of Founder’s Building? First implication is that the design of research aimed to discover subjective experience of individuals or groups. For instance, from digging into personal reminiscences in the college archive or stories told during the interviewing process, it was possible to approach experiences or interpretations from the perspective of research participants. The second implication is that hermeneutic phenomenological case study is attentive to rich textual descriptions (Kafle, 2013). This is supported by the general trend of linguistic turn in social science. Alvesson and Kärreman (2000) said that linguistic turn is one of the profound trends in the social science and organization theories. 

The linguistic turn is not a new concept and is embedded widely in contemporary organizational studies. For example, Alvesson and Kärreman (2000: 137) argued that the debates on postmodernism has “brought the power, capacities and the complexities of language to the forefront of academic debate”.  All these share the similar assumption towards how organizational space and history should be understood and studied, influenced heavily by linguistic turn. Linguistic turn challenges the privilege of the “single and absolute representations of reality, both present and past” (Durepos, Mills and Weatherbee, 2012: 270). What this presupposition makes salient is that interpretive and phenomenological stances are privileged. The rationale behind linguistic turn is that it perceives the past as produced and manifested by people who study the history-historians; thus, historians’ ideological assumptions and methodological preferences would shape the history because the past cannot be restored and recaptured. History from this perspective always resides in the interpretations of the past (Jenkins, 1991). 

It is the linguistic turn that ties these different positions together. To be more specific, New Historicism, discussed in the previous chapter, is shaped by the linguistic turn that focuses on the functions of the text and literature (Colebrook, 1995). The emergence of linguistic turn is one of motivators for the rise of the New Historicism trend. They share the same interest in the language. Linguistic turn also influences the writing of the history as it reflects the emphasis of the language in society. As Wagner (2003) stressed, any historical textual evidence is not in positivist sense, but the contemporary interpretation. This indeed opens the third implication of phenomenological philosophy that historicity is one of the most fundamental concepts (Myers, 2016). This indicates how a hermeneutic phenomenological case study is ultimately an historical study. In considering Founder’s Building, this philosophical approach is the underpinning foundation to study its past as well as its present. Here, Wachterhauser (1986: 6) neatly elaborated the interrelationship between historicity and the hermeneutic approach just as the following: “Who we are is a function of the historical circumstances and community that we find ourselves in, the historical language we speak, the historically evolving habits and practice we appropriate, the temporally conditioned choices we make…In short, hermeneutics defends the ontological claim that human beings are their history.” 

Despite the potential of a hermeneutic phenomenological case study to bring an alternative and deeper insights to the study of phenomena in organization studies, nevertheless, only a relatively small number of researchers have adopted this philosophical approach. Therefore, the aim of this section has been to showcase the possibility of hermeneutic phenomenology to strengthen the conceptualizations of organizational space and historicism. The next section will concentrate on overall analytical strategy of empirical materials collected in Founder’s Building and RHUL, and how this philosophical choice influenced on it. 

3.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732372]Research design: A case study of Founder’s Building 

This section plans to articulate the way this case study was designed. The first aspect to highlight is that this case study of Founder’s Building should be approached from a historical perspective, for the reason specified in the previous chapter: that study of space is a study of history. In fact, one of the contributions of this thesis lies in the way the organizational space was conceptualized as a product of history and the social world in the case of Founder’s Building. This thesis therefore makes salient how Founder’s Building was conceptualized and experienced as becoming processes. Having clarified this, two types of empirical evidences were collected: empirical evidences depicting what happened in the history of Founder’s Building and RHUL and empirical evidences demonstrating how Founder’s Building is experienced in the present. Thus, archival material and interviewing were chosen as the collection methods. Lefebvre’s theoretical triad was introduced as a guidance to search for specific aspects. 

In the case of Founder’s Building, conceived space could be defined as the design and planning of the building, where the focus was the discourse of planning conceptualized by the architect and founder. Relevant evidence could be extracted from the original architect’s planning and reminiscences, and the founder’s reminiscence, which are in the archive. Moreover, as the design or planning of the space is an evolving process, interviewing with estate managers or others who make the decisions was going to be helpful. Perceived space would cover those concrete perspectives including colour, shapes and the organization of the space. The present perceived space could be easily observed while the historical perceived space could be discovered from photographs and descriptions in the archive. Though it should be noted that past perceived and conceived space also exists in the present and indeed various spatial legacies and traditions have been discovered. The possible interpretation to this can be explained by the integration of conceived, perceived and lived space, which was discussed in Chapter Two. Lived space in Founder’s Building would be personal interpretations and experiences of conceived and perceived space. Like perceived space, interpretations could be collected from interviews, whereas historical interpretations could be found in the archive, such as reminiscences, newspapers, minutes of meetings, etc. 

Though here I introduced conceived, perceived and lived space as separate, yet it should be clarified that both theoretically and empirically they are intermingled and impossible to separate. Here, Lefebvre’ triad worked as the first clue to initiate the searching for relevant materials. Another aspect should be underscored is that in the case of Founder’s Building, there is no specific moment of when the search for empirical evidence initiated. For instance, as a member of RHUL, my first impression of Founder’s Building formed a part of the research and influenced the following collection process. Although many of these can be impressionistic, they are valuable and have contributed to the research even before getting access to the site. 

Once collection of empirical materials started, identification of gatekeepers became the first task.  Due to the choice of the twin-track framework was deployed two types of gatekeepers were identified. For access to college archive, archivists were the gatekeepers. As specified, RHUL has its own college archive, which made the majority of the archival materials easily accessible. I established contact with the archivists through email correspondence first and then arranged a meeting with one of them. In that meeting, I discussed issues like the direction of my research, types of materials needed, and the potential length of research I would need in the archive. It should be noted that this was not a one-way communication. On the contrary, this pre-entry meeting with the archivist became a two-way communication, which helped establish the foundation of the research scope and coverage. In addition, I was reminded by the archivist that additional materials from outside archives might be relevant. This further helped me to understand the scope and range of the college archive as a whole. As for interviewing, identifying gatekeepers and establishing contacts were much more complicated because of the wide range of possible participants. I will further reflect in detail about gatekeepers I contacted in the section of interviewing, but generally speaking, for staff working in Founder’s Building, the strategy was to obtain permission from the managerial/supervisory staff. For student residents, I discussed permission issues with the administrative staff first and obtained consent from student participants directly. A detailed summary of empirical materials collected for this thesis is provided in Appendix 3, consisting of both interviewing and archival materials.  

In the next section, I will commence with the expansion of the research design into the specific strategy of collecting empirical evidence. This will then lead to the evaluation of various techniques and their contributions to this research. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732373]3.3.1. A twin-track approach 

Following from the justification of the methodological assumption as interpretive and research method as phenomenological case study, this section will highlight the specific approaches to the stage of collecting empirical evidence. Drawing on the previous discussion on implications of phenomenology on Founder’s Building, two approaches have identified as necessary for collecting empirical evidence: interviewing and archival been materials. Indeed, the originality of this research lies in the intersection between the past and present, in particular, how historical imprints had been inscribed on the present. On the methodological level, a twin-track strategy was introduced as the guiding approach to scrutinize Founder’s Building case and discover empirical evidence. I collected two types of empirical materials, which were archival materials and interviewing materials. Here archival materials were collected to uncover how meanings around the Founder’s Building were constructed over time; interviewing evidence attempted to discover how current residents interact with the constructed meanings of Founder’s Building. Before moving towards detailed discussions of how archival and interviewing evidence were discovered, the point to highlight now is the meaning of twin-track approach and the implications it had on influencing methodological choices. This twin-track approach is brought forward to respond to the limitations of empirical studies that focus only on archival material in the field of history studies or interviewing material in the field of organizational space. Therefore, this approach extends the range of research methods for historians and organizational researchers. 

To start with, calling it a ‘twin-track’ is not to say that the archive work and interviewing are two standalone components, instead, they are mutually constituted. Although this research was designed initially in a way that the collection of archival materials would inspire the questions for the interviewing, with the expectation that reading interviewing transcripts would also lead to new themes to discover in the college archive. Therefore, we can see that ‘iterative’ is the first key word of this twin-track strategy. Unlike a traditional linear process, this twin-track resembled more of a recursive loop and multiple evidence existed empirically in terms of this twin-track approach. A case in point, I did not notice the information about toilet, shower or bath facilities when I read archival documents, but after I heard some complaints about the toilets’ inconvenient location during the interviewing process, I went back to the college archive and found relevant writings about the use of hot water in the bathroom in the 1930s, which was an interesting point for comparison with the present situation. Conversely, archival work also shaped interviewing, functioning as the basis for the design of interviewing questions. The other key word is ‘twin’, which indicates the nature of this strategy. As a twin-track, each track of this approach should be equally important and relevant, because what ‘twin’ implies is two things are similar and connected. If ‘iterative’ is seen as the key word denoting how archival and interviewing materials could be connected, ‘twin’ is the key word demonstrating the importance to attribute same weight to both archival and interviewing evidence. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732374]3.3.2. Archival material

Archive research is regarded as the bread and butter in the field of historical studies, like laboratory experience for the physical scientists (King, 2012). More importantly, most historians believe that historical study is to find traces in the past, which can be discovered from archives. (Freshwater, 2003; Moore, 2010). Archives are ideal places for researchers. Moore (2010: 263) provided a definition for an archive as “a repository, a place in which materials of historical interest or social significance are stored, presented and ordered”. For historians, epistemological concerns concentrate on the level of the status of evidence and treatment of time (Rowlinson, Hassard and Decker, 2014). Different school of historical thought perceive these in various ways. As compared in Chapter Two, Historicism and New Historicism represent two different assumptions and approaches of these epistemological choices. This thesis was designed and approached based on the understanding of history and the past in the school of New Historicism. In social science disciplines, historical archives also attract growing interest with the rise of historical contextualization theory, especially the New Historicism. However, in the field of organizational studies, archives are extremely under-utilized as a source of empirical materials (Rowlinson, Hassard and Decker, 2014). Although textual and visual materials have long been recognized as part and parcel of organization studies, little empirical and theoretical studies had ever implicitly touched upon how to use archival materials once placed in archives. For this reason, one of the original methodological contributions that this thesis strives to achieve is to incorporate this type of under-utilized material into this study of organizations, and organizational space in particular.

In the case of Founder’s Building, as the original building of RHUL, the documented archival materials are relatively complete and comprehensive. The earliest relevant document can be dated back to 1887 before the official opening of RHUL; therefore, the amount of the material available can be overwhelming. Unlike other methods, it is unrealistic to specify the population or sampling strategy for the archive. Indeed, as an interpretivist with a phenomenological perspective, I believe that the quality of the material is more important than the quantity. In this case, the aim was to discover organizational space as a continuing process, which meant that coverage of empirical materials would be a criterion for assessing the quality of them. The coverage ranged from the early conception stage before the official opening of Founder’s Building to the latest opening of Founder’s Court, which totally transformed the configuration of Founder’s Building. It should be clarified that most of these materials were collected from the college archive except for the latest developments, which are too up-to-date to have yet been stored in the college archive; therefore, I collected related publicity materials, both print and online. Detailed time periods that I investigated can be found in the following table that briefly summarized the key moments that shaped and influenced Founder’s Building and RHUL.

	Historical moments/transitions
	

	The foundation of Founder’s Building before the opening of RHUL (The first brick was laid in 1879)
	1. The foundation process is important to understand the conceived space including the dominant architectural discourse and stakeholders’ viewpoints
2. Social norms and values of women education and colleges

	The first 28 RHUL students enrolled in 1887
	1. The collection of the first 28 students’ lived experience also functions as one comparative standard for lived space. 

	RHUL in WW1 and WW2
	1. These are periods with dramatic changes not only for the students/staff living in the Founder’s Building, but also for general society

	The first male student (postgraduate) in 1945 in RHUL
	1. This indicates the ‘invasion’ of men in a women space
2. Spatial changes on all levels: conceived space (e.g. newly built space for men); perceived space and lived space

	RHUL became fully co-educational in 1965
	1. The female ethos of RHUL continued to fade away: contradictions between the conceived space and lived space?

	Sale of ‘Victorian’ furniture and refurbishment of student rooms in 2012 
	1. Attitudes towards the history?

	Opening of Founder’s Court and Emily Davison building 
	1. Spatial legacy of Founder’s Building and ‘Victorian’ ethos: a return to ‘Victorian’?



Table 1. Timeline of RHUL: Important moments in Founder’s Building

The first round of archival visits lasted for 6 months before interviewing started; during this stage, my focus was on familiarizing myself with Founder’s Building and RHUL. This could be defined as an immersion stage, during which I read broadly and extensively. In this stage, only a large quantity of materials discovered and analysed could lead to sufficient immersion with empirical materials. The aim of the immersion stage was to familiarize myself with the range and depth of the relevant empirical materials available in the college archive as well as preparing to move to the next stage, selection and scanning, in which I focused on specific areas that were relevant and meaningful to answer research questions. What was important about these areas was that they became themes for interviewing questions in the later stage. Once finished the stage of selection and scanning, I moved to the next stage, inspection. I define this inspection stage as a complementary process, which included searching for additional empirical evidence emerging from selection and scanning. Just to use an example to illustrate how this worked, I identified that the evolving definition of femininity was closely related to how people interact with Founder’s Building, and during reading reminiscences, a new key word, ‘blue-stocking’, (an academic or intellectual woman), emerged. Consequently, ‘blue-stocking’ then became the theme for the inspection stage, during which I searched the college archive to discover relevant materials. The second round of archive visits happened after the analysis of the interviewing materials, this round concentrating on new areas of interest that emerged from the interviewing process.

During the two rounds of intensive and regular archival visits, I discovered that visual materials constituted a considerable part of the empirical materials. This was because this is a study of space, and visual materials are essential to explain and to justify. And this is an increasingly visually orientated world, “the visual media and materials have come to penetrate all manner of communication” (Parker, 2009: 2). According to Buchanan (2001: 256), visual materials have the potential to “allow the direct access to phenomena of interest, as they occur”. Thus, visual materials discovered in the college archive added more richness to my research – as did visual materials collected outside the archive. Visual method is a research approach using images in different ways including drawing, photography, video, and Internet pages (Warren, 2009). During the visits to the college archive, abundant visual materials, including photographs and drawings, were discovered. Hence it was much more straightforward for me, as a researcher, to identify the traces or imprints of the past on the present of Founder’s Building. Visual materials (a recognized research method (Warren, 2009)) collected outside the college archive included photographs I took myself, Internet pages and printed publicities.

[bookmark: _Toc534732375]3.3.3. Semi-structured interviewing 

Semi-structured interviewing is a widely applied technique for collecting empirical evidence in any phenomenological case study. Merriam and Tisdell (2015) argued that interviewing is the most appropriate strategy to observe behaviours, feelings and how people make sense of the context. This is congruent with the objective of this thesis to investigate how people interact and make sense of Founder’s Building. Semi-structured interviewing was chosen as the other track within this twin-track approach. Semi-structured interviewing is depicted as outlining topics and themes without the exact sequence and wording (Eriksson and Kovalainen, 2008). Both sequence and wording varying in the process of interviewing, which enables active interaction. This interaction is what differentiates the qualitative semi-structured interviewing from traditional structured interviewing. Just as Bryman and Cassell (2006) wrote, interviewing is not a static, but an active and dynamic process where the meanings are co-constructed by both the interviewers and the interviewees. Semi-structured interviewing, therefore, has the advantage of positioning interviewing as an interaction construction between interviewers and interviewees (Cassell, 2009). This is in accord with my stance as an interpretive researcher. Given the significance of the dynamic nature, the interviewing is shaped by both interviewer and interviewees, who will be influenced by where and who conducts the interviews (Manderson, Bennett and Andajani-Sutjahjo, 2006) – the concept of reflexivity, which I will return to in later sections. 

The following section is structured as: selection of interview participants; location of the interviewing; and potential interviewing questions. 

Different strategies can be applied to the selection of interviewees. The most appropriate strategy is determined jointly by the research question, sampling strategy, and types of information needed (Cassell, 2009). Considering this study as a phenomenological case study, as Sanders (1982) stressed, quantity of participants should be not confused with quality. That is, knowing how to engage with a relatively small number of participants with in-depth probing is more essential. In reality, too many participants can be overwhelming. Thus, a large sample strategy aiming at generalization or representativeness is not the objective of this study. This study, in particular, is based on the strategy suggested by Cassell (2009), who emphasized interviewees should be chosen on the basis that they are informants; and by choosing informants from different perspectives, it is possible to reveal details of aspects of interest. 

The selection of aspects of interest in Founder’s Building case were shaped by the first round of discovery in the college archive. For instance, the choice of the Chapel as a space to focus on is since archival records clearly showed the unfolding of its position in the RHUL, and its functions. The Picture Gallery was another example: both its function and the physical layout had changed dramatically compared to its original purpose. 

Table 2 vividly shows the potential of the twin-track framework, by which it becomes possible to identify potential interviewing participants. The past-present column reviews the linkage between the archival work and the interviewing. The strategy for selecting interviewing participants was influenced by preliminary findings in the college archive. From Table 2, the choice of informants covered most types of people residing or working in Founder’s Building, yet there was one type of informant that I endeavoured to contact and interview, but my overtures were declined. I had hoped to interview catering staff and cleaners, roughly the equivalent of the maids and servants of the past – about whom there were plenty of documents in the archive. For whatever reason this did not happen. The total number of interview participants is 47: 28 of them are academic staff and 8 of are administrative staff who worked in Founder’s Building; 11 of them are students who resided in Founder’s Building. Duration of each interview varied albeit the majority lasted between 40 minutes and one hour. 


	Past [Archival evidence available]
	Present [Present users/Interviewing participants]

	Academic staff
	Academic staff

	Library staff
	Library staff

	Chapel staff
	Chapel staff

	Picture Gallery staff
	Picture Gallery staff

	The Founder, the architect and other stakeholders
	Estate directors

	Student/staff residents
	Student residents



Table 2. A twin-track framework guiding the selection of interviewing participates


Before moving to the design of interviewing questions, it is necessary to clarify locations for interviewing, for two reasons. The first generic: as Manderson, Bennett and Andajani-Sutjahjo (2006) put it, interviewing is an interactive encounter influenced by the social context. Not only the choice of location, the condition of the location can also impact, like the noise level can discourage personal/intimate narrative. Sin (2003) argued that the choice of interviewing location also represents the power relationship between the interviewees and interviewers. For instance, choice of location made by the interviewer possibly gives the interviewer an advantage over the interviewees. The second reason is more relevant for this case: the location or space is a critical concept for this study. Give this significance, for interviewees with their office located in Founder’s Building, all interviewing happened in their office, the interviewing location becoming both a contextual background for interviewing and part of the empirical evidence itself. Also, by being in the very space the interviewees encounter every day, it appeared to be easier for them to make sense of it and recall related experiences. As for student residents, most interviews took place in the café located in Founder’s Building, but for some I actually sat on the floor in their corridors. I guess the reason behind these interviewing participants preferring their corridors for being interviewed is that they perceived and experienced the Founder’s Building corridors as public social spaces, just like the café. During interviewing, I was show how corridors became a social space for them, where they could play games, have conversations, and hold small parties. These elements would be missing if interviewing had not happened in this context. 

Having specified different locations for the interviewing process, attention is now drawn to the design of interviewing questions. A complete list of guiding interviewing questions can be found in the Appendix. However, both Table 1 and Table 2 have demonstrated how closely interrelated the archival and interviewing evidence are. In fact, the interviewing questions were designed based on the archival findings as well as relevant literature insights. As for the format of the questions, both ‘what’ and ‘why’ questions were asked for this semi-structured interviewing. Also, the objective of the semi-structured interviewing was not yes/no answers but descriptions of “an episode, a linkage, and an explanation” (Cassell, 2009: 231). Therefore, the guideline for formulating questions was to allow flexibility, with effective probes. The ultimate aim was to evoke good personal reflections and experiences (Stake, 1995). In brief, interviewing questions consisted of four sections: biographical questions to identify background information on participants; their general impressions of Founder’s Building; encounters with their personal space within Founder’s Building; and reflections on Founder’s Building as a historic space. It should be re-emphasized that the interviewing questions asked differed for staff and students because of the divergent nature of their experience in Founder’s Building, yet the general themes were more or less the same. What should be remembered is that these questions only acted as a general guideline; the actual wording of the questions or the sequence varied in interviewing situations. Before initiating interviews with participants, I had pilot interviews in order to finalize my question lists; as Stake (1995) argued, piloting is an essential process to adjust the wording, tailoring the format, and determining the style of the interviewing.

3.4. [bookmark: _Toc534732376]Reflexive twin-track framework: An overall analytical strategy

It was argued by Stake (1995: 71) that “there is no particular moment when data analysis begins. Analysis is a matter of giving meaning to first impression as well as to final compilations”. What this stressed on is how analyses of empirical evidence in qualitative research could be unstructured, subjective as well as iterative. In the case of Founder’s Building, though it was my intention to study organizational space in the first place, which was partly derived from previous studies in office space for my Master dissertation, my first encounter and impression of Founder’s Building indeed strengthened this intention and formed the foundation for analysis thereafter. Right before I made the decision to study organizational space and Founder’s Building, my first impressions of Founder’s Building were how impressive it was and how impossible to overlook it. Hence these impressions and feelings led to my decision to choose Founder’s Building because it was just too prominent and attractive for me as a researcher. I have to acknowledge that the choice of Founder’s Building as the case was partly by chance, and if I were in a different institution, it would be unlikely that I would have chosen it.  Nevertheless, this randomness does not diminish the potential of Founder’s Building to understand organizational space in a study of past and present of space. 

Indeed, analysis commenced long before the choice of Founder’s Building as the research site. This meant that it would be difficult to disentangle the collection and analysis stages of empirical evidence. For this reason, though I wrote collection and analysis of empirical materials as two separate sections, they are indeed closely linked with each other. This section unfolds as follows. I start with some discussions of overall analytical strategy to set the scene for my analytical approach to Founder’s Building, and then offer a detailed discussion of how archival materials collected in this thesis had been analysed; I then turn to the interviewing materials, i.e. how I analysed the interview transcripts. 

An overall analytical strategy deals with not only how to analyse Founder’s Building case as an integrated existence, but also sheds light on specific analytical choices made for both archival and interviewing evidence. To start with, as discussed in the previous section on the philosophical stance I embraced in this thesis, empirical material was analysed in an interpretive way with the assumption analyses were subjective and value-laden. Interpretation was integral to analytical strategy and as basis for knowledge creation. This guideline was applied to analysis of both archival and interviewing material. Though I separated analyses of archival and interviewing material into two sections, during the actual analyses process they were closely mingled. Both archival and interviewing material was approached and analysed as socially constructed products. One difference of this twin-track method is that I did not assume that historical empirical evidence is subordinate to current empirical evidence or only as supplementary: they are treated as parallel, with equal importance.

[bookmark: _Toc534732377]3.4.1. Analytical approach of archival materials

Archival materials have their specific characteristics that require different techniques to analyse. Freshwater (2003) discovered that studies based on archives were shaped by traditional positivism orientation for a long time; for instance, Leopold von Ranke, the most influential historian, has shaped understandings of historical research and his principles of historical investigations have had an enduring effect: objectivity of the historian, close analysis of archives. Based on these principles, until the 1950s, archives were conceptualized as objective, plausible and authentic representations of the past. However, this position has been questioned since the linguistic turn emerged in the 1970s; moreover, along with the rising influence of Foucault’s work on archaeology of knowledge, archives were gradually seen as “a locus of power/knowledge”. This is supported by Mills and Mills (2017: 343), who differentiated between “pragmatic and Foucauldian archives”. Decker (2013) suggested that archives should be “the law of what can be said” rather than the constellations of historical evidence. Since Foucault’s work, it becomes routine to study the governing forces/discourse behind the production, collection, selection and arrangement of the archive. And none of these processes is value-free or truly transparent. (King, 2012; Moore, 2010; Huvila, 2008). Therefore, the archival study turns to the temporal and political activities, requiring researchers to look beyond the mere existence of the available materials and link them to wider context and forces. For instance, Hamilton, Harris and Reid (2012: 9) emphasized that analysis of archival materials should go beyond just the materials themselves and extend investigations to “conditions and circumstances of preservation of materials, the exclusion of materials from the record, as well as attention to the relations of power underpinning such inclusions and exclusions”.  

Assumption behind this belief is that archival materials are not self-evident but are subject to personal interpretations of researchers and archivists. Therefore, readings of any archival material should be based on the extrapolation from existed materials, as suggested by Freshwater (2003: 739), “any reading of its contents will necessarily be a reinterpretation”. This understanding is supported by Hanlon (2001), who emphasized how historical records could reflect and reproduce social relations at a certain time. As Schwartz and Cook (2002: 1) depicted, “archives have always been about power... Archives have the power to privilege and to marginalise. They can be a tool of hegemony; they can be a tool of resistance.” Thus, understanding of archives has been shifted from description of past to site where power relations are intertwined. 

As a researcher with an interpretive orientation, this was my guideline to analyse the archival evidence. In fact, this supposition is congruent with the theoretical framework of this research: spatial configurations are condensations of social relations and interactions. During the analytical process, the first thing to be clarified is that I conceptualized RHUL college archive as a site where different power players exerted influence. On this understanding, during my analyses of archival materials in Founder’s Building, I started to gather information about how the college archive in RHUL is organized and procedures of record keeping by discussing with archivists. I obtained a document written by a previous archivist about the history and timeline of the RHUL archive, which summarized the aim and development of it. Another point that I paid attention to was the importance to acknowledge archivists’ influential power yielded on archival materials I collected and analysed. This was realized through the choice of what to record and what to discard (Decker, 2013). In this way, the archival records are not perceived as objective, but have been selected and organized based on pre-existing rules or individual interpretations about the value of the content of the materials. Hanlon (2001: 14)  further emphasized that archival records “provide a useful additional lens for viewing what does remain and what does survive, illuminating earlier phases of place making and of economic and social restructuring”. This understanding corresponds with Schmid’s conceptualization of space and time. Schmid (2009) argued that space and time are socially produced in the context of a specific social world. Space and time are historical inherently that calls for analysis of social relations, power and conflicts. Only by firstly conceptualizing archival materials as social products would it possible to approach space and time as social and historical production. 

Archival materials collected for Founder’s Building case could be categorized as textual and visual materials. Textual materials ranged from newspaper clippings to reminiscences of alumni and previous employees; from personal diaries to prospectuses for prospective students; from architect’s design plans to college regulations. Though they functioned in different ways and explained divergent perspectives of Founder’s Building, the analytical approach shared a similar assumption that they should be approached as subjective to interpretations. Here, I want to use reminiscence of alumni and employees as a case to demonstrate how I analysed textual materials in this thesis. Reminiscences can be defined differently with different emphases.  Cohen and Taylor (1998: 602) discovered that definitions of reminiscence could focus on process; others such as Parker (1995) defined reminiscence as a “selective process in which memories are evoked and reconstructed”; yet others such as Watt (1991), focused on content, defining it as “‘personal memories of a distant past: long term memories of events in which reminiscer “is either a participant or an observer”. What this shed light on my analytical approach to archival materials were that I paid attention not only to the content of reminiscences, but also processes of how they were created and communicated. 

In this research, the case of Founder’s Building in RHUL, reminiscences available in the college archive were created and collected in the 1980s by Caroline Bingham.  An alumna of RHUL, she collected reminiscences of alumni and people who had worked in RHUL to write a centenary book for RHUL, depicting life in RHUL in different times (Bingham, 1987). During this process, she identified possible alumni and previous employees and wrote invitation letters to them specifying her purpose. Reminiscences used in this thesis therefore demonstrate how people recalled their personal experience and life in Founder’s Building and RHUL. During the analysis process, reminiscences were not taken at face value, since they were created for a specific purpose, but more importantly, in the knowledge that people tended to wear rose-coloured glasses when they recall their past. This was particularly relevant to this thesis because most alumni were elderly when they wrote their reminiscences, and it is believed that elderly alumni tend to rate their memories more positively than current students (Singer, Rexhaj and Baddeley, 2007).  

However, I am not suggesting that this will make these materials less reliable or untrustworthy, but as a reflexive researcher I realize that all materials are collected and stored for specific purposes. Where my interpretation and analysis differ from other research is that I not only wanted to address the content of materials, but also to demonstrate the production process of these materials; this is also part of the analytical strategy of this reflexive research. This strategy was applied to other textual materials as well as the abundant visual materials – photographs and drawings – in the archive.  It was straightforward for me, as a researcher, to identify the traces or imprints of the past by linking the visual materials in the college archive with the present status of Founder’s Building. Like the textual materials, visual materials were treated as value-laden. As an interpretive researcher, I contend that photographs are not necessarily value-free or objective entities, but subject to varying or contradictory interpretations. Rose (2000) studied the evolving assumptions historians and archivists make towards photographs and argued that assumptions shifted from the “photographs never lie” to “photographs serve interests”. As a result, visual materials should be treated as “prisms that refract what can be seen in a quite particular way”.
Hence, I approached visual materials as having been constructed by multiple perspectives and interpretations from varying angles. As a researcher, it is necessary to accept the fact that the meanings of photographs are lost once entered the archives. The actual context of the making process and the actual purpose/use of the photograph are lacking (Rose, 2000). Parker (2009) provided some of limitations of photographs: information on what the photographers were trying to convey is usually missing information; and what was discarded and why? In order to understand the problems associated with photographs from the researcher’s point of, Banks and Zeitlyn (2015: 114) suggested several questions to ask when analysing a photograph: photographs, “why does it exist?”, “who created it?” and “what does it attempt to represent?”. In order to analyse visual materials critically, it is essential to accept that they are not objective and value-free. Schwartz (2000: 2) stated that critical writing about photography should form a “constellation of technologically, culturally, and socially constructed practices”. All of this is addressed in later discussion of how I have approached empirical material reflexively in the case of Founder’s Building. For now, as an example of the limitation of photographs in RHUL’s archive, there is nothing showing the bedrooms of early students. For 60 years in Founder’s Building, during which only female students resided there, every student had both her own bedroom and separate study. There are photographs of studies, but not one of a bedrooms. This can be interpreted as an absence of empirical material, but if taking social influence into account, it can be interpreted that photographing a young woman’s bedroom would have been considered an intrusion into an enclosed, protected and feminine space.

[bookmark: _Toc534732378]3.4.2. Analytical approach of interviewing material

Semi-structured interviewing conducted in this thesis was designed to allow users of Founder’s Building to express their feelings and experience in and about it. Guidelines for analysing interview material were inspired by Denzin’s (2001) writing on how to analyse interview material for phenomenological case studies. In his writing (2005: 25), what I found particularly useful for my methodological approach, is how he framed interviewing as “not a mirror of so-called external world, nor it is a window into the inner life of the person. The interview is a simulacrum a perfectly miniature and coherent world in its own right”. This suggests that interviewing information is contextual, active and situated, which is co-created by both the interviewees and interviewers. 

Like analysing archival material, analysing interviewing material should be coherent to fundamental methodological assumptions. In previous sections of this chapter, I have discussed the philosophical assumption I subscribed to, that phenomenological philosophy regards interpretation as the heart of knowledge. That is, interpretation should not be optional but should be perceived as an integral part of research and knowledge creation. Therefore, the focus of analytical approach for interviewing was also placed on interpretation. Since the emphasis of analysing was shifted from content to interpretation, the coding process differentiated from the traditional style. I used NVivo software as the initial platform to log and store all interviewing transcripts, the reason for using this software being that it enabled both systematic and creative coding. Also, it was more approachable for constant access and safer to store empirical evidence. However, the actual coding appeared to be less systematic and was messy in some way. I logged transcripts as soon as I finished interviewing in order to transcribe them with a fresh memory. During the process, I categorized transcripts by naming them after staff’s job titles or the subject that students studied to maintain anonymity right from the beginning. 

Once all transcription was finished, I started the first round of coding in a more systematic way on four themes: biographical information, three others relating directly to Founder’s Building: impressions, encounters, and reflections on historical space. The emphasis of the first round of analysis lay in searching for recurring expressions and descriptions, which led to new and more specific themes for further exploration. I want to re-emphasise the nature of this research was a twin-track study, which indicated that during the process of analysing interviews and analysing archival material happened simultaneously. New themes that emerged from the interviews were not from interviewing material only, but also co-created by archival material. Hence, I also added archival material into Nvivo with the aim of find overlapping areas or disparities. My analytical strategy of interviewing material should be seen as a creation of both archival and interviewing material, united by the general theme that I listed above – a natural product of the design process of this twin-track framework. 

As demonstrated in the previous section, I designed themes or areas of interest for archival material discovery and interviewing questions as mutually constitutive, which led to the analytical strategy of them being woven together. Having clarified their integrated relationship, it become clearer why coding and exploration of themes were messy. Consequently, the second round of analysis of the interviewing material emphasized synthesizing material found in RHUL’s archive and the interviewing transcripts. After familiarization with, and immersion in, both types of empirical evidence, I developed three themes for exploration, which were ‘personal encounter with Founder’s Building’, ‘Founder’s Building as a “Victorian” space’ and ‘Founder’s Building as an historic space’. As later chapters discussing empirical findings will show, these three newly generated themes that formed the foundation for empirical findings of Founder’s Building. 

Unlike regarding interview transcripts as resource reflecting the reality, Seale (1998) argued that interviewing should be treated as topics constructed by both parties. In this way, transcripts from interviews cannot be used without caution. This is congruent with the nature of this research as reflexive research. Definition and detailed discussions of reflexivity can be found in a later section. For now, I want to highlight the interpretation process that emerged from the analytical stage. Interpretation was framed as bi-directional, that is, as a researcher, I was not the only person who was entitled to interpret. What this reflexive framework enabled as well as encouraged was a two-way interpretation process. What this suggested in the case of Founder’s Building was that knowledge created from interviewing material should be a co-product of participants and researcher. I discuss how to analyse interviewing material reflexively in a later section on reflexivity, but here I want to highlight how I interpreted interviewing material reflexively by giving an example from the empirical case. The example arose when I asked interviewees about their feelings and experience in Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ space. During interviewing, instead of asking participants questions based on my definition of ‘Victorian’, I chose to ask them to define their understanding of ‘Victorian’, and further, to clarify their personal definitions by asking for detailed descriptions and examples. This process on one hand indicated how conducting interviews was reflexive, and on the other hand enabled analysis of the interviewing material reflexively. 

3.5. [bookmark: _Toc534732379]Ethical considerations: Being an insider and outsider

Reflections on the ethical considerations is unavoidable for any researcher, especially for with an interpretive orientation. As a researcher who needs to interact with people, the personal involvement will affect the findings inevitably (Van Maanen, 2011; Silverman, 2007). However, as the ethical considerations are closely linked with the personal reflections and disseminates in every corner of the research, it is rather difficult to manage without some systemic guidelines. Here I applied the categorisation created by Guillemin and Gillam (2004: 262), who categorised the ethical issues in a research as procedural ethics and “ethics in practice”. They defined procedural ethics as processes required before entering the field, including seeking approval from committee and obtaining consent from participants; ‘ethics in practice’, on the other hand, cover every perspective in the daily conduct of the research, from storage of evidence to building rapport. Unlike the procedural ethics having much mature standards and guidelines, “ethics in practice” is more related to the dynamics between researchers and the participants.  Therefore, Guillemin and Gillam (2004) provided one potential solution: reflexivity is useful to bridge the procedural ethical issues and everyday practice of social research. I will discuss on reflexivity in next section, but for now, the point I want to stress is that “ethics in practice” would be better achieved with the reflections of personal positions and values. By doing this, it is possible to construct valuable ethical guidelines to govern the daily ethical dilemmas. Procedural ethics in this research included obtaining ethical approval before commencing the empirical work. Ethical considerations related to consent form covered information including clear clarification towards research aims, participants’ rights, and how the evidence would be collected and will be protected. As for “ethics in practice”, different ethical considerations were monitored for archival materials and interviewing materials. It was straightforward that they differed and required divergent concerns.

Before moving on to specific ethical considerations, it should be emphasized that “ethics in practice” somehow hinged on my roles as both an insider and outsider during my research. I am an insider of RHUL as a research student and I would experience and interact with Founder’s Building for both personal and research purposes. This on the one hand, was an advantage to build rapport with research participants, ranging from archivists to interviewing participants. I had experienced that student participants invited me to view their room in order to demonstrate how their feelings and experiences. This would be rather difficult to achieve for outsiders. However, being an insider could cause problem like some participants suspected that interviewing was a cover-up for internal performance management. In this case, assuring anonymity is not sufficient to maintain trust, instead, I chose to spend more time to explain research aims and overall design of this research in order to help them understand the reason why I needed to interview them and why I asked certain questions. This is just one example of how ethics in practice is indeed a subjective existence that needs to be tailored to individual’s expectations. 

Certainly, there were some protocols to follow no matter I am an insider or an outsider. In the situation of archive visits, a consent form signed every time if pictures were taken. Then the emphasis of ethics lied in properly referencing and citing both the textual and visual materials used. Any citations or photograph used for publication were consulted with the archivist and permission was obtained in advance.  Although the content archival materials seemed to be less prone to ethical issues in this case, however, use of personal reflections and experiences was unavoidable. In this case, the anonymity was the primary ethical concern. Specifically, I cited archival materials including personal reminiscences or diaries in the way that only background information provided, such as year they were in Founder’s Building and whether they were students or staff.  When conducting interviews, ethical considerations were more related to maintain confidentiality and protect privacy through avoiding any descriptions which could be associated to a specific participant. However, this was not that straightforward during the actual interviewing process in the case of Founder’s Building, especially when the population of the interviewing participant was not large, like the staff working in Founder’s library.  The detailed, personal, and in-depth reflections and experiences will make participants more prone to be identified. Although some techniques like pseudonyms or removing key identifying characteristics were applied, but as Parry and Mauthner (2004) stated, these methods can compromise the integrity and quality of the analysis. Therefore, I chose to explain these potential situations to each participant and ask permissions before signing consent forms. 

Also, as an interpretive researcher, I acknowledged that the unbalanced the relationship between interviewees and myself, and respected their capacities conceptualise their ideas. In this case specifically, the unbalanced relationship static: as a member of the RHUL, I interviewed people who are in higher hierarchical position than me, which might change the power dynamic for the interviewing process. However, as an interpretive researcher, it should be noticed that the ultimate authority of knowledge belongs to the participants, and to respect their claims and ideas in order to achieve the authenticity. This understanding has enabled to conduct a reflexive research and to write a reflexive thesis, which can be found in the next section that social construction of meanings and knowledge lies in the heart of reflexivity.

3.6. [bookmark: _Toc534732380]Being a reflexive researcher

In the previous section on ethical considerations, I spoke about the concept of ‘reflexivity’ and how it might be useful for this research. This section covers three perspectives to illustrate the question of how to be a reflexive researcher. I will introduce conceptualizations of reflexivity, then I will justify the importance of radical reflexivity and its implications, and, finally, give some critiques of reflexivity in empirical research. 

A reflexive researcher, according to Mason (2017: 6), “should constantly take stock of their actions and their role in the research process and subject these to the same critical scrutiny as the rest of their data.” The reason why reflexivity is essential is that a research is a construction of knowledge where both researchers and participants are engaged in, and where scrutiny and reflection is important. Thus, it is not a single or one-off issue but an active process, where researchers should constantly ask the question “what I know and how do I know” (Guillemin and Gillam, 2004: 274). In fact, these self-reflections are essential parts of phenomenological research and determine the credibility of the research. Indeed, the acknowledgement of research as a co-creation by both researchers and participants is the requirement for interpretive orientation and reflexivity. The co-creation is present in the framing research question, data collection, and selection and interpretation stages. For instance, during the interviewing, researcher and participants conceptualise the topic and produce concomitant identities (Rapley, 2001; Manderson, Bennett and Andajani-Sutjahjo, 2006). Flick (2009) discussed this necessity by arguing that the reflections of researchers’ subjectivity should be emphasized since they will influence the whole process of the research, from the choice of research questions to the analysis of the empirical evidence. That is, feelings, impressions or even irritations can form part and parcel of the empirical evidence. However, besides the personal level of reflexivity on subjective thoughts and feelings, situating the researchers and knowledge within specific institutional and cultural contexts is also necessary (Finlay and Gough, 2003). 

What these different definitions aimed to provide is a generic or totalized conceptualization of reflexivity, and therefore lacks the level of distinctiveness. Lynch (2000) categorized reflexivity into mechanical, substantive, methodological, meta-theoretical, interpretive and ethnomethodological reflexivity. Each category consists of various sub-categories; for instance, radical reflexivity belongs to interpretive reflexivity.  Among these, radical-reflexivity is the one I subscribed to in this thesis. Cunliffe (2003) described the aim of radical reflexivity as to both question the true claims of others and to question how researchers make true claims and construct meanings. The rationale is twofold. On the one hand, radical-reflexivity built the foundation of phenomenological work (Prasad, 2002), and therefore would be congruent with the overall research design. On the other hand, radical-reflexivity indeed emerged naturally from my interactions with empirical materials as well as with research participants. Theoretically, similar to phenomenological research with a hermeneutics orientation, radical-reflexivity looks to how meanings are constructed during the process of searching for reality. This indeed conceptualizes research as a co-construction between researchers and research participants (Cunliffe, 2003). 

With respect to how to become a reflexive researcher and conduct a reflexive research, this thesis exemplified some practical thoughts. First, before the start of empirical study, researchers should “recognize philosophical commitments” (Cunliffe, 2003: 985). What I perceived and applied to the case of Founder’s Building was inspired by this suggestion. Before the start of my empirical study, I reviewed and evaluated the different philosophical choices available. It should be clarified that these philosophical choices were not confined to the methodological perspective but should be extended to the theoretical level. As a thesis on organizational space and history, I evaluated philosophical commitments of studies on organizational space and history respectively, and then moved to searching for a specific theoretical framework that was consistent with the chosen philosophical stance. This process might seem to be less relevant to discussions on methodology, however, they represent the essence of reflexivity that questions the certainty of philosophies. Reflections on possibilities of theories and frameworks encouraged me to move reflexivity from the abstract level of the nature of reality and knowledge and provided more practical implications. However, it is still important to reflect on the level of ontology and epistemology that dealt with realty and knowledge creation. This level of reflection is widely accepted as the core of reflexivity. However, what my thesis attempted to demonstrate was that reflexivity should not remain only on the methodological level: it should participate in the entire process of research. 

Another implication of reflexivity on this thesis was that it opened up possibilities of multiple interpretations by acknowledging the limits of the researcher’s capability to capture reality as social construction. Relevant discussions could be discovered in various perspectives in different stages of research, such as discussions of choices available to analytical strategies; evaluations of possible interpretations of empirical material; justifications of theoretical claims. More discussion of these possibilities will be given in Chapter Six, where I reflect on how I wrote this thesis in a reflexive style. On the practical level, when I analysed empirical evidence discovered in the case of Founder’s Building, I was attentive to the authorship of empirical evidence, that is, to acknowledge that empirical evidence was constructed by each stakeholder during the process of research. For instance, I discussed above how archival material was created by multiple stakeholders, such as archivists, and how I reflected on their influence over my interpretations accordingly. Similar discussions can be found in the section on how to analyse interviewing material, in which I evaluate how to encourage participants in the knowledge creation of interviewing. 

Yet, though social constructions of meanings were evident in both archival and interviewing evidence, the level of influence of my participation differed. That is, my positioning in the case of searching and analysing archival material and conducting and analysing interviewing functioned in divergent ways. In brief, compared to the interviewing process, both during conducting or analysing it, my influence was less obvious. Certainly, filters existed when I chose what material to look for and exerted influence with the archivists. But during the interviewing process, there were more filters, such as my body language, my facial reactions, and how I responded to answers given by interviewees. Here, ‘filter’ is used metaphorically to suggest how meanings and knowledge are socially constructed, and how a researcher contribute to this construction process consciously and unconsciously. In fact, perhaps the reason why reflexivity is rarely discussed in archival research is because filters existing in archival material are less observable. Moreover, unlike interviewees, who has been gradually acknowledged as active participants in the knowledge creation process, archival material is still widely perceived as objective and passive.

Reflexivity has been criticized as offer little to researchers in general, and the popular debate is whether it so “problematizes the research that it paralyses the researcher” (Cunliffe, 2003: 984). It would be unrealistic to answer by this thesis; however, this thesis exemplified a potential way to apply reflexivity to research empirically. What this thesis had discovered shows that it would be possible to conduct a reflexive study practically. Indeed, the assumption behind the concern that reflexivity could become endless and ‘paralyse’, reflects the belief that the aim of researchers should be to explore an objective existing reality. If shifting this understanding to uncover multiple realities and possibilities, then this reflexivity process indeed would be helpful rather than problematic. In fact, reflexivity itself helped me as a researcher to question the assumption of realities, and this process of questioning had further opened possibilities and interpretations. 




















[bookmark: _Toc534732381]Chapter Four
Beyond the encounter: Experiencing space over time

[bookmark: _Toc534732382]Chapter Introduction 

The aim of this chapter is to bring experience forward in the discussion of Founder’s Building. Here, the assumption to start with experience instead of conceived or perceived space is due to the understanding of Lefebvre’s triad framework as an integral analytical approach rather than as an abstract model. Thus, what this chapter plans to accomplish is to approach Founder’s Building in terms of how people experience and interact with it; and to integrate processual worldview into the analysis by not only conceptualizing experience in and with space as continuing processes, but also approaching it over time. 

In order to achieve the aim of this chapter, I firstly discuss how people in Founder’s Building experienced and are experiencing space under the influence of their interpretations. These discussions are all based on the assumption that space is experienced not as a fixed ‘being’, instead, it is ‘becoming’ continually, that is, people experience the space individually yet shaped by the changing social norms. People experience the space rather than encounter it as passive recipients. Here ‘encounter’ means that the users react and use the space passively according to the way the space is conceived and perceived. ‘Experience’, instead, is used to describe the interactions process between the space and users, where is usually tied to past experiences. As the heading of this chapter suggests, unlike many existed empirical studies on organizational space based on Lefebvre’s triad, I present experience before conception. That means, the analysis of this chapter is not a linear process that from conception to experience. Instead, what this chapter attempts to achieve is to put experience in the centre, and therefore it is possible to grasp how experience evolves over time. What this suggests is that I go back and forth different time periods when analysing the empirical evidence in order to demonstrate the interplay of space and time.

The second section of this chapter deals with separate-sphered nature (i.e. male/female) of Founder’s Building. Separate-sphered space is a distinguishing characteristic existing since the conception stage and is still part of daily life of whoever now experiences Founder’s Building. Choosing this feature as an entry point is to demonstrate how different perspectives of Founder’s Building work together and influence how people experience it, that is, on a theoretical level, the dynamics of Lefebvre’s triad, how conceived, perceived and lived space interact with each other. Discussion on Founder’s Building as a separated-sphere starts with the changed meanings of the term and how this reflects on spatial level. Attention then shifts to implications of living in and experiencing Founder’s Building as a separate-sphered space, with the emphasis on how people interpret and act. During this process, I pay particular attention to on how Founder’s Building is conceived and perceived apart from how it is lived. 

The third section focuses on negotiations and conflicts that happened or are happening in Founder’s Building, derived spontaneously from previous analysis. What differentiates this section from others is how people experienced or experiencing Founder’s Building negotiated or negotiate with rules and regulations determined by conceived and perceived space actively and how they re-appropriated their lived space through re-defining what appropriate behaviours in Founder’s Building are. It should be highlighted that since conceived and perceived space evolve just as lived space, what are perceived as appropriate behaviours and actions change simultaneously under the influence of changing social norms and values. 

4. [bookmark: _Toc514757822][bookmark: _Toc534732383]
4.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732384]Experiencing Founder’s Building over time

Once shifting understanding of space from encounter to experience, it becomes clearer that the way users of Founder’s Building interact with space is a continuously evolving process. What is more important, this process evolves as users learn from their past experiences and moderate their interactions with space; or space. Some evidence has emerged in Founder’s Building’s case in terms of how this process works, for instance, experience with the Picture Gallery evolves along with changing socializing styles. As a reminder, the Picture Gallery represents the most ornate and luxurious facet of Founder’s space (Image 3), and it forms as an essential part of social life in RHUL since its conception. It is believed that over £80,000 were paid to acquire 77 Victorian era paintings by Thomas Holloway, and all of painting were donated to RHUL at the time of its founding. Another point to underline about the Picture Gallery is that it is the space that has experienced fewest changes and alterations, especially its physical design and artefacts. (Williams, 1993). Nevertheless, interactions happening here have changed a lot. Picture Gallery was initially conceived as a social space that imitated the social life of upper and middle-class women in ‘Victorian’ times, yet it should be clarified that both conceived and perceived perspectives only represented the idealized image of how Picture Gallery should be experienced. What influenced and even determined it are wider social conditions and norms; Picture Gallery, for instance, was occupied by the students evacuated from Senate House in the University of London after the Blitz in 1940. As a first-year undergraduate student in 1940, recalled:

At no time in our three years, at RHC, did we see or even glimpse the Picture Gallery. [footnoteRef:5] [5: RHC RF/132/5, 1940-1943] 


[image: ]
Image 3: Picture Gallery, RHUL[footnoteRef:6] [6: RHUL website, 2018] 


During WW2, when the whole country was in turmoil, RHC did not escape it. Spatially, Founder’s Building was experienced by the students as ‘been cut in half’[footnoteRef:7] in 1941, because the whole East Wing was occupied by the Officer Training School of the Women’s Army. This ‘cut on half’ feeling was further heightened by the changing customs in college life; the wearing gowns in dinner, for instance, virtually disappeared. And Picture Gallery was not experienced as it had been conceived or perceived. In the past, it had been open every day and every student could come and join special events held there. Reminiscences indicate that the curator of Picture Gallery was available in the gallery most of the time; moreover, it then became a tradition for students to have tea together with the curator.  [7: RHC RF/132/7, 1941-1943] 


Changing experiencing of Picture Gallery continued: In the 1950s, it was perceived less as a space for the contemplation of paintings, but as space for socializing for both students and staff. In the article called Fresher’s Guide to College Phraseology[footnoteRef:8] in1957, Picture Gallery was defined as ‘A somewhat misleading name, referring to RHC’s largest public room. Used mainly for dances and finals.’ Although this was written humorously, it represented a common view about how this space was interpreted and experienced by students at that time and, indeed, in the 1960s. [8: RHC AS/200/17, 1957] 


By 2017, by which time the overall number of students had far exceeded its capacity (Founder’s Building was conceived and built originally to cater 200 students and staff) the Picture Gallery was no longer appropriate for any social event for the entire college. Instead, it was now conceived and perceived as the ‘perfect location’ for special events, such as a wedding reception or conference (Picture Gallery, 2017).  But Picture Gallery became a space of learning and research, which was not originally part of Founder’s Building’s conception. Today, as the website of Picture Gallery indicates, learning and research is one important aspect of its use: “Our collections and archives provide a rich research resource and we welcome researchers to Royal Holloway”. (Picture Gallery, 2017). Picture Gallery has thus experienced changes from being a part of envisaged college life for women, to socializing space, to space for research. However, it would be wrong to assume old traditions completely vanished when new preferred experiencing emerged; the way that people experience it still carries past imprints with it. 

Socialization is the reason behind changed experiencing of Picture Gallery. Originally, Founder’s Building and Picture Gallery was conceived for upper and middle-class women, for whom dancing and visits to exhibitions and galleries were the most popular socialising activities. A student in 1950s recalled that dancing in Picture Gallery on Sunday nights was one of the glorious traditions:

My memory of Sunday nights was that you could dance in the Picture Gallery to records and the balls were very conventional types, quick steps and waltzs-very traditional. I think we were in a period where they were trying to restore pre-war[footnoteRef:9] [9: RHC RF/132/6, 1950-1953] 


But a student in 2017 interacts with Picture Gallery in a totally different and rather distant way. Students seldom visit Picture Gallery except for information meetings or public events. This kind of sentiment was found in almost all of interviews in one form or another. For instance, a student being interviewed recalled that:

I have never been there (Picture Gallery) because I don’t think it opens that much. I have no idea when it opens and when we can visit it. 

Not only students’ experiences with Picture Gallery altered, the curator of Picture Gallery experiences it in a different way. Unlike the time when the curator would invite students to have tea in Picture Gallery, now the curator’s office is relatively invisible to students and communications are made preferably to email - the current working practice of the curator and the preferred communication style almost everywhere. As the curator said in interview:

I think, because this office is far from the Picture Gallery, I don’t go there that often. If the office was next door to it, I would visit it more frequently, and have a different relationship with the artwork. But I think it is OK because we now work in a different way, I don’t have to work with the artwork physically, and I spend most of my time with my computer to browser the artwork. 

The case of Picture Gallery indicates how experiencing with Founder’s Building has changed with the influence of changing social traditions and norms, as well as emergent technologies, the rest of section attempts to emphasize the physical level, that is, how physical objects have been interpreted and how these interpretations have interacted with people’s experiences. I want to start with Fresher’s Guide to College Phraseology in 1957 to demonstrate how seemingly objective artefacts of Founder’s Building have been variously interpreted.  In this Guide, what were linked with Founder’s Building spatially were definitions of ‘bulge’ and ‘bay’. The ‘bulge’ was defined as ‘a large room having peculiar contours, inhabited by College hierarchy’, and ‘bay’ as ‘a room with simpler design as bulge, inhabited by lower hierarchy’. (Image 4) 
   
[image: Image result]
Image 4: Bulge and Bay-windowed rooms[footnoteRef:10]  [10: RHUL website, 2017] 


It was difficult to comprehend precisely the hierarchy in the RHC, but just in the context of this document (Image 5), for the students in 1957, the community can be divided into four classes, with Class A the highest in this hierarchy:

A. Academic Staff
B. Administrative Staff
C. Domestic Staff
D. Students 
[image: E:\Archive visits\4-May-2016-WAITING FOR PRINTING\Magazines-printed\IMG_5878.JPG]

Image 5: Fresher’s Guide to College Phraseology, 1957[footnoteRef:11] [11: RHC AS/200/17, 1957] 


Therefore, in the eyes of students in 1957, the room allocation was closely linked to which class people belonged to. Specifically, the larger rooms were always allocated to Academic or Administrative staff – the space one person occupied represented the power and hierarchy one belonged to. Thus gradually, the architectural features, ‘bulge’ or ‘bay’ evolved beyond its original meanings. Rooms with bay windows and bulges are one of ‘Victorian’ architectural features and the size of the room is about a half larger than other rooms. When the building was conceived, the bulges and bay windows were less likely to have been associated with power or hierarchy (such an association is not evident in the available archive material) and were simply born out of a desire to create a beautiful building. But the association becomes clear on the perceived level – for instance, maids’ and servants’ rooms were in in the attics and were smaller than students’. Besides this, the larger space in the ‘bulged and bayed’ rooms made it possible for more ornate decoration and better furniture, which was then perceived as more fitting for the highest hierarchy. 

Difference in terms of sizes of room had an enduring influence on people’s experience, and these differing experiences between the standard-sized and larger rooms were more obvious since the time of ATS. ATS is the acronym of Auxiliary Territorial Service, the women’s branch of the British Army in WWII, formed in 1938. In 1941, Founder’s East was occupied by ATS officer cadets’ training unit (RHUL Timeline, 2016). After the arrival of ATS, students had to move out of their rooms and they were re-assigned to rooms in the West Wing. Apart from causing a shortage of available space, the arrival of ATS indeed signalled a key shift for Founder’s Building spatially. It was from that time that the bedroom-study system was transformed into a single bedroom. The bedroom-study model12 had been a tradition embedded in the life of RHC from its foundation (and represented one facet of the typical lifestyle of the upper and middle classes).  Rooms were allocated according to Faculty, i.e. Science on the East side and Arts on the West side. This model, which had lasted for almost 60 years, was abandoned in 1940 when half of the Founder’s Building was occupied by the ATS. This fundamental change in Founder’s Building was affected by wider social forces and I will discuss more about it in a later section. 

There is a hierarchy even among students. One student in the 1940s ascribed the assignment of some rooms to status: ‘a few privileged people moved automatically into pre-arranged rooms in the last year: president and secretary of the Students’ Union and the Chapel Choir leader had two of the beautiful large-bay-windowed rooms’.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: RHC RF/132/22, 1939-1942] 


Today, these larger rooms are still assigned to more senior academics. This can be explained by the learned tradition: the larger rooms were assigned to higher-status people and therefore users of the space experiencing the building now do so as those in the past.

Additionally, one member of the academic staff explicitly linked the size of office to the organizational hierarchy:

There is hierarchy in this building, you probably have found out, professors get the rooms with bay windows, mostly, nearly all of them, they work hard, and other people are kicked out for them. There is a hierarchy, and there is a hierarchy between research and teaching staff, in terms of the allocation of space. 
Here we can see one personalized interpretation of a single spatial decision: allocation of space. As the case indicates, this staff member believes that there is a hierarchy in Founder’s Building. This is an interesting expression, though I do not know whether this hierarchy is only valid in Founder’s Building or in the whole university. No matter which it is, this shows the power of personal interpretations and how these interpretations affect people’s mind-set, which then influence how people experience the space. How people experience the space is defined by Lefebvre as the ‘lived space’ and it reveals this exchange process. After 130 years, so many things have been changed in RHUL, such as the case above, the architectural implications of ‘bay’/ ‘bulge’ in Founder’s Building are lost, replaced with the correlation between the size of room and hierarchy. However, this loss is not a one-off, but a process gradually shaped by the users’ experience learned from the past. This process of ‘becoming hierarchical’ is a nice example revealing how the seemingly fixed or taken-for-granted phenomenon can be deconstructed. 
Many students today feel that it is unfair that some students can have larger rooms, even though the allocation of rooms is randomly made. For instance, a student said in the interview:

It is unfair, because we all pay the same fee, I know one of my friends, she has a standard room as well, but hers is like 1.5 of mine. My room is just a tiny one. 


4.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732385]Implications behind a separate-sphered space

[bookmark: _Toc534732386]4.2.1. Separate-sphered space and safety

‘Separate-sphere’ was realized through the understanding of gender identity in society, where women were thought to need protection. The notion of ‘separate sphere’, was effectuated through the transformation of this conception to the perception on both the artefact and behavioural level. Founder’s Building was conceived as a separate-sphered space from its foundation – and this tradition still exists in some parts of it. It is worthwhile reflecting on how Founder’s Building become separate-sphered and how people interact with this element. In the early stage, separate-sphere was deeply ingrained on both the conceived and perceived level.  For instance, students could only use the Students’ Entrances and the servants or male workers could only use their own entrances, as could visitors use the Business Entrance. Any violation resulted in disciplinary action, as a student[footnoteRef:13] in 1910 recalled: [13: RHC RF/131/12, 1910-1913] 


Boys of the village used to climb over and naughty girls used to flirt with them. One girl really flirted with men and she was sent down. 

This reflected how Founder’s Building was perceived strictly as a separate-sphered space. The idea of separate-sphere was also achieved on the lived level, mostly through gender segregation. To take one specific example, as recalled by a former student, until 1927 no male servants (only female maids) were allowed in the dining hall and even after that only the head butler.[footnoteRef:14] Thus, in addition to the rules for female residents and for maids, there were specific ‘Instructions to Men’ (Image 6 shows the 1914 version) which applied to the many men working in or around the building, such as servants, night watchmen, gardeners and the man who looked after the pigs. Among these instructions, the control of where and when they should enter and leave the building is first in the list. The men should use the Business Entrance or Coal Cellar West, which ensured they had no interaction with the female students who, of course, used the Student’s Entrance. The prohibition on entering the College out of hours was also an attempt to segregate the sexes. However, by no means all these rules were about gender, for example, the prohibition on using work time and the premises for non-College work, although they did regulate the use of space. This also meant that there were strict rules for visitors entering the space and associated perceived spatial attributes, most obviously the main gates and the various entrances around the two quadrangles.  [14: RHC RF/131/8, 1950] 


[image: ]
Image 6: Instructions to Men, 1914[footnoteRef:15] [15: RHC AR/161/1, 1914] 


As an extreme example of male employees’ interaction with Founder’s Building, the pig man who retired in 1945, as a student recalled,[footnoteRef:16] had never even been inside it. This, of course, needed contextualization. Unlike the servants, gardeners, or engineers, the pig-man did not work inside Founder’s Building. What this suggests, however, is that gender was also enacted through the social conception of ‘separate-sphere’; RHC, as a women college, was gender-segregated from the outside world. The idea of protection and separation were highlighted.  If the conception of space embodied various ideas and social norms that the building potentially expressed, the perceived space enacted the building in a particular way so as to make those potentials manifest (or not). The separate-sphere idea was implemented until WWII, at which time some traditions declined. Before the war, the only men allowed to sleep on the site of Founder’s Building were the night porter and on-duty engineer, but thereafter, when the staff of the Senate House, University of London, were evacuated and moved to RHC, the male staff lived in.  Yet the decline of separation on conceived and perceived levels was not reciprocated on the lived level. Indeed, Founder’s Building as a gendered space, was not only deeply ingrained in the experience of the residents of the College, it was still strongly embedded in society. In 1962, three years before the College became co-educational, the Times Educational Supplement[footnoteRef:17] ran an article headlined: ‘Chambord by Thames: Men to Invade Women’s Stronghold’.  Here the transformation of the College was framed as a gendered issue – men were seen as ‘invaders’. Seventeen years earlier, in 1945, a stir was caused when the first male postgraduates arrived: [16: RHC RF/132/4,1944-1947]  [17: RHC RF/120/25/1, 1962] 


I was in a room one day getting ready for lunch, and my next-door neighbour came into my room and she said ‘Look, look, men!’ And there were two or three young men wearing blazers and standing around …and they were obviously waiting to go into lunch. And we thought ‘Gosh you know. I think they must be those post graduates.[footnoteRef:18]  [18: RHC RF/132/5, 1949] 


It should be noted was that at that time, male postgraduates only had permission to study instead of living in Founder’s Building: their admission did not extend to residency. This remained the case even when RHUL became co-educational in 1965.  The separate-sphere idea changed but was not discarded straight away. Instead of living in Founder’s Building the male students were all resident in the Kingswood building, which is located 1.5 miles away.  This tentative renegotiation of space and gender should be understood in terms of the impetus towards co-education. It should be noted that this happened earlier at RHUL than in the Oxbridge women’s colleges (e.g. Girton was the first in Cambridge to admit men, but not until 1976, and Newnham, Cambridge remains single-sex to this day), and at least part of the reason at RHUL was a concern about the lack of social contacts with men for the female students.[footnoteRef:19] In other words, the social meaning of a segregated space was beginning to shift from desirable to problematic. However, until 1970, students still described the number of male students as ‘a dearth’.[footnoteRef:20]   This depended to an extent on students’ subject or year, but the choice the word ‘dearth’ to describe the situation does suggest that the college at that time did not change that much. At that time, the negotiation and re-negotiation were enacted through the interactions with the space.  [19: RHC GB/203/2]  [20: RHC RF/132/6, 1970-1973] 


It is interesting to highlight that after 130 years of history, Founder’s Building is still segregated by sexes: ‘2nd floor for male students’ residence; 3rd and 4th floors for female students. Regulations are still stricter compared to other residences on the campus: no guest can stay overnight, and visitors need to leave by 11 pm. When I interviewed a member of the security staff, he believed these regulations are not to separate the sexes, rather, are just traditions being embraced. However, a lot of students think otherwise, interpreting the segregation as unreasonable and old-school.  One student interviewed commented:

It is like the boarding school, and it just makes no sense to me. I remember one night; a security man came we had a guy in the corridor and one girl felt uncomfortable. Security asked him to leave immediately. It was really weird when that happened. 

This specific case showed how this student used ‘boarding school’ metaphorically to describe life in Founder’s Building, the stereotypical image of the boarding school being rigid routine with strictest rules and regulations. Here the student compared life in RHUL with the boarding school to express her disagreement with this 21st century version of ‘separate-sphere’. Nevertheless, separate-sphere was a fundamental characteristic of Founder’s Building, motivated by the need to ensure the safety of a women college. Safety and separate-sphere are two concepts that exerted influence throughout the entire history of Founder’s Building, governing the spatial arrangement and use of space. It is important to clarify that both safety and separate-sphere are socially-constructed concepts, that is, meanings of safety, for example, differ in different times. When Founder’s Building was conceived, safety was often understood as needing a distant location in the countryside. The comparative remoteness of Founder’s Building did ensure the safety of students during WWII – and during it students in RHC were removed from the impacts of the war. 

Founder’s Building was set a little distance from London and in a place where little public transport was available. This was part and parcel of the plan for the college ‘to be a women’s university in its own right’. Female students were therefore expected to have minimal contact with the outside world, which was reinforced by this enclosed environment. Founder’s Building was designed as a ‘self-contained community’ with various amenities allowing it to be relatively self-sufficient. The campus equipped with kitchen garden and piggery where the livestock and greens were available for the College’s food supplies. (Image 7). When it comes to the 21st century, the distant location is rephrased as ‘a close-knit community … and tranquil campus life’ though its safety is still part of that. Yet the emphasis on safety has shifted away from enclosed space to ‘technologically-supported enclosed’, where technologies are stressed, for instance, the CCTVs and swipe-card-access. By comparison with the two excerpts above, what is central here is that ‘a safety college’ is not an objective status, instead, it is a becoming process. A safe campus in the 19th century dos not have the same meaning for the 21st century campus.

[image: D:\Archive visits\14-05-2015\IMG_9102.JPG]
Image 7: Map of Royal Holloway College, 1937[footnoteRef:21] [21: RHC AR/241/1, Governors, 1937-1938] 


Apart from its comparatively distant location, safety in Founder’s Building in its early years was achieved through strict regulation of behaviour, which was determined by the ‘separate sphere’ notion that governed college life until at least until 1960 when the college became co-educational. The College Rules and Regulations[footnoteRef:22] specified that all female students should be resident in the Founder’s Building and that no male teachers or professors could reside there. Thus, a gender paradigm of ‘separate sphere’ is evident in terms of the conceived space.  [22: RHC/1/1/4, 1912] 


Even in the present, the feeling of safety is still one important factor for RHUL, and emphasized in the 2016 prospectus for future students:

We have a unique best-of-both-worlds location; a safe, leafy campus in Egham, Surrey - less than 40 minutes by train from central London and just seven miles from Heathrow airport, creating the environment where a close-knit community thrives. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732387]4.2.2. Separate-sphered space for a Ladies’ College

Founder’s Building was conceived, perceived and lived as a separate-sphered and safe space as a Ladies’ College. The founder of Founder’s Building, Thomas Holloway, spoke of his intentions thus:

I feel myself greatly honoured by your presence here today, coming here as you do for the purpose of offering suggestions to me, respecting my scheme for building a Ladies’ College which I propose to do, at a cost and in a manner, that may in some measure to be worthy the acceptance of the nation, to whom I intend to dedicate it. The style of the building I propose shall be the Renaissance of which we see many examples in France. This may be somewhat expensive but for a public building, I do not regret it. This building may thereafter serve as a starting point for someone else to do a great deal better’[footnoteRef:23] [23: RHC RF/102/1, 1874-1875] 


The excerpt above was written in the Some small memories as to the origin of Holloway College for Women.[footnoteRef:24] It is a collection of Thomas Holloway’s addresses on meetings with educational experts, local counsellors and newspaper editors between 1874 and 1875. These addresses are first-hand materials that help to understand the foundation process of RHC from the early conception stage and as references for the following design and use of the building. There are several points of interest here, including issues of the non-linear conception process, which I will discuss later. The point I want to highlight first is the concept of ‘Ladies’ College’. ‘Ladies’ College. Here, the word ‘Ladies’ is worth in-depth analysis. From the 1840s, Ladies’ Colleges emerged for upper-middle-class women (Jordan, 1991). Among them, there were colleges “lodged in elegant manors and townhouse in fashionable sections of London and in resort towns such as Brighton and Bath, patronised by the gentry and wealthy professional people” (Pedersen, 1979:63). Understanding of this sheds light on the social conditions at the time RHC was founded; Founder’s Building not only was gender-exclusive entry, but so were the social classes to which the students belonged - exclusively the upper and middle social classes, especially the upper-middle class. This was explicitly written in the Deed of Foundation and Thomas Holloway’s will: “the college is founded by the advice of the Founder’s wife to afford the best education suitable for women of the upper and middle classes.”[footnoteRef:25] Hence, for RHC. Women from the upper class were only a minority in the whole society in terms of number, and they lived an easier life, yet education for them was still scarce and was entirely up to their parents’ preference. Even when they had the opportunity, the education was more like the training for good wives and mothers. For instance, Heffer (2013:507) found that Miss Frances Cobbe, one of the Suffragette campaigners, was sent to a school by her father that produced “ornaments of society”; music and dancing were major parts of the curriculum. Higher education for women of the upper class, was not necessary because they were not expected to work. Middle class women, both upper middle and lower middle classes, on the other hand, were more likely to pursue higher education or vocational training to become governesses or teachers (Heffer, 2013). Many RHC students in the earlier days chose the higher education so as to be able to do this, as reminiscences of earlier alumna show. Here is one example of a student,[footnoteRef:26] who studied in RHC between 1910 and 1913: [24: ]  [25: RHC G13/102/1, 1883]  [26: RHC RF/131/12, 1910-1913] 


I intended to be a teacher. I was accepted and got a grant of £30. 

When further asked whether her father approved of her going to RHC, she replied:

Oh yes, he was very proud of me, he always used to boast about my coming top. His employer helped me at College and told me not to worry about money. 

We can tell from the fact that her father’s employer helped with the money that she was not from the wealthy upper class and had to rely on the grant the college offered. Perhaps just as Mitchell (1996) argued, the middle class grew in importance in the ‘Victorian’ period and they valued education the most (Mitchell, 1996). Indeed, the ‘coming top’ description reveals how middle-class families expected their children to achieve the leap up the social ladder through education. 

Indeed, most of RHC’s students were from the middle class, mainly upper-middle class, reflecting the social reality of the time, which Thomas Holloway fully understood, though publicly he defined RHC as a ‘Ladies’ College’ – that is, an establishment for the upper classes. The choice of location in the countryside was more than for safety and protection, it was also motivated by the idealized upper-class countryside life. We can see that the physical design and physical details of the interior of RHC met the standard of upper classes expectations. In March 1922, one newspaper[footnoteRef:27] article described the life in the RHC in March 1922 and defined the students’ studies as luxurious. In that article, a student described the furnishing in detail as “the furniture provided by the college is a luxurious Turkey carpet, pretty curtains, two or three chairs etc.” [footnoteRef:28]   [27: RHC RF/120/14, The Work of the Royal Holloway College. An important Woman's College in Surrey. The Sphere, 1922]  [28: RHC RF/120/6,The Higher Education of Women-Life at Holloway College: Study and Recreation, 1891] 


The bedroom-study model mentioned previously was another feature reflecting the influence of social class and indicates Thomas Holloway’s understanding of it.  So, did his encouragement of students to bring their own maids to the college. What is lacking in the college archive is how many students did this and how many had maids provided by the college, which would be a key difference analytically in terms of comprehending college life in RHC. Yet what is crystal clear is that the bedroom-study model and maids formed an important part of life in Founder’s Building

The tradition of students having maids lasted until WWII and, even though during the war many things became informal and the hierarchy was gradually demolished, during it, as described by a student:[footnoteRef:29] [29: RHC RF/132/3, 1939-1942] 


We were waited on by maids. There was an Irish maid who looked after my bedroom – she didn’t think much of me. I remember one time saying to her that my plant had died, I forgot to water it. And she said, “God help the flowers that have to depend on you!” They were certainly not servile domestics – they were very happy with their life. They had a much more exciting life than we did.

The word ‘servile’ here suggests that, though the relationship and dynamics between student and maids had changed over 50 years, this student had the expectation that there should be a clear hierarchical difference between them. When it came to the 1960s[footnoteRef:30], terms like maid, servant and butler were terms of the past; all were now ‘domestic staff’. Moreover, students felt that the domestic staff were in a higher up in RHC’s hierarchy than they were!  [30: RHC AS/200/17, 1957] 


All these interpretations and feelings belonged to the general trend of growing informality by the mid -20th century. 

This whole section depicts the becoming process of Founder’s Building as a Ladies’ College and explains why ‘separate-sphere’ and ‘safe’ emerged as essential features, echoing the argument I brought forward in the beginning of this chapter, that social norms and values shaped how Founder’s Building was conceived, perceived, as well as lived. For the reason that these norms and values are evolving and changing constantly, the idealized way of how to conceive and perceive Founder’s Building evolved and changed at the same time. However, unlike conceived and perceived space that are relatively difficult to change, the way how people experience appears to be more adapted to current social norms and values in a synchronized way. Yet what should be clarified is that people do not always act accordingly to how Founder’s Building was conceived and perceived under the influence of social norms or values, instead, they negotiate and resist these norms or values, and these negotiations and this resistance are enacted spatially, which is the next section’s focus: how Founder’s Building become a negotiated space. 

4.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732388]Founder’s Building as a negotiated space

Having analysed social conditioning and expectations about Ladies’ Colleges and how these influenced Founder’s Building, now, it is time to consider the other side of the story. Theoretically, if it is acknowledged that conception of Founder’s Building is a process passively responding to social norms, then the conception process would be closer to a linear one. Yet the conception process of Founder’s Building appears to be a totally different picture, where negotiations and conflicts emerged. In the previous section, I presented the excerpt of Thomas Holloway’s conception plan and aims of Founder’s Building. Initially, Thomas Holloway preference was for the Renaissance. The architect’s first sketch also indicated “a return to Renaissance”.[footnoteRef:31] However, in his later retrospective writing of the conception process, he mentioned how Thomas Holloway, under the influence “certain high-educated ladies”, was persuaded to choose “the style in which most of the colleges at Oxford and Cambridge had been built.”[footnoteRef:32] The architect produced a sketched plan of this Oxbridge design in 1881 in the initial stage; only subsequently it was the Renaissance plan that won with the adoption of the Chateau de Chambord in France as a model.  [31: RHC RF/125/3, 1887]  [32: RHC RF/125/3, 1881] 


Although the architect attributed this non-linear process to the influence of certain stakeholders, yet the preference to imitate the Oxbridge style was more than personal preference. One plausible explanation of his preference came from the widely-accepted idea that the Oxbridge style was the socially acceptable one to follow for a new women’s colleges. Girton College in Cambridge and Newnham in Oxford were already well established, with the best reputation in women education. Therefore, it was sensible that Thomas Holloway was hesitant about not choosing the Oxbridge style. As an entrepreneurial philanthropist who had relatively insufficient knowledge about how to build and run a women college, it was inevitable that he would refer to Girton’s and Newnham’s experiences. Examples include the provision of a Chapel and quadrangles.

These points nicely indicate how Founder’s Building is socially constructed, and ‘return to Renaissance’ shows how Founder’s Building was conceived beyond the Oxbridge influence. Thomas Holloway came from a very different background than the education pioneers. Specifically, Founder’s Building was built at the time that Girton, Newnham and other women colleges had emerged. Therefore, when RHC was founded, it was less controversial in terms of providing higher education for women, which enabled Thomas Holloway and his architect to face fewer struggles. For Girton College and Newnham College, the process of their initiation was a process of emancipation, and the emphasis was on winning the right for female students in a male-dominated place. RHC, on the other hand, was built based on the comprehension that women higher education was important, and women colleges should be designed delicately to protect women students. More importantly, at that time, some women colleges had had established their reputation in women’s education and RHC learned from the successful experiences of the like of the Girton College and Bedford College founded in 1849. This allowed Thomas Holloway to focus on the detailed design, as his correspondence with a friend[footnoteRef:33] whom he consulted “where the best gymnasium for ladies is also swimming baths of the famous schools London”, and “what arrangements are made for practising on the piano”.  [33: RHC RF/102/1, 1874] 


After the ‘return to Renaissance’ decision was made, the conception process of Founder’s Building was gradually shaped by various ideas. Thomas Holloway devoted considerable effort to researching and learning how to construct and run a women’s college. In the college archive of RHUL, there is a large collection of booklets and pamphlets about other women colleges. One of the noticeable cases is Vassar College. In the archive, Vassar College, a women’s college in the United States, was a key model for the design. The significance of Vassar College is two-fold in terms of the conceived space. On the one hand, it was a pre-existing residential women’s college – founded in 1861 – and as such could be a legitimate model. On the other hand, and unlike pre-existing Oxbridge women’s colleges, it was founded by a wealthy businessman, Matthew Vassar (Vassar, 2016).  The finalization of Founder’s Building’s design also reveals how it became a design that Thomas Holloway, a philanthropist might endorse. Thus, in Vickery’s (1999: 118) study of women’s colleges in Britain, Founder’s Building is seen to stand out for being a “palatial residence” which is “ornate, exuberant, and luxurious”. It is as if Holloway looked to Vassar as a template not just as a template for a women’s college, but as a template for the kind of women’s college a successful, rich philanthropist would build. The case of Vassar College and other contributions all indicate that the conception of Founder’s Building as a women’s college did not come ‘out of one’s head’ but out of a process of comparison with existing conceptions. 

In the becoming process of Founder’s Building, struggles and negotiations are always present on the level of lived space. In order to comprehend how negotiations or even resistance enacted on the lived space level, I want to introduce a concept, orderliness, which had governed college life in Founder’s Building, influenced by the nature of it as a separate-sphered space. Orderliness is a social concept interpreted individually and experienced in various ways. Although some described their life as strict, the freedom was there at the same time. A student in 1919-1921 said that “it was liberation for us all and we work with zest.”[footnoteRef:34] This evaluation might come from the comparison with their lives at home, just as a student described at length in 1935: [34: RHC RF/132/4, 1919-1921] 


Best of all was the freedom. I didn’t have to ask to go out nor did I have to say where I was going and when I was coming back. As long as I kept the rule about being in for evening dinner or getting permission to be out, I could come and go as I wished in my leisure time up to 10:30 p.m., and with notice, I could stay out until 1 a.m.[footnoteRef:35] [35: RHC RF/132/3, 1935-1938] 


As a staff member who worked in RHC between 1908 and 1914 described college life: “daily life began at 8 a.m. for Chapel and it was compulsory for students. The service was always sung. Yet the religious life certainly stirred actively in RHC. On Sundays there was a Church of England service every week at 11:30 a.m. and Free Church service of some kind on alternate Sundays at 10. At 7 p.m., the Principal conducted a short service in Chapel. Both morning and evening the three-part choir sang.”[footnoteRef:36] [36: RHC RF/131/6, 1908-1914] 


The majority of alumni, when they recalled their time in the college, usually look back at their time through rose-coloured glasses. So, the orderliness was rather positive: “I loved the place and its orderliness life, I never found the restrictions irksome.” However, the social mutability of what ‘freedom’ and ‘restrictions’ are plays an important role. If we evaluate the strictness or orderliness based on the present values and expectations, the seemingly strict rules could have meant a massive freedom to students. For instance, although from a present-day perspective the gender segregation seems very restrictive it is not necessarily the case that it was experienced as such, especially by comparison with what the female students had been used to in their schools and families. As the same 1950s’ student recalled:

Here we were in a very privileged position … an enclosed environment
that’s true … but it was much more liberated, you met with men, if you went and used the Student’s Union in London … or you took part in some sort of inter-collegiate things in London.[footnoteRef:37] [37: RHC RF/132/6, 1950] 


This is important to understand, both in terms of the social mutability of what ‘freedom’ and ‘restriction’ mean but also in terms of the distinction of conceived and lived space. For whereas the space was conceived of as separate from both men and, relatedly, London, for students like this one the experience narrated is in terms of the possibility of meeting men, and in London.

[bookmark: _Hlk535069977]Another concept to introduce is gender-segregation, which vividly reveals how users of Founder’s Building negotiated with and resisted conceived and perceived space in different time periods. As explained in the previous section, gender-segregation is a product of the separate-sphered nature of Founder’s Building as a women college, and it was realized in every facet of college life. To take an example of the tunnel underneath Founder’s Building, I want to demonstrate how space could be interpreted and negotiated actively rather than passively following regulations and traditions. This tunnel was for the workers and their carts, so the young women living in Founder’s Building might have never seen the workmen who worked in the same space. Their activities and existence were designed as relatively invisible. In particular, the existence and use of the tunnel is a nice example of multiple interpretations of conception. The tunnel, leading to a boiler house, which was created so that the “delicate sensibilities of the girls would not be upset by the sight of men servants and their carts” (RHUL Archive, 2016). Yet, at least apocryphally, this tunnel was used by students and maids to hide male visitors and, more certainly, to bypass the strict rules and regulations, as recalled by a maid[footnoteRef:38] in the 1940s: [38: RHC RF/132/4] 


On another night we had all been out to Staines. And the boiler house man said that he would leave the gate open and this tunnel was on a 3-minute time switch, so we would get down with the light on, run up the tunnel and you could come up the tunnel on the East Side.

These kinds of resistances to gender segregation even extended in some cases to violations of the overnight rules for male guests, as a maid[footnoteRef:39] in the 1950s found: [39: RHC RF/132/4, c1947] 


If you had a boyfriend up in your room you had to have a chaperone, you were never supposed to be in the room with your chap. But obviously I couldn’t have asked one of my friends, they wouldn’t have come in. So, we used to hide them all in West 5, because it was only stores. I would jump into bed, fully clothed, and put the sheet up around me, and when they knocked on the door they would come in and say “Goodnight” and check to see that you were in bed. Then we used to go up and bring our boyfriends down into the sitting room. It was just one big happy crowd.
 
Yet, again, similar to other traditions in the RHC, when it came to WWII, it became less strict and more informal, and women’s ‘delicate sensibilities’, in so far as they still existed had to give way to the interests of the collective – the tunnel experienced a massive change functionally, from a men-exclusive space to an air-raid shelter for the whole college. This was described by a butler[footnoteRef:40] vividly of how everyone evacuated to the tunnel: [40: RHC RF/132/7, 1936-1976] 


Also, we had to get the tunnel ready-they made an air-raid shelter of the tunnel. And of course, at the beginning of the War if a siren went then everybody went straight into the tunnel. 

After WWII, gender segregation weakened gradually and continued after 1945 when the first male postgraduates were admitted to the college, though they did not reside in Founder’s Building. Even 20 years later the separate-sphere was not entirely discarded: male students still did not reside in the Founder’s Building, but gender segregation was clearly less strict that before. For instance, a male student[footnoteRef:41] studying in 1965 talked about the ‘no male guest after 10:30 p.m.’ rule in a fun way: [41: RHC RF/132/3, 1965-1968] 


One of the things we were told jolly quickly was that we all had to be OUT of girls’ rooms by 9.30 to begin with. Then it was 10.30. But it was definitely impressed on us that any male caught within the College precincts after that hour would be fairly well dealt with. So, of course, naturally to some it was a challenge to get away with remaining over one night undetected. Well, Robert Pearce did that – or he said he did, and all the evidence seemed to point to it! 

It should be clarified that negotiations and resistance are an ongoing process and this process is not exclusively timed to dramatic changes in Founder’s Building. For instance, the restoration project of the Large and Small Boardrooms in 1991 is a good example, exemplifying an ongoing negotiation of past and present. The boardrooms are located within the Founder’s Building and its restoration was to meet modern requirements as a conference and social space. But most of its ‘Victorian’ features were retained (Image 8): 

The Large and Small Board Rooms have now been refurbished and restored to their former Victorian glory. The lighting of the Board Rooms is an essential element in their character; with the advice of the consultants, the original brass wall-brackets and gas lighting have been carefully restored, but converted for electric lights, while the pendant lights have been given appropriate new half-bowl fitting. These very fine period rooms have thus been totally restored, retaining their original Victorian character, to bring them into services again both as Board Rooms and as an essential element in the new Victorian Art Centre, which is now such a valuable addition to the College.[footnoteRef:42]      [42: HB/CM/Pubs/2/3/21, Restoration of the Large and Small Board Rooms, 1991] 


[image: Large and Small Board Rooms at Royal Holloway #1]
Image 8: Large Boardroom, Founder’s Building[footnoteRef:43] [43: RHUL website, 2017] 


Though the boardrooms look similar to how they were 100 years ago, the way people interact and experience it have changed dramatically. Changes are similar to the case of Picture Gallery, only it is used less frequently by students. Before, students could have tea parties or drawing lessons in these spaces, which are now exclusively for meetings or conference purpose, and are no longer a feature adding to the students’ experience. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732389]Chapter Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to discuss how people experienced and experience Founder’s Building, and what has influenced their experiences. I started by articulating the argument that Founder’s Building is experienced as a becoming process and this process is shaped by social changes. Two detailed cases, Picture Gallery and the size of bedrooms were analysed in order to grasp the importance of experiencing space and how experiencing could be subjective to social norms and values. The second section focused on a different facet of Founder’s Building, in which it was conceptualized as a separate-sphered space. This section aimed to showcase the dynamics of Lefebvre’s triad on the empirical level, that is, how closely interactions were conceived, perceived, and lived space in the case of Founder’s Building. Two interwoven concepts were analysed in this section, which were safety and Ladies Colleges, in order to depict how people, interpret spatial characteristics in Founder’s Building, and act. The third section of this chapter naturally emerged from previous two and paid attention to negotiations and conflicts that happened in Founder’s Building. In this section, I firstly used empirical materials of how Founder’s Building was conceived in Renaissance style to indicate negotiations on the conceived level. Then I moved to perceived and lived levels, where I discussed how orderliness and gender-segregation become embedded in the regulated college life; and how people negotiated with and resisted these regulations. 





















[bookmark: _Toc534732390]Chapter Five
Linking space and history: The significance of the term ‘Victorian’

[bookmark: _Toc534732391]Chapter Introduction

This chapter focuses on the other side of story in the case of Founder’s Building: if the past is still present as previously revealed, which specific aspects of past in history are still present and what the reasons for their continued existence? I have identified two essential perspectives that existed and are still prevalent in Founder’s Building and RHUL: ‘Victorian’ and ‘historic’. Repeatedly, I found these terms recurring in empirical material.  ‘Victorian’ as a discursive term with an interpretive flexibility in history and in the present; more importantly, ‘Victorian’ is a term that naturally bridges space and time and therefore can demonstrate how closely interconnected they are. In this thesis, the implications of ‘Victorian’ are twofold: on the spatial perspective, this implies Founder’s Building is a ‘Victorian’ space; on the temporal perspective, Founder’s Building encapsulates a high period of ‘Victorian’. It was opened in 1886 as the main building of RHC, and in that late period of ‘Victorian’, the building itself represented the global power Britain had as the most powerful country in the world. The prosperity of architectural projects was also one way showing the Britain’s success. Just as Hall (2015: 162) said, “it is remarkable that ‘Victorian’ has such a widely accepted meaning and it continues to hold a peculiar place in popular perceptions”.  

I will start by analysing and justifying meanings of ‘Victorian’ and value embedded in it. The key thing is that its meanings and embedded values are not fixed, but a fluid process. The first section pays attention to the becoming process of Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ space. In this section, I firstly focus on how ‘Victorian’ continues to be a key discursive term, the process through which the reality of ‘Victorian’ comes into being. The second part addresses how users, both past and present, of Founder’s Building have negotiated with meanings of ‘Victorian’ and how this influences their experiences of Founder’s Building. The focus of the second section lies in in how Founder’s Building gradually become a ‘Victorian’ space. Particularly, I discuss firstly how ‘Victorian’ was interpreted and justified in the conception stage. Then I move towards how different users experience Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ space, with the emphasis on how users in different times have interpreted ‘Victorian’ and have experienced ‘Victorian’ life in Founder’s Building. The third section in this chapter contributes to another perspective: how ‘Victorian’ is still present in Founder’s Building. I summarize two types of motivation behind this by introducing the concept of historic space. In the first sub-section, I discuss how ‘Victorian’ is still present in Founder’s Building through becoming a historic space, and in the other sub-section focus on the power of physicality and how its persistency equally enabled Founder’s Building to become a historic ‘Victorian’ space. 

5. [bookmark: _Toc514757831][bookmark: _Toc534732392]
5.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732393]‘Victorian’ as a key discursive term 

Before proceeding to how Founder’s Building became a ‘Victorian’ space, I want to clarify that for most people the general impression of the ‘Victorian’ period is based on the time period from 1850 to the end of the 19th century, when Britain enjoyed ‘domestic stability, progress, and growing prosperity’ (Mitchell, 1996: 8). The underlying assumption underpinning the analysis of this chapter is best summarized by Wilson (2003: 1), who articulated that “the Victorians are still with us, because the world they created is still there, though changed”. What this implies is that the space, the buildings the Victorians created, are still there, though changed. However, the key question is how ‘Victorian’ becomes a powerful and even dominant term when interpreting Founder’s Building.

In the culture of contemporary Britain, ‘Victorian’ continues to be used to speak of a past that the British are sometimes anxious to escape. As Hall (2015: 160) further argued, “’Victorian’ as a pejorative term has often served to vindicate the modernity, rationality, enlightenment, and lack of hypocrisy of persons in the present”. Foucault defined this as repressive hypothesis, which is the widely accepted belief that sexuality and open discussion of sex was repressed during 17th, 18th, 19th, and the early 20th centuries (Foucault, 1990). Foucault argued that ‘Victorian’ is a powerful word that differentiate us from the Victorians, and by picturing their sexuality as repressed, it enables us to reject the past’s moral system. Repressed sexuality is one of the stereotypical images of ‘Victorian’. For instance, Mitchell (1996: 45) discovered that people constantly think that ‘Victorian’ women “led idle and luxurious lives”, forgetting this was only exclusive upper- and upper-middle class women. In fact, about three-quarters of women were from the working class and worked in in such places as laundries, retail shops, factories – and in the home of their ‘betters’ as servants. Many similar misunderstandings widely exist, and perhaps the reason is just as Hall (2015: 164) addressed, that “the persisting idea of repression or naivety possibly derives from continuingly popular works of mainstream ‘Victorian’ literature; most people probably still encounter the Victorians via their literature, though these days this may well be via film or television adaptions”.  To understand how those concepts emerged in the case of Founder’s Building, such as social class, gender, femininity and separate-sphere, discussed in the previous chapter, it is a necessity to study the ‘Victorian’ value system as it was the time period in which Founder’s Building was conceived. 

‘Victorian’ can denote a lengthy time period with many changes in terms of morality and social norms, but some concepts had persistent influence over the whole of Victorians society, such as ‘social class’ which I first discuss. Mitchell (1996) believes that social class was one of the foundations of ‘Victorian’ life for most historians. More importantly, social class in a ‘Victorian’ context did not depend on the amount of money people had. People n ‘Victorian’ era tended to accept their place in the class hierarchy, and all other choices were shaped by their social class, such as the clothing, education, and manners. Most Victorians believed that the society was three-tiered: upper class, middle class, and working class. However, in the strictest legal term, there were only aristocrats and commoners (Mitchell, 1996). This strict class division indeed underpinned more specific traditions including the assumptions of family/home, education, lifestyles – and buildings – which had profound influence.  

The first tradition I want to analyse is the notion of family and the idealized home. ‘Victorian’ family life was far more diversified than the popular stereotype suggests. Tosh (2009) argues that the label of the ‘Victorian’ family is slippery. “By the time Victoria ascended to the throne in 1837 and married Albert three years later, home and family had become central values of the expanding middle classes. Victoria’s embodiment of values contributed to her popularity and attested to the growing influence of the bourgeoisie” (Murdoch, 2013: 73). The concept of family was increasingly idealized. The ideal model for “Victorian’ middle-class families was mother at home, father at work, and family as the centre of the children’s life” (Mitchell, 1996). This understanding of family reinforced the separate-sphere notion in society, where women’s place was in the home taking care of domestic matters; home should be a place of “peace, seclusion and refuge (for men working outside it)” (Tosh, 2009: 12).  The tranquil countryside lifestyle offering these three things was an idealized image for the ‘Victorian’ elite class; and it included a manor house, inherited extensive grounds and plentiful servants and maids (Murdoch, 2013). Not only elite class families had in-house servants or maids; increasing prosperity meant middle-class housewives’ maids and servants to rely on (Tosh, 2009). Although urbanization was accelerating, for elite families, city life, except the social season in London, city life was irrelevant. 

Education was another field influenced deeply by social class in the ‘Victorian’ era. “Children in ‘Victorian’ England were educated in different ways depending on their sex, and on their parents’ financial circumstances, social class, religion, and values. Both social customs and practical circumstances meant that girls were less likely than boys to go to school” (Mitchell, 1996:169). Until the 1870s, which is usually seen as the end of the mid-‘Victorian’ era, education for women was dominated by the notion of separate-sphere. Since the feminine image of the elite and middle classes was already idealized and it was unnecessary for women to work, education for the majority was pointless. Women from the working class started apprenticeship training when they were little more than children and received no education. Elite and upper-middle women were most likely to be educated at home, where various governesses were employed (Murdoch, 2013). However, the emphasis of their education was not on intellectual pursuits, but rather social skills such as conversational French and music. During that time, as Mitchell (1996: 9) stresses, “the most significant legislative accomplishment of the mid-‘Victorian’ period was the Education of Act of 1870, which created government-supported schools and required that elementary education be available to every child in England”. This dramatically improved the literate population and created new job opportunities for teachers – which impacted on the lower classes specifically, enabling children of these classes to go to school and then move up the ladder, acquiring clerical work rather labouring work, which would previously have been their expectation.

However, for higher education in the ‘Victorian’ period, opportunities for women from all classes were extremely limited. The first women’s college was not founded until the mid-‘Victorian’ period. Even elite women who wished to pursue higher education largely relied on self-education (Murdoch, 2013). This gradually shifted to vocational training and finally modern higher education owing to advancement in technology and the emergence of new types of work in the late ‘Victorian’, between 1875 and 1902.  For instance, along with the invention of typewriters and telephones, large numbers of clerical jobs become available  for women (Mitchell, 1996), and this further promoted “serious education rather than painting, piano playing, social graces”, especially for women from middle and working-class backgrounds (Murdoch, 2013: 7). Before this happened, higher education available for women did not provide the same opportunities as for men, but still inclined to ‘feminine areas of expertise’. A typical case is that Queen’s College, London was opened as a training school for governess (Murdoch, 2013). The rise of the middle class was another important force in mid-‘Victorian’ that accelerated the expansion of women’s education. As Mitchell (1996) writes, middle-class families perhaps were the first to discover that education was as helpful for women as for men, which was also motivated by the rise of good secondary schools for women at the end of the 19th century. To understand why this happened, it is necessary to understand the value system of the middle-class: unlike the upper class who valued inheritance, people from the middle-class emphasized competition, thrift, self-reliance and personal achievement (Loftus, 2011). Their values of personal progress promoted education opportunities. 

Society gradually moved from being based on social ranking to one based on ability.

5.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732394]How Founder’s Building become a ‘Victorian’ space

We came into a very sort of Victorian atmosphere that had always been. We arranged for our partners at the beginning of the term and at dinner time we would process in, evening dress. The only thing that changed was that we were not able to have two rooms each anymore.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  RHC RF/132/3, 1939-1941] 


‘Victorian’ is a key recurring theme in empirical materials about Founder’s Building, including both archival and interviewing materials. The quotation above comes from an alumna who studied and lived in Founder’s Building in the 1940s. In her memory, ‘Victorian’ appears to be a defining characteristic of Founder’s Building and the building becomes an atmospheric space: it was used not only to specify the specific period, but to describe complex and abstract feelings that no other word can describe. ‘Victorian’ architecture and buildings also bear the traditions discussed above and solidly conveyed these assumptions. One reason why ‘Victorian’ become a defining characteristic of Founder’s Building is because of its close connection with Queen Victoria from its conception. In fact, it was because Queen Victoria presided over the grand opening ceremony of RHC in 1886, Holloway College could become Royal Holloway College. The most famous spatial legacy of this royal collection is the statue of Victoria in the quadrangle of Founder’s Building (Image 9).

[image: QueenVictorisstatueIMG_2633]

Image 9: The statue of Queen Victoria[footnoteRef:45] [45: RHUL website, 2018] 


The architectural characters I want to focus on are those that reflect the idea of social class, idealized family lifestyle and separate sphere. At the time that the Founder’s Building was built for Thomas Holloway, an elegant, tasteful, safe space with orderly and homely lifestyle was the answer to a ‘nice’ ‘Victorian’ women college. Here is how a student[footnoteRef:46] recalled her experience in Founder’s Building when interviewed in 1985. She chose ‘Victorian’ as a key word to describe not only the physical layout and decorations of her rooms, but also used ‘Victorian’ to describe a certain kind of lifestyle: [46: RHC RF/131/7, 1887-1901
] 


Our curtains were heavy Victorian damasks…and a large looking-glass over the mantelshelf. I was assured that the ‘Will’ included a clause stating that there must be a looking glass in each study. On appeal, a delicate student might be awarded a sofa…. I have hazy recollection that the ‘Will’ [of Thomas Holloway] contained a hypothetical clause that beds must be aligned east-west. In each bedroom there were also an old-fashioned wash-stand, complete with crockery, a hard chair, a severe dressing-table and a commodious wardrobe, designed, like the dresser, to take all-racks, for hats, drawers below, and a long hanging space to take our full-length dresses. Our household staff put a famous polish on everything before each term began.

For students at that time, a ‘Victorian’ Ladies’ College meant a feminine space where ‘charm’ was a characteristic of both of their rooms’ decoration and furnishing. Here, charm was synonymous to the ‘elegant and tasteful’ embedded in Founder’s Building from its conception. Students were comfortable with the ‘Victorian’ feel of their rooms and, indeed, actively added more ‘Victorian’ items, i.e. more ornate and feminine. The interaction between the users of the rooms, in this case, the students, and the space was complementary. Image 10 is a photograph of a classroom, and the floral print wallpaper and the decorations on the window sill are clearly stereotypically feminine. This is also evident in the Principal’s sitting room presented in a promotional brochure (Image 11). This impression is (presumably, since this was a promotional photograph) carefully designed to attract not just women students, but women students of a certain social class, which is the counterpart of the conceived space of Founder’s Building and its surroundings grounds as an elegant space for women to live and study. 





[image: D:\Archive visits\14-05-2015\IMG_9108.JPG]

Image 10: Classroom, pre-1910[footnoteRef:47] [47: RHC PH/285/6/3/23, pre-1910] 




[image: ]

Image 11: Principal’s sitting room presented in a promotional brochure, 1895[footnoteRef:48] [48: RHC RF/145/18 Principal’s study sketch, 1895] 


These interactions with the physical appearance and artefacts vary in different time periods and should be the crystallization of the understanding and expectations of women’s education. The way that female students interacted with the space is the physical manifestation of the social norms. For students in the 1940s, relatively distant in time, the original meanings of ‘Victorian’ had become more fragmented. Referring back to the excerpt in the beginning of this chapter, for them, ‘Victorian’ meant a certain lifestyle: wearing evening dress for dinner and being waited on by maids; and having diner partners. All of these were realized through the particular conception and perception of space. The physicality of the space also enforced the students’ expectation that they could live in a ‘Victorian’ way. They interacted with this ‘Victorian’ space according to how they envisaged ‘Victorian’.  A student who studied during the 1940s recalled that:

While living arrangement changed, the furnishings stayed very much the same. I preferred the Victorian mahogany furniture to some of the more modern light oak furniture. One of the joys of the old furniture was the enormous solid mahogany wardrobes. We decorated our rooms with pictures, china ornaments, and sometimes flowers.[footnoteRef:49]  [49: RHC RF/132/22, 1939-1942] 


What this excerpt indicates, for students in the 1940s, the meaning of ‘Victorian ‘was less about lifestyle, but the physicality of the artefacts and spatial arrangement. When it comes to the present day, the users of Founder’s Building, who are even further distant from ‘Victorian’ history and lifestyle, the meanings embedded in the building are different. From analysis of interviews with users of Founder’s Building, this ‘Victorian’ building itself has become a symbol of strict rules, giving the impression that ‘once entering this territory, you should follow a different set of rules’.  For instance, Founder’s Building was referred by the interviewees as intimidating, because of its scale, grandeur luxurious architectural details – and its history. A case in point, one staff member in Founder’s Library talked about it in specific way:

This historical 19th century library, well, it is intimidating, but it has presence, the presence of the architecture encourages people to work in silence, we very rarely have issues with students’ behaviours here. In Bedford [Library], the more modernized place, sometimes it is noisier, occasionally we will have some issues to deal with.

What lay behind this library staff member’s interpretation was that s/he justified different behaviours of students based on interpretations of Founder’s Building’s history. For this staff member, the physicality of the building itself promotes or discourages certain behaviours, experiences, interactions and emotions. What this reflects is the power of conceived space, and the enduring effect of the physicality of space. During the conception stage of any building, multiple stakeholders, including designers, founders, managers and local authorities, all have different ideas of what a space should be. The potential of buildings to invoke material power can also delimit and demarcate strict performative possibilities. Indeed, the physicality of the organizational space is so powerful that it almost writes the statement of the organization. 

If charm and tasteful were the keywords of the ‘Victorian’ design embedded in Founder’s Building, then the keywords for ‘Victorian’ lifestyle would be homeliness, orderliness and gender-segregated. Orderliness and gender-segregated were discussed in the previous chapter as the concepts governing experiences in Founder’s Building as a separate-sphered space. Thus, it could be summarized here that separate-sphered is also one characteristic reinforced by understandings ‘Victorian’ discursively. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732395]5.2.1. Homeliness and ‘Victorian’ lifestyle

Homeliness, as already mentioned above, was a kind of feeling and effect that the College strived to create. It was achieved through reconstructing the lifestyle of the upper-middle class. The feelings of homeliness in Founder’s Building was overtly written since its conception, mainly achieved through the ‘family’ system. The ‘family’ system in the College lasted for more than 60 years until 1950 contributing dramatically to life in RHC. Based on student and staff reminiscences,[footnoteRef:50] the ‘family’ system was introduced when RHC was opened in 1886, and every new student was arranged a ‘family’ at the beginning of the first term and this ‘family’ group would last for three years. The purpose was to reproduce a domestic life as close as possible to that they experienced at home. As Murdoch (2013: 105) stressed, women in the upper and middle classes established their role through various social activities including “breakfasts and afternoon teas catering to a few friends or dozens of guests, picnics, afternoon whist parties, dinners, and dances”. Social life in RHC closely imitated this. Indeed, until the1950s,[footnoteRef:51] students had ‘family’ tea every day, preparing and serving it on a rota in their own rooms. The ‘family’ system is thus a good example of how a conception is materialized and enacted on the perceived level through encouraging activities and socialization.  [50: RHC RF/132/3, 1939-1941]  [51: RHC RF/132/7, 1944-1948] 


In Chapter Four, I introduced Vassar College and focused on how it was internalized into the becoming process of RHC as a Ladies’ College, whereas in this section, I shift attention to a specific example of how this becoming process worked and how RHC appropriated Vassar’s social values into this process. Vassar College in the U.S. contributed to the installation of the bedroom-study model. The bedroom-study model (Image 12) was also designed as a feature to cultivate the feeling of homeliness, yet interpretations of this pre-designed feature can be based on individual values and expectations. While the bedroom-study model was earlier analysed as an idealized lifestyle for upper and middle-class women, here I want to further unpack it and reveal how gender equality was interwoven. The bedroom-study model was not invented from nowhere, it came from comparison and evaluation of the models of women’s colleges already in existence. From the archival materials, we can see that Thomas Holloway studied the founding process of Vassar College, a successful residential women’s college, in detail by his underlining and annotations on a Vassar pamphlet.[footnoteRef:52] For instance, he annotated on the section about the health service provided, which later led to the design of a health centre in Founder’s Building. Vassar College was a successful residential women college, and this enabled its contributions to the conception of Founder’s Building on these details. Students[footnoteRef:53] in the 1940s attributed the bedroom-study model to gender equality: [52:  RHC GB/130/4, 1876]  [53:  RHC RF/132/3, 1946-1962
] 


You see, Thomas Holloway wanted his girls to have the same advantages as their brothers, so they all had two rooms, a sitting room for study and a bedroom.
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Image 12: Student’s study room in Founder’s Building, 1928[footnoteRef:54] [54: RHC PH/116, 1928] 


It should be emphasized that this homeliness meant an upper-middle class domestic life. Students from lower social classes, who relied on bursaries and scholarships, felt a mismatch between the space and themselves. A student[footnoteRef:55] at RHC in the 1930s wrote: [55: RHC RF132/3, 1935-1938] 


Life at RHC was so different. The educational side I could cope with. But no one had prepared me for the different life style. From sharing a bedroom, I now had two rooms of my own – a bedroom and a study. There was a maid to wake me, pull the curtain and bring me hot washing water. She made the bed and cleaned the bedroom and study. There was formal dinner every evening except Sunday and everyone was expected to change, so for the first time in my life I had dinner dresses.

From what she wrote, we know that she was the eldest child of a working-class family and the first to go to university. Her experience or feelings in RHC was unlike anything that ‘family’ and ‘homeliness’ meant to her; every detail of Founder’s Building and space were reminders that it was a luxurious space for the upper-middle class. 

If attending RHC enabled students from lower classes to experience the homeliness of upper and middle classes, this was irrelevant for the likes of maids or servants working there. One maid working there in 1927 said bluntly how hard the life working in RHC was:

I was only there about a year. It was alright, but it was hard, very hard… There were bathrooms, but they didn’t have hot water. We had no Hoovers, we just got down on our knees.[footnoteRef:56] [56: RHC RF/132/4, 1927] 


For the maids living and working in Founder’s Building, the social concepts behind homeliness might have been meaningless; for them, their interactions with Founder’s Building were all to do with orderliness. As Image 13 and 14 show, the maids, servants, and other male workers in the college had to follow the Daily Routine and other additional sets of instructions. These rules were enforced from the foundation of the College until at least the late 1940s. These rules were to do with both time (when to do what) and space (how to interact with the space). One of the rules in the Maids’ Daily Routine (Image 13), was ‘maids may not go out of the grounds or change their time off unless they have permission’, a rule that regulated the way they could interact with the space, i.e. the grounds, and when they had time off. 

   [image: ]
Image 13: Rule for Maids, 1906[footnoteRef:57] [57: RHC AR/161/1, 1906] 


Just like the people who worked in Founder’s Building were regulated in their interactions with the space in the demands of orderliness, students also had to follow their Daily Routine (Image 14). This from a student, there in 1908-1911:

Morning chapel at 8 am was compulsory; one could not cut a lecture except for illness; one had to dress for dinner and assemble in the library, complete with a pre-arranged partner punctually at the given hour before walking in solemn procession to the dining hall. [footnoteRef:58] [58: RHC RF/132/3, 1908-1911] 


Until 1949, dinner attendance was compulsory; students who did not get permission in advance to be absent were fined one shilling.[footnoteRef:59] [59: RHC RF/132/7, 1946-1949] 
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Image 14: Royal Holloway College Daily Routine, c1906[footnoteRef:60] [60: RHC AR/161/1, 1906] 


However, in comparison with the rules for maids’, the Daily Routine was less strict and involved fewer restrictions, and students’ movement were relatively free. This divergence indicated how the space was socially produced and how this process was influenced by the social hierarchy. For instance, the violations of the rules had different results for maids and students, as said by a staff member working in the college in 1908:

Miss Knowles, our Lady Housekeeper, kept a firm hand over the maids and she stood no nonsense. There was a terrible occasion when some of the younger maids, having watched the students run corridor races from the West pantries, decided to run corridor races of their own on West IV that evening after prayers. Miss Knowles stopped their Christmas holiday[footnoteRef:61]               [61: RHC RF/131/6, 1908-1914] 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Moreover, students were not punished for their (mis)behaviour while the maids watched them were punished for theirs. For the maids and other workers, violations of the rules could lead to dismissal as explained in the following excerpt from one of several maids’ reminiscences held in the archive:

I did get the sack, but it wasn’t my fault. I went out with the Head Maid and second maid who got a pass till 12 o’clock, but I didn’t get one and had to be in at past nine or ten at the latest … Next morning, I was sent away because Miss Stracklon was going to make an example of us so that the other girls would realise word was law.[footnoteRef:62]   [62: RHC RF/132/4, 1947-1949] 


In this and many similar cases recorded in the archive, violations of rules were reflected on interactions with space (and time), which relating to the way that the space was meant directly to be largely segregated from the outside world, and especially from men (e.g. the rule against male residents but also rules against both students and maids having men in their rooms without a chaperone present). 

[bookmark: _Toc534732396]5.3. How ‘Victorian’ is alive in Founder’s Building 

Once conceptualizing Founder’s Building as a process that gradually became ‘Victorian’, then the next question is how and what perspectives are still present on the spatial level. Or to reframe the question, what are the spatial legacies of Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ space? This section unfolds as two sub-sections. The first sub-section is centred on how Founder’s Building become a historic space and thee implications of being a historic space. The second sub-section focuses on one aspect that motivated ‘Victorian’ to still be alive and exerts its influence – the persistency of physical objects.

[bookmark: _Toc534732397]5.3.1. Alive through becoming an historic space

Previous sections in this chapter have emphasized the process for Founder’s Building becoming a ‘Victorian’ space, and, at first sight, it seems meaningless to distinguish between ‘Victorian’ and historic space since the idea of ‘historic’ is always embedded in meanings of ‘Victorian’. Nevertheless, what previous sections addressed was how ‘Victorian’ could be interpreted discursively by different users and in different times. It would be unrealistic to separate the concept of historic from ‘Victorian’ and investigate how it formed Founder’s Building. To start with, a historic building is defined as a building with a long history to be protected for architectural and historic interest. Founder’s Building, as a Grade 1 listed building, i.e. the most historic category of all listed buildings, and any changes to it designs and physical artefacts are difficult to achieve. During the interview with the strategic space manager in the Estates department, he shared how difficult it is to change anything in Founder’s Building, and more importantly all new buildings should be built and designed in consonance with the “atmosphere/character of Founder’s”. Even in the early years when the Founder’s Building was just opened, there was document specifying that no other buildings should distract from Founder’s Building as the centre of the campus. 

To further elaborate how influential Founder’s Building as a historic building is, I want to discuss an example of a newly opened building right in front of Founder’s, which is the Emily Wilding Davison building. 

The Emily Wilding Davison building was opened officially in October 2017 by HRH The Princess Royal. Therefore, at the stage of collecting empirical materials, Emily Wilding Davison building was still a construction site, and construction took a long because of the requirement to measure its impacts on Founder’s Building.  In the interview, the project manager of this new building described the conception process of it:

Will this new library affect Founder's? Primarily, the approval of this new building is affected by the planning governance of Founder's, which means the conditions can be really strict. For instance, even though Windsor building [opposite to Founder’s Building] is a modern building, it complements Founder’s Building. 

It is quite clear that what can be built around the Founder’s Building is highly restricted and a ‘bring back to past feel’ is encouraged in a new build to be in harmony with it. Even RHUL cannot overturn this governance. While this ‘bring back to past feel’ requirement undoubtedly created challenges on the level of conception and perception process for Emily Wilding Davison building (and or Windsor building before it) this demonstrates how it is interwoven with Founder’s Building and in a way ‘inherits’ the past from Founder’s Building – and becomes a new ‘Victorian’ space.

First, its name indicates how RHUL assimilated the new building into the histories of Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ and historic space. Founder’s Building, as the landmark building in RHUL, is a powerful representation for organizational history and memories. Its power lies in its monumental form, as Dale and Burrell (2007) wrote, it would be difficult not experiencing a sense of awe walking into a building like Founder’s. In the publicity to announce the official opening of Emily Wilding Davison building, I found the following description explaining its naming:

The decision to name the building after one of the university’s most famous alumni, Emily Wilding Davison, was one made by the whole university community. Emily was a strident advocate for women’s suffrage and through the efforts of campaigners like her. Emily’s campaigning spirit, her commitment to equality, and her determination to bring about positive change can be seen in Royal Holloway’s values today.

On the RHUL website is the following:

Emily Wilding Davison, who began her studies at Royal Holloway in 1892, encapsulates Royal Holloway’s ethos of empowering individuals to drive social and cultural change, for the benefit of all.

What neither extract mentions are that Emily Wilding Davison studied at RHUL for less than a year, dropping out because her mother could not afford the £20 a term fee. (In fact, she later joined St Hugh’s College, Oxford, and completed her study there.) Emily Wilding Davison’s past was selectively interpreted to suit the present objective of RHUL as a pioneer educational organization. Brunninge (2009) metaphorically compared history to a quarry, that is, organizations – like historians –only pick the stones that best serve their purpose. What the naming the new building after the famous alumnus reveals is how the history of a space can be deliberately written and re-written – not always appropriately from some viewpoints. A nice illustration of this as provided to me by a staff member whose office is situated in Founder’s Building:

I am conscious of the history of RHUL as a women college, because I give lots of talks about the history for new students. But I don’t understand why Royal Holloway, an institution that was founded so progressively before, has become so conservative now. 

I think the college got it wrong about what is important in the history. They constantly fall back to Emily Wilding Davison, but these histories are nothing to do with the future. And this conservative culture affects the collective mind-set of students and staff. 

As argued by Blombäck and Brunninge (2009), organizations select what and how to communicate based on their identities, and historical references can be especially important. However, this is an extreme case, and requires to be carefully contextualized. In fact, the majority of the interviewees regarded this history to be positive to RHUL, and formed part of their personal pride. Members of the organization do not act upon the organizational history automatically, instead they act based on what they believe. In the case of Founder’s Building, nostalgia was evident in both academic group and students, but other than the nostalgia emerging from the case of Founder’s Building, the understandings of space and its history are also sources for people to ‘fantasise the preferred future’ (Brown and Humphreys, 2006). Compared to the nostalgia discussions, this notion was less clear in this research. As Brown and Starkey (2000) said, buildings can be objects of fantasy. Perhaps the only issue related to the fantasy in Founder’s Building was when interviewees, especially the staff, talked about the continuity of ‘Victorian’. 

While the case of Emily Wilding Davison uncovered how the idea of recreating a new historic ‘Victorian’ space is important to maintain the integrity of historical narratives for RHUL, for people working and living in a historic ‘Victorian’ space can lead to restrictions on the level of lived space. For example, a student interviewed mentioned how his anticipation of the stricter rules might be placed:

Before I moved into my room, when I saw the Founder’s first in the orientation, I thought it would be a lot stricter if I live in this heritage building, but we have lots of freedom.

Similar sentiment is found in the interview with a member of the academic staff:

I find that grandness is a bit intrusive, even now, the college, the way it is represented is hallowed, you feel you cannot lean on the wall, spill your drink, you know, you cannot do anything, I just don’t like it.

In both cases, Founder’s Building is interpreted as more than a historical building, but a historic building where behaviours should be regulated. Even though, in fact, there is no specific rule about it, the link between the impressiveness of the physicality of Founder’s and behaviours within it is made, even on the imagined level. It should not be forgotten that Founder’s Building is not a historic building by default, the process of ‘becoming historic’ is an evolving process influenced by social attitudes towards the value of the historical building. Here, the categorization as a historic building encourages specific ways of experiencing Founder’s Building, yet simultaneously, discourages how to experience. At the same, for users of Founder’s Building, their experiences will affect how they interpret that fact that Founder’s Building is a historic building, either positively or negatively.  

[bookmark: _Toc534732398]5.3.2. Alive through persistent physicality of ‘Victorian’ 

Having discussed how ‘Victorian’ remains alive in Founder’s Building through gradually becoming a historic space, now I want to turn to another important characteristic embedded in Founder’s Building – its persistent physicality. To further elaborate, I want to introduce a case of how Founder’s Building becomes an impressive space. Here impressiveness was realized through the perceived space, specifically through the physical design and the artefacts. As Image 1 shows, Founder’s Building is an architecturally grand edifice, and it is almost impossible not to be impressed by its scale, its design and its history. 

‘Victorian’ was an incomparable era that made the nation prosperous through free trade, and buildings were designed as enduring marks of this prosperity (Heffer, 2013: 729). Therefore ‘Victorian’ buildings were built to parade the achievements, not only of founders, but also of the whole of society, and to impress later generations. The aspiration to parade and to impress was deeply embedded in the concept offender’s Building. Thomas Holloway was determined to create a project impressive of lasting grandeur. During this planning meeting with educational experts and local authorities in 1873, he emphasized that he understand his project could wildly expensive, but he did not regret it as long as it “may hereafter serve as a starting point for someone else to a great deal better”.[footnoteRef:63] The intention to invest in largest-scale projects as the legacy of wealth is an obvious feature of the ‘Victorian’ era.  [63: RHC RF/101/2, Pamphlet: Some small memories as to the origin of Holloway College for Women, 1886] 


In the case of Founder’s Building, its impressiveness was mentioned by almost every interviewee. A similar sentiment is expressed in the reminiscences of previous students and staff in the college archives. What was particularly salient during the research was how users of Founder’s Building frequently attributed the impressiveness they felt about specific artefacts or the physical scale of the building. During this process, they actively materialized their feelings and emotions through making connection to physical aspects of space. It was easier to refer to and describe those concrete things when asked: the fire place, width of the corridor, the stone staircase, the high ceilings and windows. It was noteworthy that although all these physical existences are self-evidently traces of history, people usually talked about histories rather than describing the objects. In this way, physical objects are the most powerful clues of history, stimulate imagination about the past, and help people to revisit the history but with present interpretations. For instance, when interviewing a staff member working in Founder’s Building, s/he said that:

You see the fireplace, and when I go to have a coffee in Crosslands [a café in Founder’s Building] and see the quadrangle, they have been there for long time, and you see people enjoy this space. At graduation, if you look at the archive, there are lots of documents that principals wrote rules about the way women should sit in the quadrangle. Things like what they should wear, the length of the dress, how to wear the hat, and all these been reminded.

This implies the power of the physicality of space. That is, it is so powerful that it encapsulates various ideas, feelings and values about the space, which then become the statement of an organization.  Yet the interpretation about a physical artefact changes and evolves continually. In the case of the fireplace mentioned above, its existence evoked the same memory for the students in the 19th century. What this suggests is the importance of contextualizing feelings and emotions aroused with reference to the social conditions the time they were evoked. 

On the level of ‘lived experiencing’ of Founder’s Building, there is ample evidence of a consistency between the conception of an impressive space and the lived space. To take just one of very many examples found in the college archive, one maintenance worker in the 1960s said: 

I remember telling my wife about my first impressions of the College and I remember saying that when I came through the gates it was just like a fairy castle - and it still does to me. It was to me a fairy castle! A beautiful building.[footnoteRef:64] [64: RHC RF/132/3, 1961] 


Whilst this is the most commonly expressed view it was not universally shared; one student calling it “a monstrosity” [footnoteRef:65] and similar feelings were expressed in the interviews with current users of the Founder’s Building. One academic staff member told me:  [65: RHC RF/132/6, 1953] 


I think it is really impressive, but I did not initially think it is beautiful, but a little grotesque, not so subtle, a bit too much, but since I have been here for a while and looked at the details, I don’t feel that anymore, I like it. 

These two excerpts depicted how impressiveness is a socially constructed concept with varying meanings underpinned, and what is more, how impressiveness is constructed and maintained through the persistent physicality of space. It is the physical objects and appearance of Founder’s Building that contribute to Founder’s Building being a historic ‘Victorian’ space. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732399]Chapter Conclusion

To conclude this chapter, the aim has been to investigate which parts of history are still present in Founder’s Building, and how their historical implications still exert influence upon experiences with Founder’s Building. The key word for this chapter has been ‘Victorian’, which encapsulates many meanings and values around space. The first sections revisited how ‘Victorian’ become a key discursive term in the history of Founder’s Building and RHUL. In this section, I scrutinized meanings and values embedded in ‘Victorian’ in the conception stage of Founder’s Building, then I moved to how different people in different time periods interpreted and make sense of ‘Victorian’; and more importantly, how their interpretations have interacted with their experience in Founder’s Building. The second section of this chapter centred on the process of Founder’s Building becoming a ‘Victorian’ space. The analysis followed the same logic, which covered conception stage, perception stage and lived experience in Founder’s Building. 

[bookmark: _Hlk535075114]However, what this section emphasized particularly was how interpretations of ‘Victorian’ were both localized and personalized. Founder’s Building is not a ‘Victorian’ space in a vacuum that followed social norms and values indiscriminately, instead, its becoming process as a ‘Victorian’ space was a social construction and continues the negotiations with social norms of what ‘Victorian’ should be. The third section addressed how ‘Victorian’ is still alive in the present, and I proposed two plausible explanations. One explanation is that Founder’s Building became a historic space motivating conservation of ‘Victorian’ values. The other explanation was that the nature of persistent physical objects and appearance indeed is helpful for Founder’s Building to remain as a ‘Victorian’ space in the present. 




[bookmark: _Toc534732400]Chapter Six
Discussion: Reflections on theory, history and method 

[bookmark: _Toc534732401]Chapter Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to discuss and reflect on the various theoretical and analytical conceptualizations of organizational space developed in this thesis, as well as to reflect on the methodological choice in the empirical case of Founder’s Building. To further investigate, I use this chapter to discuss three dimensions underpinning this thesis, which are theoretical dimension, analytical dimension, and methodological dimension. Though in this chapter treat these dimensions separately they are intermingled, and overlapping perspectives exist widely.

Theoretical dimension: Theoretically, I conceptualized both organizations and organizational space as becoming processes, in order to historicize both organizations and organizational space. The theoretical foundation for re-conceptualizing organizational space and organization itself is process theory. Hence, in the first section of this chapter, I will reflect on process theory and how it has enabled my approach to Founder’s Building as a becoming process. Specifically, I will focus on how strongly held view of process theory represents a philosophical shift and its implications in studying organizational space. Lefebvre’s theorization of space is another theoretical foundation to the core argument, which re-theorizes space as a social construction and enables attention to the historicity of space. 

Analytical dimension: Reflects on doing and writing a Lefebvrian study. I clarified in Chapter Two how these two dimensions are interwoven. Though Lefebvrian theories are theoretical in the way it re-conceptualizes the definition of organizational space, I do not only perceive Lefebvrian theories as abstract theories in my thesis. Therefore, I want to use this section to highlight the insights of Lefebvre’s theories to showcase their potential to be not only a theoretical framework, but also a powerful analytical one. In this section, I will propose the core argument of how I interpret Lefebvre’s theories and indicate how Lefebvre’s triad is an integrated heuristic device. I will also discuss the benefits and challenges of applying Lefebvre’s triad as integrated. 

Methodological dimension: The third dimension of this chapter emphasizes methodological choice as a way of reflecting the reflexive twin-track framework I adopted empirically in this thesis. In this section, the main task is twofold: to demonstrate how this framework enabled me to achieve what could not have been achieved if this framework had not been a twin-track; and to demonstrate how this enabled me to show what could not have been shown had this not been a reflexive framework. 

6. [bookmark: _Toc514757841][bookmark: _Toc534732402]
6.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732403]Reflection on a process worldview

A process worldview is defined as an approach to study the organizing process rather than substances, in which “activity prioritises over outcome, change over persistence, and becoming over being” (Schultz, 2012: 1). My arguments are shaped by the strong view of process view in this thesis, which is conceptualized by Chia and Langley (2005) as a philosophical shift from entities to processes. Hence the emphasis is placed on evolving phenomena and temporality. Analysis of empirical evidence of the Founder’s Building were governed by this worldview. Lefebvre’s conceived-perceived-lived triad offered one possible way to study how space is a process that emerges, develops, grows and terminates over time. Founder’s Building, therefore, was written as a nuanced story with the assumption that the space is experienced not as a fixed ‘being’, instead, it is ‘becoming’ continually, that is, people experience the space under the influence of evolving social norms. Specifically, I discussed empirical evidence in Founder’s Building in Chapter Four to demonstrate how Founder’s Building is negotiated over time. In Chapter Five, I discussed the historicity of Founder’s Building as a historic ‘Victorian’ space. What these discussions suggest is that the Founder’s Building that we see, and experience now has evolved gradually over time. This understanding positions the Founder’s Building in its timeline with reference to the social implications at different time periods, which nicely exemplifies the possibility of studying organizational space, and organization, with a process worldview. A process worldview is necessary to position spatial studies in a temporal and historical context. Therefore, the first core contribution of adopting process view is that it enables historicizing organizational space and organizations by drawing attention to temporality. 

Once convinced that organizational space should be conceptualized as an ongoing process, a look into the past is necessary and bears the same weight as the present. In Schultz’s (2012: 2) words, processes unfold in time and “human phenomena cannot be adequately understood if time is abstracted away”. Thus, historical turn is introduced to study the past of the organizational space. Without understanding of the past, it is impossible to comprehend the present, and vice versa. If the organizational space is always an unfinished process, the organization itself is also a process evolving continuously. Just as Toyoki (2004) argued, since Hernes abandoned the assumption of ‘boundedness’, it is possible to view the organization as something emergent, unfinished, and amorphous. This assumption enables approaching Founder’s Building from a holistic perspective where both the past evolving spatialization process and the present evolved space can be analysed. Historical turn has another contribution: history is alive in the present rather than history determining the present (Barrett and Srivastval, 1991).  By adopting this orientation, the inquiry into the organizational space is conducted from the perspectives of those who live the space rather than treating histories as background. 

Hernes’ work on process worldview is widely cited in organization studies, and my approach to process theory is based on Hernes’ work. Bakken and Hernes (2007) argued that the process view-seeing organization as a process was initiated since the early Greek philosophers in social science, and this view has increasingly influenced recent organization studies. Unlike regarding organizations as bounded systems, as Hernes (2004: 11) claimed, this process view of organization has the advantage that “a continual state of formation of the organization and interaction can be achieved”. Based on this view, not only the emergence of contexts, but the conditions for how the organization is formed and its evolution can be revealed. The process view denotes the shifted emphasis to temporality on organizational study. If situating organizational space in the process view, the assumption of organizational space as a container would be transferred to the actual process of how it is produced and evolved. I want to re-emphasize that Lefebvre’s theorization is also inherently based on a process worldview and this worldview is the centre of spatial turn. Because of the process worldview, interpretations about organizational space become subjective and emergent. 

Indeed, spatiality is believed to be narratively constructed, where the interpretations of space depend on the shared memory of people (Decker, 2014). This understanding brings the concept of historicity into the field of organizational space; as suggested by Dilthey (1977), everything and every activity bears the stamp of historicity. That is, although history can be viewed as a product of the past, all actions and interactions carry the past within them. For instance, the presence and use of a space is formed by the histories and habituations, but conversely and simultaneously, the present will reform the histories. Moreover, Elden (2004) argued that Lefebvre emphasized the historicity of space and spatial experience. Lefebvre’s work is a project of spatial history, where space is a tool for the analysis. However, it is important not to misunderstand process worldview as denying the existence of entities. This is especially important in the study of organizational space, where the physicality cannot be reduced, but what is central here is shifting the focus from the entities to the unpacking process of how it is created and recreated. As Schultz (2012) emphasized, the process worldview is not aiming to reduce the complexity, but to acknowledge it. Process worldview therefore acknowledges the existence of the objects but argues that they are constituted by and in relation to other objects in an ongoing process. 

6.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732404]Reflection on writing a Lefebvrian study

If process theory enabled me to historicize both organizational space and organization itself, what Lefebvre’s theories contributed to this thesis lies in how space should be re-theorized as social construction. This assumption is the foundation underpinning the possibility of applying process theory to organizational space. It is this assumption that shifted emphasis of spatial studies from physical entities to social process, which enables me to blend theories of process worldview and Lefebvrian. Theory blending is emerging as a promising trend in the field of organization studies. In Oswick, Fleming, and Hanlon’s (2011) work on organizational theory building, they propose the concept of theory blending as a new way of thinking about theory development. In their work, they differentiate theory blending from theory borrowing. In my thesis, what this implies is that I do not only borrow theories like process theory and Lefebvrian, the key difference is how to blend them together and lead to new insights on the theoretical level. Specifically, what process theory adds to Lefebvrian studies is attention to historical perspective. The reason is that though historical perspective is emphasized by Lefebvre is his work, in many empirical studies, historical readings of space are still neglected. Even in studies that have looked into the historical perspective, the emphasis is still centred on the abrupt changes rather than perceiving it as a process. Thus, this section on the one hand is to show the potential of blending theories of process and Lefebvrian theory, and on the other hand, focuses on how to apply blended theories empirically to Founder’s Building. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732405]6.2.1. Lefebvre’s triad as an integrated heuristic device 

What I plan to highlight first in this section is how I analysed empirical evidence about Founder’s Building based on my readings of Lefebvre, and how I understand the essence of Lefebvre’s triad. As this sub-section title suggests, what was central to the analysis process was regarding the triad as an integrated heuristic device, facilitating the understandings of not only Founder’s Building, but also the organization and wider society. Particularly, in the analysis process, I chose not only to utilize the triad as an abstract and typological technique to separate the empirical evidence. The empirical evidence was not analysed in a way that each triadic element was separated, quite opposite, they were intermingled. By analysing in this way, it was therefore possible to fully exploit the potential of the triad as an innovative and powerful tool. Treating the triad as integrated has theoretical foundations inherently embedded in Lefebvre’s understandings of how to analyse space. However, most studies based on Lefebvre’s triad still tend to perceive the triad as a typological technique guiding the collection and analysis of empirical evidence; for instance, Peltonen’s (2011) research on the making process of a Finnish university, in which the triad was applied to categorize the empirical evidence collected, was followed by analysis of each triadic element separately. Some other studies have selected one element in the triad as a tool to explain the empirical phenomenon, such as in Tyler and Cohen’s (2010) study on gender performativity and organizational space, in which they used one element in Lefebvre’s triad, lived space, for analysis. 

If accomplishing analysis strictly based on the triad, that is, by analysing the empirical evidence separately based on which category it belongs to, it would be dangerous to overlook the most important issue stressed by Lefebvre – temporality and history. As Elden (2004) interpreted, what differentiated Lefebvre’s thought from others was that he not only assumed that space is socially produced, but also historically shaped; vice versa, he also believed that history was spatially shaped. Lefebvre (2004) emphasized that his analysis was both social and historical, and both were equally important. Specifically, his understanding of history is not linear but more similar to Nietzschean sense of change and cycles.  Hence in this thesis, I used Founder’s Building as a case study, to look for the opportunity to analyse the space as historically constructed. From what had been empirically discovered, it was possible to apply the triad as an integrated device; as Watkins (2006) argued, only if considering these three elements of the triad as integrated is it possible to surface the true potential of Lefebvre’s thought. In the next section, I will revisit each element of the triad to reveal how they are inherently intermingled both on theoretical and empirical levels.

[bookmark: _Toc534732406]6.2.2. What historicity adds to Lefebvre’s work

In this thesis, I have conceptualised and interpreted the histories of Founder’s Building and RHUL based on the assumptions of the New Historicism, and the concept of historicity is applied to understand relevant phenomena in history. As argued in Chapter Two, the introduction of the New Historicism is consistent with my conceptualisation of organizational space as well as organisations as social constructions. More importantly, this understanding of history and organisation is congruent with Lefebvre’s theorisation of organizational space inherently. The most important assumption of the Lefebvrian understanding of space is that it is a social product (Lefebvre, 1991). His theories of space and organisations shifted the focus from ‘things in space’ to the ‘production of space’ (Merrifield, 2000: 172). The reason behind this is that both Lefebvre’s theories and the New Historicism, alternatively both spatial turn and historical turn, emerged from the rise of the linguistic turn. It is the linguistic turn that problematised that dominance of the singular and absolute representations of reality (Durepos, Mills and Weatherbee, 2012: 270). Just as the Lefebvrian theorisation of organisational space criticised the reduction of space to mere objects, physical and imaginary, the New Historicism challenged the objectivity of historical evidence. Consequently, this thesis seeks to contribute to the study of organisational space in space by re-conceptualising both organisational space and history as social constructions. What this reconceptualisation brings to the study of the Founder’s Building and RHUL is twofold. On the one hand, the New Historicism acknowledges the importance of single voices and interpretations (Gallagher and Greenblatt, 2000). In other words, the history of the Founder’s Building is no longer restricted to the collective level, such as the organisational level or national level. What this emphasise is that history should be approached as possibilities rather than objective facts. On the other hand, this problematised the dominant position of the researcher and enabled me to approach the Founder’s Building and relevant empirical materials in a reflexive way. As Tosh (2009) argued, historians are not the owners of history, but selectors who can make diverse choices regarding the language, writing style and sources of history. Thus, as clarified in the discussions of the research method, subscribing to the New Historicism and historicity helped me to analyse the sources of the Founder’s Building in history in a more critical manner and reminded me to reflect on my own influence and standpoint during the analysis process. 

Much of the empirical evidence about the Founder’s Building case demonstrates how the New Historicism and historicity are beneficial for these two perspectives. As a case in point, I discussed the concepts of ‘freedom’ and ‘restrictions’ in case when the users of the Founder’s Building, students and staff, described their experiences of the Founder’s Building. When comparing the present users’ experiences and interpretations of ‘freedom’ and ‘restrictions’, the New Historicism indeed freed my analysis from a single voice, such as defining ‘freedom’, and ‘restrictions’ based on the present users’ views. Also, I was cautious about my own view of ‘freedom’ when analysing and tried to be attentive to what individuals described based on their own experience and perspective. Therefore, in previous discussions, I ascribed different interpretations of language, ‘freedom’ and ‘restrictions’, to social mutability and how these differences are enacted in space. It is the New Historicism that enabled me to reject this objectivity within language and experience. Other examples, such as different meanings of ‘middle class’ and ‘Ladies’ College’, can be found in Chapter Four. The whole of Chapter Five is indeed built up on the subjectivity of the ‘Victorian’ meanings for different people at different times. 

Historicity further enriched the analysis of the Founder’s Building and history of RHUL in a different way. It is the concept of historicity that made it possible to explore the interaction between the past and present. This understanding is also based on the New Historicism that emphasised on social construction and process of history. However, as Hernes (2000) stressed, historicity highlights how the past and present interact over time. Many empirical examples have shown how historical imprints make an impact, such as the size of the resident rooms for students. In Chapter Four, I discussed how different sized bedrooms in the Founder’s Building were interpreted and influenced by the social norms at different times. Another evident example is about resistance, such as the students’ resistance to the regulations and rules in the Founder’s Building during the ‘Victorian’ period and in the present, which suggests that experience in space is an ongoing process of negotiation and resistance. This and similar analyses are supported by the concept of historicity, too. In fact, the most important contribution of historicity to the study of space is that it sensitises the ongoing constructions of the past and present. Thus, incorporating historicity not only acknowledges the plurality of the past, but also stresses the plurality of the present. As Zeitlyn (2015: 388) emphasised, “the present is that in which the representation or meaning of the past and future are continually altered” in the case of the Founder’s Building in this thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc534732407]6.2.3. How the triad is integrated

In order to answer the question how space is produced, Lefebvre constructed a heuristic device, called a spatial triad. This triad is doubly designated. On one level, it refers to the triad of spatial practice, representations of space, and spaces of representations. On the other level, it refers to the triad of perceived, conceived and lived space. These two levels are parallel, indicating the twofold approach to studying space: one is phenomenological, the other linguistic (Schmid, 2008). The triad consists of three forms of social space: spatial practices being perceived, representations of space being conceived, and spaces of representations being lived (Van Ingen, 2003). Lefebvre (1991) specified in Production of Space, that these three forms were inseparable.  Lefebvre (1991: 33) believed that conceived space dominated society because it “tied to the relations of production and to the ‘order’ which those relations impose, and hence to knowledge, to signs, to codes, and to frontal relation”. Conceived space refers to the conceptualization of the space, usually credited to the contributions of planners, engineers and architects. This explains why only the contributions of the architect and the founder were emphasized in the official history of Founder’s Building and RHUL, which can be viewed on the websites or read in the print publicity. This kind of history was also internalized by the users of Founder’s Building to a large extent. For instance, when asked during the interview about the history of RHUL, the founder, Thomas Holloway was mentioned by all the interviewees. Soja (1996) explains that conceived space imposes its power through knowledge, signs and codes and finally controls spatial knowledge. If applying a Foucauldian term, it is the “dominant discourses of space in a given society” (Simonsen, 2005: 6). 

In the case of Founder’s Building, this kind of power was firstly realized through naming the building after its founder, Thomas Holloway. This power is long-lasting and difficult to change because of its foundational position.  However, it is not to suggest that conceived space in Founder’s Building is static: on the contrary, it is always in a process of becoming. But by understanding the power of conceived space, it is possible to explain why some changes are difficult to achieve. To give an example, one department was recently asked to move out of Founder’s Building, which caused anxiety and dissatisfaction for the staff. Even for the interviewees who currently work in Founder’s Building, once asked about the possibility that they might move out as well, a large majority were hostile to that. Here, if rethinking the fact that Founder’s Building was originally conceived and still maintained as an educational space, it might explain why people became hostile to such a decision. From its beginning, Founder’s Building has always been used by both students and staff together. Moreover, this sense of being a close-knit community has been promoted as a unique selling point RHUL’s marketing. Yet, as Founder’s Building is no longer a self-contained space, the understandings of the meaning of ‘close-knit community’ differ. ‘Close-knit community’ may describe campus life in the prospectus, but for many staff, it would not be a close-knit community if they have to move to other buildings. What this indicates is how powerful conceived space is and how long-lasting its influence can be. 

The power of conceived space is impossible to enact without the spatial practices being perceived, that is, the materiality of space. To return to the sense of close-knit community again, ever since Founder’s Building came into being, ensuring the safety of ‘Victorian’ girls meant its space were designed in a multi-functional style, so anyone living there in a true sense were self-sufficient without going out. This conception has been maintained until now: inhabitants have catering facilities, a health centre, meeting rooms, a lecture theatre, offices, residents’ rooms and a religious space. Hence, even though Founder’s Building may no longer be an enclosed space, its perceived space encourages and fosters the experience of it being enclosed. The physical layout of Founder’s Building continued to exist a on conceived, perceived and lived levels. And the persistency of its physicality further helps to ensure the continuity and cohesion in social configurations (Simonsen, 2005). 

Without doubt the interior designs have over time undergone massive change, but Founder’s Building was conceived as an educational space and changes on the spatial level ensure it remains an educational space. To take the example of the facilities in the lecture theatre, though blackboards were replaced by interactive whiteboards, the function remains the same – as does the auditorium style with lecturers being central, both physically and psychologically. 

It should be emphasized that everyday routines and movement are part of Lefebvre’s understanding of space and are largely influenced by its physicality (Van Ingen, 2003); and it is perceived space that acts as a mediator between the conceived and lived space. However, Lefebvre’s work on space is vague about how precisely it mediates. (Simonsen, 2005). In the case of Founder’s Building, I have discovered that perceived space can remind users how particular space was conceived and encourages them to experience it in the way it was originally designed. During my interviewing I found out from library staff that students tend to work more quietly in the Founder’s Building’s library because the historical atmosphere and the old furniture creates a solemn feeling which make them behave in a manner that respects the space. Yet it should be emphasized that during this process, the users are not passive recipients, instead, they actively interpret, evaluate, and act. It is also because of their action, that the solemn feeling can be maintained. Van Ingen (2003: 204) interpreted the lived space as a “combination of all spaces simultaneously and generates what Lynn Stewart describes as local forms of knowing, that are geographically and historically contingent and which are the result of socially specific spatial practices”. Lived space is the space users experience every day. It can explain the ‘clandestine’ side of a society and why rules are not obeyed (Merrifield, 2000). 

One typical example of clandestine behaviour is shown in the analysis of the tunnel in the section on Founder’s Building as a negotiated space. The tunnel was designed to reinforce the separate-sphere conception, whereas it was sometimes used to hide boyfriends. Here, the tunnel itself as a perceived space worked as a mediator enabling this conception to be bypassed. So, unlike in the previous example of Founder’s library, perceived space here is an enabler to escape from conceived space. This is due to the dynamic nature of the lived space, where users make sense of conceived and perceived space actively and unconsciously. During this process, counter space can also emerge. Counter space is the dynamic space that are counter-hegemonic social space enabling alternative interpretations (Van Ingen, 2003). Empirical examples in the case of Founder’s Building can be found in Chapter Four, where I discuss how the idea of Founder’s Building as a separate-sphered was negotiated and challenged. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732408]6.2.4. Benefits and challenges to regard the triad as integrated

From the previous section, it is now evident that the three elements of Lefebvre’s triad are intermingled. According to Merrifield (2000), Lefebvre believed that the relationship between the conceived-lived-perceived is not ever stable and is determined by the historical attributes. This can result in both benefits and challenges to approaching the triad as an integrative device. First, once shifted away from the insights on time, the historical dimension cannot be overlooked. Based on the analysis of findings in the previous chapter, it is plausible that by bringing the historical perspective to the spatial study, Lefebvre’s triad worked much more effectively in explaining the empirical evidence. A case in point, the discussion of the experience with Picture Gallery in Founder’s Building. Without positioning the changed ways of experiencing in the specific historical setting, it would be impossible to unpack how the present style of experience being gradually developed as it is now. During this process, perceived space remained relatively stable compared to the conceived space, in which the conception of the Picture Gallery is no longer only to fulfil socializing purpose. Now, apart from the educational purpose, it is also conceived by RHUL as a revenue-generating asset, where the conferences and events are carefully managed by the Conference team of RHUL.

Besides the benefits mentioned above, the triad as a preliminary concept also poses challenges in applying it to organization studies. Firstly, because of the integrated nature of the triad, it is insufficient to study only one element of it; all three elements must be examined together. To do this, multiple types of empirical evidence are required. As I developed in the methodology chapter, because of the way I interpreted Lefebvre’s triad with the focus on historical perspective, the twin-track method was applied. One track of it was to collect archival evidence, to understand the conception of Founder’s Building and to identify from the reminiscences of previous students and staff how they experience this. The other track was to conduct interviews with present users to find out how they make sense and of Founder’s Building and experience it. Perceived space necessitates the observation of the present and the exploration of relevant details from textual description or visual evidence held in the archive. The second challenge is to interpret the empirical evidence. Instead of the content, Lefebvrian studies centre on the use of language. Hence, the aim of the analysis process is not to describe what is happening and what happened, but to explain how it become a process. During this process, perception is a central concept, i.e., how people perceive an image, an event, or a space (Schmid, 2008). 

Another challenge, usually seen as the critique of Lefebvre’s triad, is the historical nature of his analysis. Lefebvre also demonstrated (1991: 113) in his book that “it is never easy to get back from the object [the present space] to the activity that produced and/or created it”. My interpretation or response to that is that it is impossible to get back to the past and reconstruct the history. But even if it is impossible, it does not negate the importance of a historical perspective. Indeed, the purpose of historical studies should not be restricted to reconstruct history. The belief that historians can reconstruct what happened in the past is the underpinning assumption of traditional Historicism, but in this thesis, I subscribed to New Historicism and the concept of historicity as the guide to understanding and analysing historical realities. As scrutinized in the section on social past in the chapter on literature review, New Historicism problematizes the objectivity of historical realities, and stresses that reconstructing histories is neither possible nor should it be the aim for historians. 
 
6.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732409]Reflection on reflexive twin-track framework

A twin-track framework is the research method governing this thesis, determining what and how empirical evidence is collected; how to analyse the empirical evidence, and how to write up the findings. This section aims to bring the application process of this method to life, and more importantly to reflect on challenges of the twin-track method. One of the contributions of this thesis is that this twin-track framework can broaden understandings of organizational space from enriching empirical evidence. I will articulate this process in a reflexive way. The first task this reflexive twin-track framework enabled is that I paid more attention to the influence of ontological and epistemological assumptions over interpretations of theoretical claims as well as empirical findings.  In non-reflexive studies, ontological and epistemological assumptions are rarely discussed on the methodological level; in studies of organizations, for instance, Cassell (2005) argues that interviewing has long been seen as epistemological neutral device, as had the collection of archive evidence. 

Therefore, in this thesis, the choice of this reflexive framework indeed further justified my decision in dealing with all empirical evidence as subjective. The reflexive nature had influenced the whole process of this thesis, which will be discussed further in the following sections. This section is structured as two parts; the first is about reflection on the collection process; the second is about the analysis process of the empirical evidence. Yet before proceeding, I want to highlight that, though I have separated these two parts, in practice they were intermingled and were far from a linear process. This non-linearity existed both in and between the collection and analysis of archival and evidence from the interviews. I have written in the methodology chapter that this twin-track method was designed in a way that the collection of the archive materials will help to narrow down the interviewing questions. Many instances appeared during this process, for example, there was a detailed discussion in the previous chapter about the Picture Gallery and the how people experience it in different times. This was achieved by first examining the relevant materials and then deciding the questions to investigate with current staff and students. In fact, the interviewing evidence also inspired revisiting the archive. To take the example of the Picture Gallery again, after the analysis of the relevant interview transcripts about the Picture Gallery, I found that the social activities in the Picture Gallery had changed a lot and, therefore, it was worthwhile delving into the archive again to look for the detailed descriptions of the social activities, in which the reminiscences of the previous students helped to enrich the analysis. 


[bookmark: _Toc534732410]6.3.1. Reflecting on the collection of empirical evidence

Even though I have already emphasised the non-linearity of the collection process, the interviewing process did not start until the completion of the first round of collecting of archive evidence. The first-round collection was at the beginning stage of the research, parallel with reading relevant literature. During that stage, the pursuit was less purposeful and specific compared to the later stage of researching. This perhaps applies to everyone working with an archive: one begins with the general and possibly seemingly irrelevant materials, and then funnels into the more specific and relevant items. The fact that RHUL archive is located in the Founder’s Building enables easy, regular access. Apart from the accessibility, this had another implication for this research, that is, the archive itself also forms a part of the research-site. The location (and physical design) might be less relevant in other studies, but here, in the case of Founder’s Building, every time I went to the reading room in the archive, I felt and sensed this historical space vividly – even the smell of old photographs, the view of Founder’s quadrangles from the window, the original furniture in the corridors, all became part of my experience of Founder’s Building. 

To most people ‘archives’ simply means piles of documents and photographs, but archives have a power, which comes from the “entanglement of the building and documents” (Mbembe, 2002:19). Therefore, not only documents in archives are empirical evidence to collect, the physicality of archives also constitutes part of valuable evidence. In my thesis, the aim of collecting archival material was to uncover how Founder’s Building was conceived, perceived and lived. The majority of the evidence came from the official materials, examples including the Deed of Foundation, college magazines and newspapers. As for how people experienced the building, the empirical evidence came individual reminiscences. Whether the materials in the archive were individual or collective, official or unofficial, they represent the memories of the past. Just as Bradley (1999) said, an archive is the repository of memories to reconstruct and restore the past. 

Schwartz and Cook (2002: 3) specified that “archives wield power over the shape and direction of historical scholarship, collective memory, and national identity, over how we know ourselves as individuals, groups and societies”. Researchers using an archive, perhaps coming to a task with preconceived ideas of what they seek, are in fact to some extent shaped by their interaction with it – as I was by the RHUL archive. In fact, even knowing its existence may be an influence in that it says, ‘we have a history that is worthy of archiving’. Everyone’s approach to that history. The guided talks given by the archivists all aim to tell a story of the past of RHUL – in a particular way. Interviewees in my research made frequent references to their induction, talking ambivalently how they learned the history of the RHUL during it. The materials or ingredients of the induction came, of course, from the RHUL archive, so it is somehow legitimate to say that archivists shape the memories and histories of the RHUL, which further underlines the nature of archive as a social construction. This can be further explained by the concept of archivability. 

‘Archivability’ describes what documents fulfil the criteria to be stored in an archive, therefore, most documents are not included (Mbembe, 2002). On can only speculate what materials were dismissed in RHUL, yet the reason I bring up the concept of archivability is to demonstrate how seemingly objective evidence can be subjective creations. To be more specific, my selection of archival material was subject to the criteria of the RHUL archive. In this research, archivists also formed part of the collection process, especially during the beginning stage when I asked archivists frequently about what materials were available. Some of the items I requested were missing. For instance, I requested an item about the furniture stock list in the students’ rooms, but because it was missing, I had to glean the relevant information elsewhere, such as in the reminiscences of students when describing their rooms. All these empirical examples derived from Founder’s Building case are there to show how subjective historical realities are, and it was also motivated by the nature of reflexivity of this thesis. Reflexivity encouraged me not only to reconsider ontological and epistemological of organizational space, but also philosophies of history. This can be seen in the section on New Historicism in Chapter Two. 

In Rowlinson, Hassard and Decker’s (2014) work, they depict how philosophies of history can determine the status of evidence, treatment of time, and status of narrative. In this thesis, status of archival evidence and treatment of time are essential to pay attention to reflexivity. Archival evidence, as discussed, was subjective to interpretation and was influenced by multiple stakeholders. Treatment of time further strengthened the belief that the past is impossible to restore; and it help confirm the necessity of the ‘twin-track’ as the research framework. As this thesis is based on understanding of New Historicism, treatment of time is better understood with the concept of historicity. Unlike treating past as something dead, historicity sees time as an evolving status, where what is happening in the present is in a becoming process of history. That is, interviewing process on one hand described what is happening in the present, on the other hand, depicted how these experiences and feelings formed into the history of Founder’s Building and RHUL. 

In order to understand what present users of the Founder’s Building perceive and experience, interview was chosen as the most appropriate method as it enables researchers to hear the stories of individuals. Moreover, interviewing helps the researcher be more “sensitive to differences and contradictions, adding to the richness of data” (Bennett, 2012: 155). As mentioned before, I regarded all empirical evidence in this research as subjective to interpretations, and moreover, I took the view of interviewing as an interactive process (Denzin, 2001; Cassell, 2005). As an interactive process, the meanings of the evidence were co-constructed by myself as researcher and the interviews collaboratively, and during interviews both the interviewees and I made sense and interpreted the process. This was especially important because I am also a part of the organization I study. I have discussed being an insider of the research organization in the section discussing ethics in the methodology chapter, but here I want to reflect upon this process more thoroughly. Being a member of the researched organization enabled me to understand the case more easily, which made it easier to comprehend what interviewees said. 

However, this could result the counter effect too. I could be less sensitive to the content of the interviews because I have also experienced much of what it referred to. As an example, the discussion of the shuttle bus linking the Kingswood and Founder’s Building were mentioned several times by the students, and until I mentioned that to my supervisor, I did not realize that this was worth scrutinizing and making links to the history of the university changeover to being co-educational. This was due to my dual identity in this research: a student and a researcher. As a student, I am used to the experience of RHUL and the Founder’s Building – and I use the shuttle bus regularly. However, as a researcher, this familiarity could be a disadvantage. After the preliminary analysis of the interview transcripts, in which the focus was on comparing these with the archive materials, the second round of collecting archive began, but at that stage, visits to the archive were less frequent on a need-basis. The typical procedure was that I used interviewing material as a checklist to see whether I had collected enough archival materials. Once I found that I needed some evidence in the archive, I discussed with archivists whether items were available. Thus, newly discovered evidence then fed into existing empirical evidence. The collection process of the empirical evidence was a loop where the interviewing and archive mutually constituted understandings of Founder’s Building.

[bookmark: _Toc534732411]6.3.2. Reflecting on analysis process of empirical evidence

As with the collection process, the analysis of both archival and interviewing evidence was a non-linear and subjective process. The analysis process of this thesis was guided by the linguistic turn in organization studies. Brown and Humphreys (2002: 234) argued that the linguistic turn regards the organization as constituted through language and the emphasis is on how “employees constructed the text of the organization through their descriptions of it”. Specifically, when analysing the text in the archive and the interviews, the focus was placed on the situations and social identities created through language. Just as Fairclough and Wodak (1997) suggested, the RHUL was socially constructed through acts of language, which affect what and how people see the Founder’s Building. The term ‘text’ in this thesis includes anything that can be ‘read’, like photographs, paintings and maps. 

Though empirical material collected in the RHUL archive and interviews appeared to be textual, yet I analysed them more like historical artefacts. This was partly explained in a previous section where I discussed the importance of evaluating philosophies of history reflexively. As said, because I subscribe to New Historicism and historicity in this thesis as a guide to understand and analyse the history of Founder’s Building. What this enabled me to do was that I could approach both archival and interviewing material as part of process becoming historical – already written about in the two chapters where I discussed findings of Founder’s Building empirically. For instance, in Chapter Four, the focus was placed on how experiencing in Founder’s Building a becoming process was and how this was influenced by social changes. In the specific case of rooms sizes, I analysed archival material that depicted how people experienced and actively made a connection of rooms’ sizes to hierarchies; and I also used interviewing material of how students made a similar linkage. This process of analysis indeed demonstrated how present experiencing is part of historical realities and how uncertain findings could be if only focusing on one track, i.e. only focusing on past or present. Hannam (2012) provided a more specific guideline for analysing empirical evidence: discovering firstly how the evidence was created, and then what did it say. This guideline was applied to the analysis process of both archive and interviewing evidence. For instance, taking the example of rooms’ sizes once more, the empirical evidence I started my analyses with was a magazine article about how students in 1957 correlated rooms sizes with hierarchies in RHC. I did not perceive this article as an objective creation, instead, I discussed it as being written in a humorous style. This therefore led to reading and analyse empirical material in a more reflexive way. Similar analysis could be found in Chapter Five, in which the main finding was about how Founder’s Building become and remains a ‘Victorian’ space. 

During the collection stage of materials, I was aware that all the reminiscences in the archive were from interviews done in 1985 by a historian, Caroline Bingham, who is also an alumnus of RHUL. Her purpose was to write a book on the centenary history of RHC, which was published in 1987. Caroline Bingham used the alumni association primarily to make the contacts; she also interviewed staff working in RHUL at that time. After publication of the book, the original copies of the reminiscences and transcripts of the interviews were put into the RHUL archives, which made it possible for me to look back into the experiences of previous users of Founder’s. Therefore, this thesis is indeed written based on empirical materials collected purposefully for a centenary book (Bingham, 1987). However, this does not devalue empirical evidence; in this case, reminiscences. In fact, it makes it possible to see how archival materials are subject to interpretations. In Bingham’s (1987) book, she followed a traditional historian pathway in analysing archival material as relatively objective and factual. The book is written under a chronological structure based on principals aimed at capturing significant events in history. While I approached and analysed reminiscences and interview transcripts as subjective to historical as well personal interpretations, Bingham’s analyses were more inclined to content analysis. For instance, in Chapter Five, I identified ‘family’ and ‘homeliness’ as two important concepts emerged from reminiscences, and analysed how different individual students might have different and even contradict interpretations of their meanings. During this analytical process, I also paid attention to wider social influences shaped individual interpretations. Bingham’s analyses, instead, treated interviewees’ responses at face value, and these responses/memories were categorised into different time periods. For instance, Bingham attributed causality of the shift from ‘family’ to collegiate life in RHC as increased students’ number. Though increased students’ number will encourage this shift, but little discussions were addressed to changes in social norms and values at that time. Discussion on social level were overlooked dramatically in literature depicting the history of RHUL and Founder’s Building. For example, Williams’s (1993) work on RHUL as a pictorial space and Salt and Bennett’s (1986) book on college’s lives of RHUL neglected the social factors in shaping lives and experiences in Founder’s Building. What these have in common is that they all treat temporality as a linear process and history as something that happened in the past. This is evident from the structure of Bingham’s work, where each principalship was seen as relatively independent, and in each chapter of this book, different themes were used to show dramatic changes happened. Instead, I regard temporality as an evolving process, and what this thesis aims to achieve is to destabilise temporality and history through introducing historicity, with the emphasis on the intersection between the past and present. 

As centenary book, this book was written to showcase the story of RHUL as a successful university by looking into its history retrospectively. It is anticipated that Founder’s Building is neither the core of its analyses nor the focus of the collection of empirical materials. There were more descriptions of Founder’s Building in the RHC era, since it was the only building space for RHUL, but the emphases were placed on activities happened/prohibited in Founder’s Building.Thus, although Bingham’s book (1987) covered many detailed discussions of the Founder’s Building, it was regarded only as a physical context in which different events and activities happened. This clearly differs from how space, the Founder’s Building, is conceptualised and approached.  

The total reminiscence collection in the archives are first-hand empirical evidence and no other materials can compete with them in terms of width of coverage – the earliest date back to a student who studied at the RHC in 1910 and the latest in 1985 after the merger with Bedford College. This time span covers all the major turning points, including wartime and when the college became co-educational. Still, I want to emphasize that these reminiscences, like all other archive materials, were subjectively selected to serve the given purpose, in this case, a book to celebrate the centenary of RHUL. This subjective selection was twofold, as Hannam (2012) said, first by the author of these reminiscences or the interviewees, and then second by the archivist before they were documented into the RHUL archive. The author of these reminiscences are all the alumni or previous staff and when they were contacted, they were aware that they would appear in a book for the university’s anniversary. Consequently, the assumptions or preconceptions were there by default; this is not, however, to suggest that they were less credible or trustworthy. Nonetheless, using them in a reflexive way, I was attentive to the effect of nostalgia and how people often wear rose-coloured glasses when they recall the past. As noted, not only alumni who graduated a long time ago can be subject to the nostalgic effect – some of my interviewees, when asked about their memories and impressions of Founder’s Building, were also subject to it!

As a researcher, faced with the reminiscence materials in the archive, my selection was a process of subjectively making sense of the them based on my understandings Founder’s Building and history of RHUL and then deciding what was useful for my thesis. The analytical strategy had to fit with the theoretical framework – as well as my assumptions as an interpretive researcher. I think Hannam (2012: 189) offered a practical rule, which is “to interpret data and to offer a reading which is convincing, but which also still offers the possibility of being read differently by others with different objectives and viewpoints”. This was applied to the analysis of the interviewing evidence as well. All interviewing materials were open-coded and new themes emerged from the analysis process. Like the analysis of archival evidence, the analysis of the interviewing evidence was also subjective, and it was impossible to fully understand what was meant by the interviewees. Just as Gergen and Thatchenkery (1996) said, language is a medium that both makes possible and limits understanding. Yet what is essential is to understand the limitations of the interviews and to avoid over-interpreting. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732412]Chapter Conclusion

[bookmark: _Hlk535119952]What this chapter aimed to achieve is to unpack how theoretical, analytical and methodological claims were constructed in a reflexive way. Specific, I used this chapter to revisit and reflect on the main assertions made in previous chapters to justify why I approached organizational space in a certain way and why I analysed empirical evidence in a reflexive twin-track style. The first section was about the theoretical foundation of this thesis, where I justified the importance of process theory as a philosophical shift. Its main implication lies in how it destabilized understandings of organizational space and organization itself. The second section was written to reflect on Lefebvre’s theories, and the main argument was that Lefebvre’s triad should be approached as an integrated construction. Only by conceptualizing it as integrated dynamism, is it possible to approach organizational as historical becoming process. The third section reflected on the methodological choice for this thesis. I first discussed the implications of the reflexive twin-track framework by articulating how reflexivity and twin-track were the two features governing both collection and analyses processes. Then I discussed how reflexivity and twin-track influenced the collection and analysis processes of empirical evidence by linking back to the main empirical findings in previous chapters. 



[bookmark: _Toc534732413]Chapter Seven
Conclusion 

The research contribution that this thesis makes is threefold. 

I first discuss the theoretical contribution by drawing attention to the fundamental theoretical claims I made to analyse the case of Founder’s Building. The most important theoretical claim for this thesis is that study of organizational space should be historicized if conceptualizing space as social construction and as processual. Then I draw the implications of the methodological contribution by reflecting on the originality of the reflexive twin-track framework. On one level, the originality of this framework lies in that I approached empirical case reflexively, on the other level, I applied a twin-track framework that collected both archival and interviewing material. A discussion of the empirical contribution is then provided, in which I summarize how the past remains present through experiencing with Founder’s Building, and how this process can be appropriated by users of the space. Followed by a section on the contributions made, I draw attention to the limitations of this thesis. I discuss the theoretical limitation of blending spatial and historical theories, which might be criticized by researchers in the space and history fields for lacking depth of analysis. Then I cover more general limitations of research methods, including the limitations of using archival and interviewing material, and generalizability issue of the single case study. Finally, I shift the focus to the implications of the contributions made and how these suggest new directions for further research. I propose four different directions for this:  Founder’s Building in post-1985 with focus on the merger of RHUL and Bedford College; ‘Victorian’ time in the present that emphasizes how ‘Victorian’ space is alive in the present; twin-track framework’s potential use in other organizations or space; and how spatial experience can influence the process of identification in organizations. 

7. [bookmark: _Toc514757852][bookmark: _Toc534732414]
7.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732415]Contributions

7.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc534732416]Theoretical contribution: Historicization of organizational space

This section aims to summarise the theoretical contributions of this thesis, and the main contribution is the importance of the historicisation of organisational space. The first question answered is how organisational space can be historicised. As shown in the case of the Founder’s Building, the historicisation of organisational space is an evolving process that is influenced by the historicity of organisational space. Here, the key words are ‘evolving process’, which indicates the theoretical assumption or claim of this thesis. The first theoretical assumption is drawn from Lefebvre’s understanding of space as a social production. There has been a long history of researchers interested in studying organisational space, starting from Frederick Taylor’s investigation of time-motion in organisational space to recent studies into virtual space. This interest in space and organisations has encouraged organisational theorists to shift attention to Henri Lefebvre, whose theories of space work well for researchers who seek to reject the traditional Euclidean assumption of space. The most important implication of Lefebvre’s theorisation is that he destabilised the Euclidean assumption that space is a container. This trend was denoted as a spatial turn, motivated by Lefebvre’s theories, and other space researches, both theoretical and empirical, have emerged in the last two decades. Widely-cited and influential studies include, for instance, Löw’s (2006) study on how spatial articulation was influenced by social forces, and Wasserman’s (2011) work on architectural decisions regarding the relocation of new buildings. It should be noted that both studies referred to the theories of Lefebvre with different focuses. Whereas Löw’s work centred on the specific behaviour in the specific location (topless sunbathing on the beach), Wasserman’s interest was specifically in the aesthetics of workplace architecture.  

What was left unresolved or marginalised is that the temporality of organisational space was silenced during these analyses; therefore, this thesis aims to counterbalance this marginalisation. The solution I provided to this was to historicize organisational space. Having illustrated the necessity of the historicisation process, the next question becomes how the historicity of space deepens our understanding of Lefebvrian space. As discussed in the previous chapter, historicity inherent exists in the Lefebvrian analyses of space, so it becomes an important component theoretically due to the fact that it indicates Lefebvre’s understandings of space as well as history. More importantly, the introduction of historicity as a key concept differentiates this thesis from other studies that adopted Lefebvrian theories, especially Lefebvre’s triad. That is, the history of space is no longer perceived as things that happened in the past, but analysed as part of the evolving process of how the Founder’s Building became what it is today. Hence, historicity makes it possible to explore the interactions between the past, present and future of the Founder’s Building and the RHUL. The theoretical foundations behind this are twofold. The first is the process theory understanding of organisational space, that re-theorises space as an evolving process and as destabilising temporality; the other is the Lefebvrian understanding of space as a social construction, which emphasises the historical process of how space evolves. As Fear (2013) put it, a process is an important concept for both historians and organisational theorists, but both of these groups have approached process with varying emphases. The historicity of the Founder’s Building, in this thesis, is a case showing how organisational space is studied in different disciplines and providing a possible way to engage with the theories in different disciplines. In the case of the Founder’s Building, engaging with the theories and studies in history has shown substantial potential in helping to build a robust theoretical foundation in terms of how to approach and collect historical evidence methodologically, as well as how to position specific historical interpretations in the wider historiographical theory. 

Having clarified the theoretical assumptions of organisational space as a historical process of becoming, I wish further to elaborate how I interpreted these theoretical assumptions and applied them to the case of the Founder’s Building in this thesis. I want to show how my interpretations deviate from Henri Lefebvre’s original ideas. Among Lefebvre’s theorisation, the triad, was applied primarily for the purpose of guiding the understanding of organisational space. However, it should be stressed that this triad was not used only as a categorical tool but, more importantly, it provided an open-ended model encouraging reflections on how to study organisational space. That is, this triad should invoke rather than delimit the research possibilities of organisational space, based on the divergent reception of Lefebvre’s theories. For instance, in my thesis, I have dramatically weakened the Marxist influence on Lefebvre’s theorisation and emphasised the interrelationship between organizational space and its users. 

The second assumption that made the analysis of this thesis possible is that the organisation should be replaced by the organising process rather than a bounded entity. This assumption arises from the “change versus constancy” distinction when viewing society and organisations, where organisations are regarded not as “things made” but as processes in the making (Hernes and Maitlis, 2010: 28). From this perspective, the organisation is made up of the interaction processes among its members. As suggested by Langley and Tsoukas (2010), Karl Weick’s work symbolised the shifted assumption of organisations from an accomplished entity to an ongoing process. This assumption not only destabilised the stereotypical idea of an organization as a stable entity in general, but it actually sensitised the analysis of organisational space to the idea that space is socially produced. In my thesis, one of the most important contributions derived from Lefebvre’s theorisation is the rejection of space as a container. What Lefebvre’s theorisation of space and the process theorisation of organisations have in common is the emphasis on temporality. As Dale and Burrell (2008) argued, space should not be reduced to the physical arrangement of the built environment but should be treated as a representation of how organisations relate both to each other and to society. Another implication of Lefebvre’s theory comes from its process of theorising the spatial triad, which I discussed in Chapter Two. However, for now, I wish to point out that this process explains why Lefebvre’s theorisation of space is a historical process by definition. Henri Lefebvre’s analysis was indeed a historical reading of how spatial experience evolves over time. This historicisation of spatial analysis it opened up an opportunity to “use the present to understand the past, and the past to understand the present” (Elden, 2004: 243). In fact, the historicisation of organisational space is, on the one hand, motivated by Lefebvre’s theory, and on the other is supported by the claim of process view. 

Nevertheless, few Lefebvrian studies have paid sufficient attention to the nature of historicisation when applying Lefebvre’s theories. For instance, many of the studies that apply Lefebvre’s triad tend to use it as a narrow technique to guide the collection of empirical evidence without considering how this triad is constructed or evolved. That is, the historical dimension is marginalised (Elden, 2001), which means that, if the historical dimension when applying Lefebvre’s triad is ignored, it is no longer a dynamic framework that facilitates different possibilities of understanding organisational space, but instead it delimits the analysis of organisational space, just like the ‘space as container’ assumption. This thesis contributes to the existing theories by surfacing the historical dimension through the analysis of the Founder’s Building and RHUL, in which the findings thereafter drew attention to the importance of the historicisation of organizational space. This thesis exemplified the benefit of historicisation in advancing our understanding of the organisational process of RHUL.  

Specifically, this thesis provides a discussion of the changing spatial experiences over time. Here, the spatial interpretations and experiences are seen as the epitome of the organisation. For instance, investigating the evolving process of the conception of the Founder’s Building made it possible to unravel the development of higher education and women’s education throughout history or, to take another example of the lived experience of the academic staff at the Founder’s Building, only by situating individuals in a specific time period was it possible to make sense of their behaviour and choices. From these examples, we can see that the historicisation of space enhances the explanatory power of Lefebvre’s triad and is close to Lefebvre’s theorisation process of space. Similar to the spatial turn, a turn to the historical perspective is no longer an embryonic concept. As discussed previously, the historical turn revitalises the assumption that organisational history is the result of decisions made in the past (Clark and Rowlinson, 2002), and some empirical studies emerged, such as Philo’s (1995) study of the geographies of madness in an asylum in specific historical-geographical times and spaces. However, what has been less appreciated is that organisational space is integral to the organising process rather than simply existing a background. For instance, in Philo’s analysis, the asylum and its geographies were contextual. As a result, what this thesis adds to the literature on organisational space is an empirical case analysis that fulfils the assumption of space as socially produced and historicised.   

What should be reemphasised is that this historicisation of organisational space is consistent with Lefebvre’s theorisation of space. Kipfer (2008: 9) stated that, “Lefebvre did not privilege space at the expense of time, or vice versa”. Yet, this thesis seeks, not to offer another interpretation of the existing literature on organisational space, but to combine the Lefebvrian analysis of organisational space with a process view of the organisation. What I have attempted to accomplish is to approach organisational space as an inseparable and integral representation of the organisation; that is, not only is space socially produced, but also the organisation itself. The case of the Founder’s Building has vividly demonstrated the possibilities of applying Lefebvre’s theorisation of space to organisational space through the historicisation of the analysis underpinned by a process view. 
[bookmark: _Toc534732417]7.1.2. Methodological contribution: A reflexive twin-track framework

A central contribution of this thesis has been to explore and demonstrate the value of this reflexive twin-track framework for organizational space. I will discuss first how its twin-track nature contributed to this thesis. The methodological originality of this thesis lies in combining the two widely-used empirical evidences analysed in a reflexive way. The way in which this twin-track method differs from most existing studies is twofold. The first one is that the use of archive materials is a relatively less popular approach in the field of organizational space; indeed, in organization studies, researchers have long been sceptical about archival evidence and its reliability is questioned. Even for historical studies in organizations, archival evidence is usually used only as background in the analytical process (Rowlinson, Hassard and Decker, 2014). It should be reminded that though use of archive materials in organization studies is still a small but emergent trend, relevant studies have emerged in the field of organization studies, for instance, Decker’s (2014) work on architecture and collective memory of the National Archive of Ghana was the source of empirical evidence) and Persson and Napier’s (2011) research on Australian accounting academics, in which the analysis was grounded in the archives. 

This thesis, therefore, aimed to contribute methodologically to position archival material in the centre of analytical process. Even though it is self-evident that archival material depicts histories and what happened in the past, the detailed descriptions of historical events that it provides, should be analysed as a tool to understand the present and the future. That means, the analysis of archive material should not only be about what an archive holds, but should be expanded to the archive itself, its history, its structure, the work of the archivist(s), institutional influence etc. For instance, in the case of Founder’s Building, I acknowledged that archivists’ participation also formed part of the empirical evidence and discussed how I communicated with archivists in the chapter on methodology and discussion. It is same with the interviewing process of this thesis; not only the interview transcripts, but the location of the interviewing, the interactions with the interviewing participants, all formed the analysis of the empirical evidence. It was not my aim simply to collect two different types of empirical evidence, but to attempt to analyse them in a reflexive way – which is the second methodological contribution of this thesis. 

The second contribution of this reflexive twin-track method is the application of reflexive practices, which are still an underdeveloped perspective. This reflexive twin-track framework exemplifies how reflexivity was carefully interwoven with this framework. Of course, the inner dynamics of this twin-track framework, the interrelationship, is also an essential component, but this has already been discussed sufficiently in the methodology and discussion chapters, where I argued how interviewing and archival material were collected and analysed in a mutually constituted process rather than as two standalone parallel procedures. Compared to archive research, reflexivity has been more popular in the field of interviewing. Bryman and Cassell (2006) highlighted reflexivity in doing interviews and suggested the main lesson to learn is that interviewing is not a neutral process; Denzin (2001) demonstrated how reflexivity could benefit interviewing in an interpretive framework.  In this respect, this thesis worked well in suggesting a way of conducting reflexive interviewing and analysis of interviewing material. In the process of interviewing, I tried to be reflexive not only by focusing on the contents of my material, but also the context in which interviews were conducted. For instance, in the chapter on methodology, I discussed how I sat on a corridor floor to interview students and that this helped to re-create the way in which students often socialize in their corridors. Moreover, because of this, interviewees felt encouraged to provide more concrete details, such as noise level or food they shared with their corridor friends. 

However, it should be stressed that reflexivity is scarcely mentioned in archival research – it is difficult to find any empirical evidence in archive-based studies. Yet the belief that archival material is socially constructed and should be interpreted subjectively has been increasingly recognized in the field of social science. Thus, the question to ask is why reflexivity that encourages multiple-perspective and multiple-voices still marginalized? Compared to the interviewing material constructed by researchers, archival material is still widely seen as less subjective – researchers keep archive materials at arm’s length. However, in order to approach and analyse archive material as socially constructed and subjective, reflexivity should be incorporated. Discussion of room sizes in Chapter Six is a good example of showcasing one way to be reflexive in analysing archival material. Here, the key is not only focusing on what was written in an archival text, but also paying attention to the specific time-period and social context in which it was produced. Also, being reflexive means to acknowledge the limited availability of archival material in order to prevent over-interpretation of what is available.  Defining reflexivity in the context of qualitative research can be tricky and becomes an endless task because the centre of reflexivity lies in individuality and flexibility. Hence different scholars with different assumptions define reflexivity in divergent ways. Just to take some examples of well-known reflexive work in organization studies, Holland (1999) defined reflexivity as a practice reflecting on how the research is conducted and how the process of doing research shapes the results of the research; Calás and Smircich (1996) theorized that the core of reflexivity as understanding the knowledge is conditioned by institutional, social and political factors of the research process. 

This thesis, instead of inclining to one specific definition, has attempted to show that that reflexivity should be interpreted and understood as a multi-level practice that combines approaches to achieve better results. Some scholars have already tried to shift the understanding of reflexivity from singular to multiple practices; Alvesson, Hardy and Harley (2008) suggest four: multi-perspective, multi-voicing, positioning and destabilizing. Which approach is superior is not the priority of this thesis; what I want to emphasize is the potential to combine different practices that most suit the research design. First, it is important to pay attention to giving value to different voices, for instance, during the collection and analysis of archive materials, just interpreting them is not enough: it is essential to be aware of who have left imprints on the final text, that is, who have framed and contributed to the final text. Just as suggested by Alvesson, Hardy and Harley (2008), any text is an outcome of various and divergent voices, shaped by authors, gatekeepers and researchers etc. Second, try to reflect on the historical and institutional contexts influences the choice of the particular way of interpretation, such as in the process of interviewing, Denzin (2001) argues that the meanings of interviewing materials are contextual and performative.  

In this thesis, I have combined the practice of multiple-perspective and multi-voice. These practices were chosen and applied determined by the characteristics of interviewing and archive materials. In this thesis, multi-voice and multi-perspective encouraged a shift in both archival material and the interviewing process. That is, archival and interviewing material are no longer seen as objective and one-off, instead, they were approached and analysed as becoming process. For instance, when analysing interviewing material about first impressions of Founder’s Building, I chose to not only compare the first impressions of multiple actors like students and academic staff; more importantly, I also compared first impressions of present users with users in the past based on archival material. This indeed helped to achieve the multi-voice and multi-perspective by acknowledging the importance of temporality in experiencing organizational space. Also, from this example in Founder’s Building, it also indicated that multi-voice and multi-perspective were not achievable without being twin-track. Consequently, this thesis as an empirical case exemplifies how understanding of reflexivity can be deployed in practice. Compared to other existing studies in the field of organizational space, what this reflexive twin-track thesis prioritized is to approach both interviewing and archive materials in a reflexively. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732418]7.1.3. Empirical contribution: The past is always present

The most noticeable empirical contribution resulting from the Founder’s Building case is related to the interpretation of history. That is, the ‘past’ exists in the ‘present’ through experiencing space over time at different levels (i.e. conceived, perceived, and lived). History is not equal to the past: the past is what happened in the past, and history is deliberately written by people who did not experience it as well as by the people who are entitled to keep the records. Therefore, my second finding is that history is articulated by people. When people articulate history, they become the receivers of that history, but not passive receivers; instead, they are remaking history, which explains my main finding that the past is always present. These two findings were discussed in detail empirically in the previous two chapters.

The whole of Chapter Five was focused on how the concept of ‘Victorian’ manifests its meanings in different analytical perspectives and how these manifestations evolve and change throughout history; that is, how the meaning of ‘Victorian’ is perceived as an expression and embodiment of social ideas and norms at the conceived level; how perceived space enacts the Founder’s Building in particular ways to enable certain manifestations; and how these manifestations reflect a continuous negotiation between the social norms and users’ experiences in the space. Empirically, these manifestations appear to be an interdependent process, in which conceived, perceived and lived spaces interact with each other. For instance, on the level of conceived space, the Founder’s Building was designed and founded within the wider value system of ‘Victorian’ ideals, such as those related to women’s education and social class. That is, the Founder’s Building is an embodiment of the ‘ideal’ education for women in the ‘Victorian’ era. When this is reflected on a spatial level, examples such as the choice of location or the organisation of domestic life in RHC become obvious. As written in the early Rules and Regulations, a distant location from London was part and parcel of the plan for the college to be a women’s college in its own right, whereas domestic life should be an orderly Christian household, religious services provided every morning by a female Principal. All of these examples resonate with the ‘Victorian’ values and norms, which the Founder’s Building was conceived in order to replicate. For instance, the Picture Gallery was conceived to replicate the social life of upper and middle-class women in the ‘Victorian’ era. The example of the study-bedroom system is another indication of how the Founder’s Building was conceived as a socially legitimate space for women. As discussed in Chapter Five, the study-bedroom design is a symbol of the ‘Victorian’ ideal of the upper and middle-class family. Nevertheless, manifestations of ‘Victorian’ meanings at the conceived level change dramatically in the present. ‘Victorian’ ideals of education, social class and women are no longer seen as the most influential factors determining how the Founder’s Building should be conceived. ‘Victorian’ is increasingly seen as a spatial legacy that is only attended to when appropriate to the current needs of RHUL. For instance, naming the new library after a famous ‘Victorian’ alumna was designed to build a connection with history, which is easier to communicate to a wider population. 

On a perceived level, many empirical examples have illustrated ‘Victorian’ ideals in terms of power relations, social class and gender, materialised on an architectural level. In the example of the study-bedroom mentioned above, perceived space is attentive to the transformation process of ‘Victorian’ ideals with regard to materiality and design. I used the example of the ‘family’ system in RHC to demonstrate how conceived space is materialised and enacted on the perceived space through encouraging certain activities. In particular, the ‘family’ system was designed to imitate the ‘Victorian’ family’s domestic life and specific space (i.e. common rooms in the Founder’s Building), and when this conception was materialised in a perceived space, physical designs and artefacts were created to realise this conception. In addition to the physical or architectural design, perceived space also enacts ‘Victorian’ movements and interactions. The powerful example here would be the use of tunnels, discussed in Chapter Four. Movements that tunnels reinforce are also the materialization of ‘Victorian’ values regarding social class and gender; in this case, the separate-sphere notion and social class. As previously discovered, the tunnel was designed in such a way that the “delicate sensibilities of girls would not be upset by the sight of men servants” (RHUL Archive, 2016). Here, the use of the term ‘servants’ signals the hierarchy in ‘Victorian’ times, and the intention to separate women from men was part of the wider norm at that time, similar to having different entrances for different types of people. In RHC, men should use the Business Entrance to ensure that they had no interaction with the female students, who used the Students’ Entrance. The prohibition on entering the College out of hours also relates to the segregation of the sexes. It should be noted that the control of movements and interactions is not limited to ‘Victorian’ times, as advances in technology enables perceived space to be manifest in the contemporary practices of surveillance and control. Marx (1998;2002) used the term ‘new surveillance’ to describe the technology for sensing and recording in order to monitor of people without direct observation within space (Graham, 2003). In Chapter Four, I used the example of the use of CCTV and swipe-card-access as part of the spatial legacy of the close-knit community norm. Apart from being part of the process of RHUL becoming a safe space, it is also part of the wider trend of tightening surveillance across the whole of society. CCTV, for example, is part of the digital surveillance in operation at the Founder’s Building that controls and regulates people’s movements and interactions. As Lianos and Douglas (2000) argued, ‘they become supervised agents that continually help to determine ongoing social outcomes in space and time’. What this identifies is an interdependent relationship between perceived space and conceived space. That is, the introduction of digital surveillance to the Founder’s Building is consistent with the conceived space of RHUL in the present, and this new conceived space, created by digital surveillance, also reflects the current social trend regarding how a university campus should be designed. Surveillance is indeed producing a new kind of space that changes ‘emotional experiences in urban space and affects the ways in which ‘reality’ is conceptualized and understood’ (Koskela, 2000).

Digital surveillance also highlights the power relations in space. Dale and Burrell (2008) argued that all spatial activities carry political values and represent power relations. ‘Emplacement’ is one form of power placed on a space and is about the creation of a certain space for certain activities for certain people. Swipe-card-access can be seen as one form of emplacement because it is a process of both inclusion and exclusion. Accordingly, the use of tunnels and different entrances is the ‘Victorian’ method of emplacement. The example of room allocation and size shows how the ‘Enchantment’ form of power works. As Dale and Burrell (2008) wrote, ‘Enchantment’ refers to the built expression of power, such as material in space. For instance, servants’ rooms were allocated in the attics, which made this association between room size and the social hierarchy evident in perceived space. In this case, perceived space (i.e. smaller rooms for the lower hierarchy) is the materialisation of conceived space (i.e. ‘Victorian’ social class and hierarchy). 

‘Victorian’ is lived through persistent imaginary reconstructions of the Founder’s Building and is manifested through individualised interpretations and experiences. I have discovered two scenarios regarding how ‘Victorian’ is alive in the present, which are the historicising of ‘Victorian’ values and norms in the Founder’s Building from a historical perspective, and the persistence of physical artefacts and embodiment from a sociomaterial perspective. Both scenarios reveal how the Founder’s Building remains a ‘Victorian’ space in the present, yet with differing focuses. In the first situation, where I analysed ‘Victorian’ space in the Founder’s Building from a historical perspective, nostalgia is an important phenomenon in the process of reconstructing the Founder’s Building as a ‘Victorian’ space. The interview findings have shown signs of widespread nostalgia in both the academic and student cohorts. Examples include students fantasising about their daily experiences as a ‘Victorian’ representation in the Founder’s Building, and academic staff talking about the continuity of the ‘Victorian’ ethos and legacy. Similar sentiments were discovered in the archival evidence. Partly, this is due to the situation that lived/spatial experiences in the past were based on reminiscences written by alumni, which made nostalgia more evident. Unlike some researchers, who question the trustworthiness of nostalgic reminiscences, I regard this nostalgia as a valuable representation of how people construct and reconstruct their imaginary understanding of the Founder’s Building and ‘Victorian’ space. Hence, this empirical finding indeed contributes to both the understanding of ‘Victorian’ space empirically and reflections on how to research the lived experiences of space in history methodologically. 

The ‘Victorian’ lifestyle is another key concept foregrounded in the process of historicising ‘Victorian’ values and norms. It is indeed through historicising a certain lifestyle that the Founder’s Building is gradually becoming a ‘Victorian’ space in the present. If we look at history, there is a clear timeline regarding what ‘Victorian’ lifestyle is kept, discarded, and altered. Homeliness’ is an essential part of the ‘Victorian’ lifestyle that RHC has kept and motivated. For example, tea parties and other daily social activities of the ‘family’ (see the discussion of the ‘family’ system in Chapter Five) are seen as an important way of maintaining a ‘Victorian’ lifestyle. Here, a ‘Victoria’ lifestyle is close to an envisaged picture of how upper and middle-class women socialised. This tradition was continued until the 1950s and became the tradition or legacy that the majority of the alumni emphasised as well as a place where nostalgia emerged. On the level of lived space, this tradition created and modified a specific ‘Victorian’ space in which only ‘Victorian’ activities/behaviour were encouraged. Accordingly, ‘Victorian’ activities/behaviour have motivated the persistent reconstructions of ‘Victorian’ representations of space in the Founder’s Building. This explains why ‘homeliness’ is still present, as discovered during the interview process. There are examples showing how the students discussed the importance of a close-knit community and social bonds in the Founder’s Building compared to other students’ residence spaces at RHUL. They consciously ascribe this closeness or ‘homeliness’ to spatial design, such as the wide corridors and pantries, where they have been encouraged to socialise and build connections. 

From a sociomaterial perspective (Dale and Burrell, 2008), persistent reconstructions of ‘Victorian’ space are realised through the consistent embodiment of physical artefacts and designs. Once subscribed to the belief that organizational space is sociomaterial, history becomes an integral dimension in organisational life and experiences. The historicisation of space destabilises the temporality of organisational life and motivates researchers to examineo the process of how sociomateriality evolves, changes, and acts. As Clark and Rowlinson (2004: 334) stressed, “revitalising history in organization studies…can teach us to interpret existing organizational structures not as determined by laws, but as the result of decisions in past choice opportunities”. The primary assumption underpinning this is that organisations are social creations, evolving and transforming continuously. This orientation, therefore, is helpful in explaining how and under what circumstances something is created and produced. ‘Impressiveness’ is a typical empirical example demonstrating this contribution. I started to trace back how the Founder’s Building became an impressive space and discovered that ‘impressiveness’ became an evident spatial feature of ‘Victorian’ space along with the national prosperity of the ‘Victorian’ era. Knowing about the ‘Victorian’ belief in parading achievements (be they personal, organisational, or social) (Heffer, 2013) help us to understand the embeddedness of ‘impressiveness’ in the Founder’s Building. Embodiment becomes an important concept in shaping the actual analysis of the empirical evidence in order to regard individuals as active participants in the shaping and construction of space. As argued by Dale and Burrell (2008), embodiment helps us to understand the projections of cultural images. Thus, it becomes possible to discover what ‘Victorian’ space enables and constrains through investigating the interactions with materiality in the Founder’s Building. Examples include how the existence of fireplaces in the students’ rooms has evoked imagining life in the 19th century, and how the high ceilings and windows have helped to reconstruct a ‘Victorian’ space. All of these empirical discoveries signal how individuals materialise their feelings, emotions, and memories of space through physical clues in history. Hence, one implication here is that Lefebvre’s triad is beneficial to historical case study and works more effectively in explaining the construction/reconstruction process of space. The Founder’s Building is therefore re-conceptualised as a space for ‘Victorian’ practices and activities to be encouraged and realised through embodiment. 

Both scenarios offer empirical evidence to the argument that organisational space and organisations are intrinsically interconnected (Cnossen and Bencherki, 2018). The empirical case of the Founder’s Building being lived as a ‘Victorian’ space shows how dynamic these interconnections can be. These interconnections become more complex empirically in the process of history-making and the use of history. Consequently, the second notable empirical contribution of this thesis relates to the articulation and appropriation of the history of the Founder’s Building and RHUL.

The appropriation process can be purposeful, especially on the organizational level; the history of space is often appropriated deliberately. The second empirical chapter of this thesis, Chapter Five, touched upon which kind of history is present and what forces motivated these spatial legacies. The writing of the history of suffrage, for example, has been analysed in the previous chapters. This appropriation of the connections of the early suffrage pioneers and RHUL, is to accomplish the aim of increasing the reputation of RHUL as a progressive university. Just as suggested by Hasian and Frank (1999: 99), the appropriation of relevant history aims to influence collective memories. Here, collective memories are the “public acceptances or ratifications of the histories”. For RHUL, appropriated history therefore becomes a competitive advantage. In fact, the history of an organization has long been perceived as a sustainable competitive advantage as various researches (Suddaby, Foster and Trank, 2010; Oliver, 1997) show. For instance, traditions can be invented and enacted through use of space. 

A nice illustration of this is the petting zoo activity which happened at Founder’s Building, provided by the Students’ Welfare and Wellbeing team, at which people could pet puppies, horses or micropigs to relieve stress. In Image 15, the choice of the word ‘return’ suggests how this activity has become a newly invented tradition for RHUL, promoted in a newsletter sent to students, which linked a 1920s photograph of a pig – one of the livestock then kept on campus –  (Image 16) to the petting zoo; an old tradition carefully linked to the newly invented activity. Hobsbawm and Ranger (2012: 1) suggest that the invention of a tradition starts with the discovery of a “suitable historic past”. In the case of Founder’s Building this indicates how history can be appropriated and how organizational space becomes an important site for the appropriation. 

[image: ]
Image 15: Petting Zoo, Student Newsletter, 2017[footnoteRef:66] [66: Author’s image, 2018] 


[image: ]
Image 16: Petting Zoo in history, Student Newsletter, 2017[footnoteRef:67] [67: Author’s image, 2018] 


Compared to the organizational level, the appropriation of space on the individual level is less likely to be deliberate, resulting from the partiality of memory. Zelizer (1992) argues that the partiality of memory is impossible to resolve no matter how many recollections are available. What is more important here is that everyone tells different stories about the same event. In the case of the assassination of John F. Kennedy, reminiscences collected from journalists, official government, researchers or other interested groups formed “a pastiche memory” (Zelizer, 1992). As found in the case of Founder’s Building, the more people interviewed or the more reminiscences available, the more likely it is to generate more questions and confusions about what happened. This is especially enlightening in this thesis, because the reminiscences comprised a large amount of the empirical evidence. As discussed before, reminiscences based on memories might be largely influenced by nostalgia, and the level of nostalgia at the same time might be affected by this partiality of memory. From the analysis of Founder’s Building and RHUL, the conception and perception of Founder’s Building, and the relevant experiences all formed an essential part of appropriating history. For instance, by looking into the past, I found that Founder’s Building and its history is appropriated to reinforce the organizational identity. Thus, though the past is always present, yet it presents in a selective way. 

This contribution attempts to reveal this process of selective appropriation and deployment of history. For instance, in the case of analysing how ‘Victorian’ values exist in Founder’s Building, I discussed how the meanings of ‘close-knit community’ evolved from enclosed space to supportive space. In this process, close-knit community is marketed widely to both prospective students and to existing members of RHUL. This contribution is not just insightful for understanding past and present, but also sheds light on the understanding of the future. Bostdorff and Goldzwig (2005), for example, argue that the decisions made in the future and about the future are a result of our understandings of the past.  Empirical evidence was also found in interviewing material with present users of Founder’s Building, in which some demonstrated their confidence in RHUL becoming gender equal space because they actively correlated histories of RHUL to future performance. If they represented groups of people who read and interpreted histories of RHUL as publicized organizationally, then there were also cases where others showed their concern about the future because they interpreted histories quite oppositely. As suggested by Bostdorff and Goldzwig (2005: 662), histories can be deliberately appropriated by “choosing which stories from the past they desire to tell, how they wish to recount particular people and events, and what words from history they want to share”.  However, what Founder’s Building showcases is more than how space and histories of it are easily appropriated: it also indicates how difficult it is to change appropriations of space at will for organizations due to the persistency of physicality on the spatial level. It is historically essential that Founder’s Building, as a spatial legacy, is further opened for researchers to explore how it became what it is now. 

7.2. [bookmark: _Toc534732419]Limitations 

Founder’s Building case touches upon many perspectives in the field of organization studies and this enables various possible ways of investigation. This is vividly indicated in the chapter on previous literatures, and even for studies on just one aspect, i.e. organizational space or organizational history, research methods and types of empirical evidence are divergent. On one hand, this opened the possibilities for me to choose the most appropriate methods and empirical evidence for my research project. On the other hand, this risked disappointing readers from both fields because I regard both space and history as part of the field of general organization studies. Thus, the first theoretical limitation is that this study might not satisfy those with history or geography backgrounds as they might expect more in-depth discussion related to their subjects and equally might challenge the credibility of combing the two fields. However, it was not my objective to study how Founder’s Building developed and is used, or to study its history and that of RHUL. The research objective was to understand the organizing process of RHUL and how this process is interwoven into Founder’s Building’s development. It is worthwhile re-emphasizing that this interweaving process is what I sought to explore. 

First, I acknowledged that relying solely on archival materials to study the history of Founder’s Building and RHUL is insufficient; history and what happened in the past are not equivalent to the materials stored in the archive. Here I want to re-introduce the definition of archive elaborated by (Moore, 2010: 263), who defines an archive as “a repository, in which materials of historical interest or social significance are stored”. As this definition makes clear, only the materials considered as historically and socially significant are collected and stored in an archive – it is not the aim of an archive and, indeed, it is beyond its capacity to collect every piece in history. But what is selected/discarded varies greatly from archive to archive. RHUL’s like every other has this inherent limitation and what is selected of discarded to a large extent at the archivists’ discretion. I attempted to deal with this challenge by being a reflexive researcher and being more sensitive to the subjective nature of the empirical evidence that the archive holds. 

As a reflexive researcher, I acknowledge that not only my archive – and my interviewing – materials cast their own limitations, as does the process of collection, particularly as I was both an insider and an outsider simultaneously. Being a member of RHUL and a user of Founder’s Building was advantageous in getting access and building rapport, as well as interpreting what I found because I was already immersed in the context. However, this familiarity encourages limitations, by which important details might be overlooked. To take an example from the interviewing process, because interviewing participants knew that I am a member of RHUL and they expected less explanation to answer my questions. When this happened, I tried to ask more probing questions and to encourage clarifications. Nevertheless, it should be noted that none of these techniques resolve this problem completely. Perhaps this could be alleviated by introducing an outsider to collect some additional empirical evidence, but the evaluation and interpretation of the value of two sets of empirical evidence is still questionable and, of course, was unrealistic for the time frame of this thesis. 

Concomitantly, there were limitations in the coverage of the empirical evidence. As stated in previous chapters, reminiscences of individual experiences in Founder’s Building held in the archive were collected in 2016 for an RHUL centenary book, the time span ranging from 1908 to 1985, so there is a gap between 1985 and 2015. This gap could encourage readers to challenge the findings, one possible solution to which would be to include the alumni who studied in RHUL between the gap years. (Potential participants could be easily through the alumni network). Nevertheless, choosing to study Founder’s Building in the pre-1985 years had theoretical value apart from the availability of archival material; and 1985, significant in terms of the history of Founder’s Building when RHUL merged with Bedford College, is a good cut off point. 

Another point of criticism might come from the fact that my study is based on a highly contextualized single case, which might raise the question of generalizability of my findings. However, as demonstrated by (Siggelkow, 2007), a single case study can be a powerful technique for in-depth investigation and the search for new insights.

In this highly contextualized case study, I was highly selective in terms of focusing on some issues more than others, such as ‘Victorian’ discourse in Founder’s Building – the twin-track framework applied to the archival material was a filter of what should be focused on. Being selective was not a choice and could not be avoided. 

Even though the specific findings related to Founder’s Building cannot be applied to other cases, there are more general findings and theorizations carrying wider relevance. For example, the claim that an organizational space study should be historicized with a focus on temporality is relevant to both the literatures of organizational space and history. Equally, the research strategy of this thesis, the twin-track method combining archive and interview materials, can be easily applied to other cases, which I will develop further in the following section. Therefore, though the case of Founder’s Building cannot be generalized, the findings can be transferred to similar cases. Indeed, a terminology shift has been upheld by Lincoln and Guba (1985) that generalizability should be reconceptualized to transferability in the social science where the sampling and statistical significance is no longer adequate (Donmoyer, 2000). For researchers interested in aggregates or group behaviours, the traditional conceptualization of generalizability should still be emphasized, hence this single-case study might upset any readers looking for general patterns in the behaviours in Founder’s Building or decision-makers who might search for solutions out of this research.  

7.3. [bookmark: _Toc534732420]Future research

This thesis has provided an empirical enquiry of Founder’s Building in an alternative interpretation of Lefebvre’ theorization of space. What I have written is just the first sketch of an argument that I hope can encourage further elaboration. Both the empirical findings and theoretical reflections have opened several different approaches to organizational space that I find interesting to explore in the future. I want to emphasize four specifically.

[bookmark: _Toc534732421]7.3.1. Founder’s Building in transition time: Post-1985

I have mentioned in the section on limitations that there is a gap in the empirical evidence about Founder’s Building, and this has impact on its integrity. Even though this could be solved easily by including the participants who studied and lived in Founder’s Building between 1985 and 2015, which was unachievable in the time frame for this thesis. Therefore, it would be worthwhile looking into this gap period to obtain a better understanding of Founder’s Building and RHUL as an integral process. This direction also carries theoretical value and potential apart from the empirical implications as suggested in the previous section – the year 1985 was a watershed for RHUL, which was when it merged with Bedford College; in this thesis, the merger has only been mentioned briefly. But the merger raises interesting questions. What did Bedford College members make of Founder’s Building and its 130 years of history? What experience(s) did they have of it? It is widely agreed that a time of transition can lead to drastic changes and members from both organizations will experience a process of re-orientation. For example, Clark et al. (2010) found that a transitional identity emerged during the merger of two rival organizations. Van Leeuwen, Knippenberg and Ellemers (2003) wrote about the importance of the organization into which the other was being subsumed of preserving its pre-organizational identity, to ensure a smooth merger process. Based on these theoretical implications, I am certain that by looking into the transition of Bedford College into RHUL, and scrutinizing how the merger was carried out, would encourage new insights into occupants’ interactions with Founder’s Building – and some insights would likely have change how this thesis is written. As an example, female students’ who in the 1950s experienced Founder’s Building as a gendered space saw male visitors as ‘invading’ this feminine building. It is likely that if one were to interview members of RHUL and Bedford College who experienced the merger in 1985 that they would have found such an attitude extraordinary.,

Brown and Humphreys (2006) suggest that for merging organizations in UK higher education with distinct histories and professional identities, the organizational space of a building is an important resource that is fiercely protected. In the case of Founder’s Building, I found how academic staff defend their preferred understanding Founder’s Building’s academic identity and its history. Therefore, to study how space is utilized during change is a possible route of future research – motivated by the rise of spatial turn, which surfaces the explanatory power of space in organizational studies and alerts the possible problems of overlooking the spatial perspectives. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732422]7.3.2. ‘Victorian’ time in the present

One of the contributions of this thesis, which is entitled Where the past is always present, is how long-lasting the historical legacy embedded in organizational space is and how it can interact with the present. Founder’s Building, as a representational ‘Victorian’ building, is a case in point – and the example of this thesis offers the possibility to scholars to look into the spatial interpretations of other ‘Victorian’ buildings; by applying the multiple-case study method, it would be possible to identity their specific ‘Victorian’ legacies. Future researches could, for example, look at the ‘Victorian’ buildings in higher education in the UK to identify specific ‘Victorian’ legacies such as values and lifestyles. 

I did not choose Founder’ building because of a particular interest in ‘Victorian’ times, during the analysis process. I am now aware that ‘Victorian’ no more describes a specific time period and, more importantly, that it is a discursive term with individualized meanings attached to it. Also, in the academic field, ‘Victorian’ culture is still vital, not only in the UK but around the world.  Indeed, fascination with ‘Victorian’ culture is seen as a sign of modern times (Krueger, 2002). However, ‘Victorian’ culture can be subtle to uncover – which promotes the investigation into the buildings. Buildings are durable and the historical clues and legacies can be better preserved. Simultaneously, buildings are not unchanged, that is, our interpretations of buildings are shaped by how we have heard and learned, which means it is possible to discover ‘Victorian’ culture legacy as a dynamic process. Just as Lowenthal (1975: 30) said, ‘the past gleams by the light of present”. By understanding the past as represented by ‘Victorian’ times, we can have a better idea of how the present is structured. This can be found in the case of post-9/11 surveillance in America, where Andrzejewski (2008) drew attention to the architecture of surveillance in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. By analysing the surveillance architecture in ‘Victorian’ American we can understand how it has influenced the understanding of the present use and prompts to reflect why surveillance techniques are believed to be a tool to shape behaviours. 

However, Andrezejewski only explored the archive materials to interpret how the concept of surveillance is developed. Though there are comparisons with the present use and understandings of surveillance, these remain as general feelings or impressions rather than individual experience and interpretations. This is sufficient for the conclusion that ‘Victorian’ culture and value still exist, but for researchers who are interested in interpretations or behaviours on the individual level, interviewing is necessary. Once convinced that ‘Victorian’ buildings are the sites of society and its culture, various possible routes are open for researches in different fields, for instance, gender identity and sexual morality in ‘Victorian’ times. I have touched upon this in Chapter Five, in which I discussed Foucault’s repressive hypothesis and his development of this concept in the section entitled We other Victorians. I acknowledge that this concept only constitutes a relatively small part of this thesis. But given how theoretically importantly this concept is, any scholars interested in it and want to approach it from a new angle, perhaps it would be insightful to study ‘Victorian’ buildings and architectures. 

[bookmark: _Toc534732423]7.3.3. Twin-track framework as a powerful technique

A further research direction growing out of my thesis would be to apply the twin-track framework to other cases, other buildings, other space and other organizations. One of the original contributions of this thesis lies in the utilization of this analytical strategy with empirical evidence. The case of Founder’s Building is a vivid example showing how this strategy could be used and how to minimize the limitations. However, this is just one case, and more cases are needed to further justify better ways to apply this strategy. However, this case as least shows the benefits of combining two types of empirical evidence and indicates its potential in explain organizational space.  It could be envisaged that by adding the interviewing materials to archive material-led studies, it would be possible to have a better understanding of lived space; the other way around, adding archive materials could be helpful for understanding conceived and perceived space. Some scholars have realised the importance of twin-track strategy, for instance, Peltonen (2011), collected empirical evidence from participation observation, interviews and documents, to explore the organizational space of a Finnish university; however, Peitonen’s approach differs from what I defined as twin-track in this context. Moreover, it should be re-emphasised that the twin-track strategy is shaped by the Lefebvre’s theorization of space as produced, as well as a process worldview. That is, when applying this strategy, it is important to perceive the space as a process rather than an objective existence. This is seen in Peltonen’s study where the conceived space is defined as equivalent to architects’ decisions. That is reason that only architects were interviewed and architectural design plans were treated as evidence for conceived space. However, this is not to suggest that Pelton’s study is less credible, in fact the opposite: it indicates the possibility of a twin-track strategy. It is up to researchers’ o decide the most appropriate combination of the empirical evidence. 

To take another example of a specific type of building, atmospheric building is a fruitful field of future research and the twin-track strategy is suitable for it. I have addressed the atmospheric building in this thesis in terms of emphasizing how Founder’s Building as a grandiose space influences experiencing, thus for future researchers who are interested in the literature of atmosphere and organization, one possible direction would be to first identify one or several atmospheric buildings and to search for potential patterns or deviations. Of course, the feeling of atmosphere is subjective, as defined by Böhme (2006), atmosphere is a character of the space we sense. This kind of sense is intertwined with an individual’s previous experiences, memories, imaginations and spontaneous feelings, besides the physical clues and artefacts, and the twin-track strategy is effective in collecting all this empirical evidence. For instance, for researchers who want to explore how individual memories interact with understandings and experience with a specific organizational space, the twin-track strategy could be adopted to collect reminiscences or personal diaries from the archive, while also incorporating to how memories influence the present. Moreover, this strategy is not just a method for collecting empirical evidence; most importantly, it is a tool for analysing the evidence or a mind set for analysis. Specifically, empirical evidence should be analysed in an iterative loop; to again take the example of memories and atmosphere in buildings, this suggests that empirical evidence of the past and the present should not be analysed as standalone components, but as mutually constitutive parts. The essence of this twin-track method lies in its power to study the intersection of the past and the present, without compromising the dynamics of either.

[bookmark: _Toc534732424]7.3.4. Identification and spatial experience

It has been a long tradition in the field of space studies to investigate the relationship between space and identity. As Hancock and Spicer (2011) wrote, this tradition is popularized by the work of Michel Foucault, who worked on the relationship between identification and physical space and buildings. Indeed, Lefebvre (1991) claimed that space as a social construction constantly interacts with the identification of individuals and organizations. His triad also works as a framework for understanding these interactions on the conceived, perceived and lived levels. Therefore, another direction for future research could be focused on how the identity-forming process interacts with spatial experience. What should be emphasized is that Identity is dynamic and socially constructed over time.  Identity and experience with a space are mutually constructive; not only does the identity influences the experience of space, but the way how people experience the space is also shaped by their identities. It would be helpful to apply Lefebvre’s triad as an integrated framework because interpretations of space are dynamic and impossible to predict, therefore, it is important to acknowledge that space is a process constantly evolving. For any researcher interested in university space, exploring the interrelationship between space and academic identity could be a direction for research. 


The concept of historicity could also be beneficial to research the identification process as a social construction. The heart of historicity lies in the ongoing process of interpretations, that is, people will interpret a building and its spatial artefacts continuously, based on their personal preferences and the social norms of their time, and these interpretations will feed back and create adjustments of conceived and perceived space; then the newer conceived and perceived space will have newer users, who might interpret and experience the building in a completely different way. The production of the present and past is ongoing and subjective. Organizational space and its history can represent a key resource for the present-day meanings of an organization. Space, boundaries, and movement all condition the experience of organizations and contribute to the construction of identities Understandings of, and preferences about a building all reflect what people believe the building represents. That is, the inheritance of the organizational space lays out lines for the present-day identity of organizations. As Billot and King (2015) argue, how an academic contextualizes his or her identity has an impact on how they make sense of their workplace. This is a negotiation process of one’s envisaged community. 

7.4. [bookmark: _Toc534732425]Final words

The title of this thesis, Where the past is always present, encapsulates the most important claim it makes: the past is always present. But in terms of how the past is present, organizational space becomes an essential site of how history can be articulated and negotiated, physically and socially. If asked why it is important, or theoretically enlightening to understand this, my answer is that without understandings of the past, it is impossible to grasp how the present and the future of organizations are and will be social constructions. Therefore, if it is acknowledged that organizations are spatialized and historicized as conceptualized in this thesis, it becomes clear why I chose to study organizational space in history specifically. My ideas of how organizational space and history are conceptualized were developed gradually as I familiarized myself with the literature on spatial turn, process theory and New Historicism. At the beginning of this journey, my understanding of organizational space was still restricted to physical and symbolic levels. An example of this understanding is my Master’s dissertation on the open-plan office, where I applied the symbolic interpretivism method for analyses. Arguably, this thesis can be seen as an outcome of personal intellectual growth, which was also in parallel with a wider growing research interest in conceptualizing organizational space as a social construction in the field of organization studies. What stimulated this intellectual growth or shift in interest was twofold. First. I encountered Lefebvre’s triad and his theorization of space when I read his Production of Space. It was from this book, I began to develop my own conceptualizations of space. I particularly found it insightful how Lefebvre developed his spatial triad through a historical investigation of space. It was then that I gradually shifted my interest to process theory as well as to historical perspective – the second stimulation, thanks to Tor Hernes’ A Process Theory of Organization. This was my first encounter with process theory, which helped me develop a systematic understanding of the fundamental concepts including temporality, process, organizing. These later became my main theoretical concepts. Although specific arguments were gradually developed out of much other reading, what these two books contributed to my thesis are that they helped me find theoretical supports for my argument. 

I guess what I learned most from this four-year journey writing this thesis is that It might have been easier to subscribe to or stick to well-received theoretical frameworks; yet what adds more value is to remain attentive to the complexities and dynamics in organizations. For instance, it would have been easier to conceptualize organizational space as physical background or to theorize the histories of organizations as objective. It would have been more straightforward to design a research method based on these because abundant existing studies are available. However, without introducing less popular theories to organization studies such as New Historicism and process theory, this thesis would only have answered existing questions in organizational studies with existing methods. In contrast, this thesis has aimed to answer new questions in a new way. Thus, if the twin-track approach is a new research method, which I claim it to be, then organizational space becomes an important site for the past to become the present and the future – and encourages attention to be paid to new questions in organizational studies, such as how organizations can be historicized or spatialized. 
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[bookmark: _Toc534732427]Appendix 1 Sample of interviewing questions list

	
	Interviewing questions

	Biographical 
	1. What is your job at RHUL?
2. How long have you been working as…?
3. Where do you usually work?
4. How long have you worked in the…(office)?
5. Which department or who do you usually work with and communicate regularly?

	General impression of Founder’s Building
	1. When did you first see the Founder’s Building?
2. What was your first impression of it?
3. Has this impression changed? If yes, how? 
4. Can you think of any key words to describe your impression in Founder’s Building?
5. Apart from your work place, where do you visit most often in Founder’s Building?
6. Can you think of anything you dislike about Founder’s Building?

	Encounter with the personal space
	1. What was your first impression of Founder’s Library and has that impression changed after you working there?
2. What do you think of your work space in general?
3. Have you had any difficulty with your work/office space?
4. Do you think your working environment influences your work? If so, in what ways? Can you give me some examples?
5. Have you had any personal decorations in your work place, if so, can you tell me about the decorations?
6. What has influenced the decorations of your office? 
7. Have you made any big changes in your work place, like rearranging the furniture or shelving?
8. Can you think of any particularly interesting experience to do with your work space? Or something special, unique compared to your previous work space?
9. What changes you would like to make if you can make any changes you want in your work place?



	Founder’s Building and history 
	1. Do you know that Founder’s Building is the original building of RHUL?
2. How do you feel working in a building with a history of more than a hundred years? Are you conscious of it at all?
3. Do you know how Founder’s Library was organised originally? 
4. Are there any changes happened in recent years about the space in Founder’s Library?
5. Can you discover any clues showing how this space was used before?
6. Can you think of advantages or disadvantages of working in a historical building?
7. Can you think of tradition you stick to when working in Founder’s Building?
8. Are you aware of that the university was a women college until 1965 and Founder’s Library was designed for female staff and students only?
9. How you feel about that? Is it something important to you?








































[bookmark: _Toc534732428]Appendix 2 Sample of information sheet and consent form

Dear potential participant,

You are invited to participate in a research project for a PhD thesis. The title of this research project is: Where the past is always present: A case study of the historicity of organizational space. The Founder’s Building in Royal Holloway is the empirical site for this research project. The researcher is a PhD student from School of Management in Royal Holloway, University of London and this research project will be conducted in compliance with Royal Holloway’s Ethics Guidance.

Before agreeing to participate in this research, you are strongly encouraged to read the following explanation of this research project: 

Research Procedures
This research project is designed to examine the ways in which people make sense of organizational space from a historical perspective. The Founder’s Building is chosen to be the empirical site of an organizational space. Participation in the study will involve a face-to-face interview, which might last for approximately one to two hours. The interviews will be conducted in either the interviewees’ office or the meeting rooms in Royal Holloway, University of London depending on interviewees’ preferences. The interviews will be conducted by the researcher, audio-taped and later transcribed for the purpose of data analysis. 

Withdrawal without Prejudice 
1) Participation is entirely voluntary. 
2) Participation is anonymous and confidential (only seen by me and supervisors) 
3) Participants can decide not to answer any question if they prefer not to. 
4) Participants can withdraw at any time without giving a reason 

Confidentiality 
1) The information gathered during this study will remain confidential in secure premises during this project. (Only the researcher will have access to the study data and information.)
2) There will not be any identifying names on the interview transcripts
3) Your names and any other identifying details will never be revealed in any publication of the results of this study. 
4) Your signed consent form will be stored separately from the responses you provide 
5) The results of the research will be published in the form of a PhD thesis and research papers may be published in professional journals or presented at professional meetings. It may also be published in book form. 
















CONSENT FORM

Research project title: Where the past is always present: A case study of the historicity of organizational space.
Name of researcher: Liu Yihan
Please indicate: 

1) I have read the information sheet about this study                 (YES/NO) 
2) I have had the opportunity to ask questions                      (YES/NO) 
3) I have received satisfactory answers to any questions              (YES/NO) 
4) I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time, without giving a reason                                                  (YES/NO) 
5) I agree to participate in this study.                             (YES/NO) 




Participant:  

_______________	____________________	________________
Name of Participant		          Signature	         Date


Researcher:

_______________	_______________________	________________
Name of Researcher		 Signature		Date
NB: This Consent form will be stored separately from the responses you provide. 


[bookmark: _Toc534732429][bookmark: _GoBack]Appendix 3 Summary of empirical materials

	Interviewing Participants
	No. 
	Duration

	Academic Staff
	28
	60-90 minutes

	Administrative Staff
	8
	60 minutes

	Students
	11
	45-80 minutes




	Archive materials
(Date from 1881-1985) 

	RHC GB/132/2 - Deeds
RHC GB/140/4 - 'The Royal Holloway College, Mount Lee, Egham, Surrey'
RHC GB/140/1 - 'Holloway College for Women'  
RHC GB/140/2 - 'The Royal Holloway College opened by Her Majesty the Queen on the 30th June 1886
RHC GB/141 - Records of the opening ceremony 
RHC AL/900-930 - Papers of the Royal Holloway College Library
RHC AL/100-110 - Papers of the Royal Holloway College Staff Meeting (1889-1912)/ Academic Board (1912-)
RHC AS/100-102 - Papers of Staff/Student Bodies at Royal Holloway College
RHC AS/100-102 - Papers of Staff/Student Bodies at Royal Holloway College  
RHC AS/120-164 - Papers of the Royal Holloway College Student's Meeting/Union  
RHC AS/200-203 - Royal Holloway College Magazines  
RHC AS/211-235 - Papers of Clubs and Societies at Royal Holloway College 	 
RHC AS/902 - Papers of the Royal Holloway College Association  
RHC RF/131-132, RF/137-139 - Reminiscences of former staff and students of Royal Holloway College  
RHC RF/120-130 - Press Cuttings and Publications about the College  
RHC RF/145-150 - Drawings, prints and watercolours  
RHC RF/100-103 - Material relating to Thomas Holloway and his business
N.B. This is not an inclusive list of archive materials cited in this thesis, instead, it works as a sample of materials I consulted with.
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Fresher’s Guide to College Phraseology

Coll o Etymology given where of interest

A&;;g": A h”t‘?"y of. Architectural features, etc.

B }‘i“t pills, the formula of which was the property of one Thos. Holloway,
P ISqCT as to be seen to be believed.

o estUREbl_GALLERY. A somewhat misleading name, referring to RH.Cs
; gd public room. Used mainly for dances and finals. Contains fine block

wooden floor, oak panelling, etc. Also one or two pictures.

(];HAPEL. See Dim Religious Light.

Og’/I[“sGELIGIOUS LIGHT. See an oculist at once.

Hiatus bggée’xfh;i'tcﬁ}:mm del'lk.n“ okéo ” and A. S. “gong,” i.e., dinner-bell, etc.)

en and hall. :

HALL, Dining. (See below.)

LIBRARY. (From “liber” Lat. free.) Place of retreat for impecunious and
chilly mortals. (Heating—free . . .)

COMMON ROOM. (From Lat. “‘com ” and Scots. “ mon,” i.e., “ with man.”)
Meeting-place for equally impecunious but less chilly mortals. (Men-friends
allowed here.)

NORTH TOWER. A tower of babel.

SQUTH TOWER. Highly respectable residential area. Never to be confused
with North Tower. (See above.)

SICK BAY. Avoided like the plague.

LECTURE THEATRE. Black hole of Calcutta.

POST. Conveniently situated between Hall and Common Room. Students hurry

here twice daily giving rise to well-known expression “ post-haste.”

CLOSED CLOISTER. Holy of Holies.

BULGE. A large room having peculiar contours, inhabited by College hierarchy.
BAY. As above, but of simpler design, inhabited by lower hierarchy.
SEMINAR ROOM. (“To sow a seed ”—Plants usually thrive here owing to free
heating, etc.) (1) Place used for educational purposes. (2) A spare room used

for storing sets of exam. papers.

LECTURE ROOM. (See Seminar Room (1) above.)

LABS. Situated well away from main building for reasons of safety. Nevertheless,

of great practical importance.

Occupants of the Above.
The community can be divided into four main classes, VizZ.i—
A. ACADEMIC STAFF.
B. ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF.
C. DOMESTIC STAFF.
D. STUDENTS.
PROFESSOR. (Etymology doubtful. Possibly related to “pro,” ie., clever
fellow.) Learned Person. Rarely seen except at lunch on Tuesdays.

2.READER. Person believed to be able to read. This has not yet been proved.
3. LECTURER. (From Grk. “lectron "—a couch; this seems to refer to soothing

tones of speaker which may induce sleep.)
(i) One who is a character.
(ii) One who is not.

4. ASSISTANT LECTURER. (See above, but add, not as yet worn down with

Academic toil.)

5. TEMPORARY ASSISTANT LECTURER. Temporary assistant lecturer.

Here today and gone tomorrow.
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Royal Holloway College.

INSTRUCTIONS TQ MEBRS

1. All Men (ic., House Men, Under Gardeners, Engine House Men, Men in the
Caretaker’s Department, Laboratory Attendants) are required to enter
and leave by the Main Gates.

2. The house doors will be opened for the entrance of men as follows :—

Business Entrance East (April 1st to November 1st) 6 a.an.
(by Caretaker).

Coal Cellar West, 6.15 a.m., except during Christmas and Easter
Vacations, when it will be opened at 6.30 a.m. (by Barnes).

3. The following men are required to record the times of their entering in the
morning and leaving at night, and the times of going to and returning
from meals on the Time Recording Machine placed inside the Main
Gates :—

Under Gardeners.
Engine House Men.
Caretaker’s Department— Caretaker.
Assistants to Caretaker.
Carpenter.
Painter.
Bricklayer.
House Men, during the Long Vacation, whe
and all extra men.

4. The hours of work must be strictly kept accordin
man may leave the premises during his work
of the Head of his Department, or, in
Office.

5. No smoking is allowed when on duty, or at any
of the workshops or out-buildings. ;

6. No work, except duly authorised College work, mas
hours, or on the College premises.

7. No one is permitted to enter the College, or any out-b
hours unless with special leave, to be obtained

Office. Any one with such special leave must
Main Gates.

AV

8. All strangers (represent&b\ives of firms and others) must

Entrance West, and report at the Seoretarys Ot

only may use the Business Entrance

and tunnel. Special arrang

E contractors at work on the bu

\ 9. No visitors are to be
permission, to b
March, 1914.

\
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RULES FOR MAIDS.

1= Cases of sickness. accident, or contact with infec-
tion must be reported to Nurse immediately. Maids must
also report to Nurse after a visit to the Doctor or
hospital.

2--Electric Light must be switched off before getting
in to bed.

3-Smoking is strictly forbidden.

4-Gas fires, and Wircless, in the dining-room and
sitting rooms, must be turned off before leaving the
room empty.

5~Maids must be punctual in returning in the cvening.
and in coming to meals.

6-Maids may not g0 oat of the grounds or change
thelr time off duty unless they have permission from
Mo Semmmorrer e [ frdikanpor .

7 - Maids under cighteen years must
T ".'f..., Ry, 2,
S i Covd o a3

8~Maids may stay in College during B Rimea
Easter holiday. those wishing to do 30 must give their
names to Mivr-Simpson. [EL Hradakaspar .
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DATLY - ROUTENE.

7 am. Bell for getting up.
8 ., Prayers in Chapel. (Bell at 5 minutes to 8).
815 , Breakfust.

I pm. Lunch. (Bell).

TR

Gt ng bell.
7 ,»  Dinner. (Bell)
10 5»  Prayers in Libr (Bell).

10.30 ,,  Electrie Light goes out. (Bell at 10.25).

The recognised hours of work, during which the House must be quiet are—
9 am. to 1 p.m.
445 to 6.45 p.m.
8.30 to 10 p.m. (Saturdays excepted).

Students must not be in any rooms but their own after 10.30 p.m.
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Find out what's on to help you
de-stress...

Petting Zoo

On Thursday 4 May from 10am, the
Petting Zoo will return to Founder's.
Field! Helping to relieve you of your
‘exam stress, you will be able to spend
time with a large number of different
cute and cuddly animals - rabbits, pigs.
miniature donkeys, chickens, goats and
more!
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We had pigs on campus last week for our , but

did you know there was once a time when pigs roamed our
campus full-time?

From the opening of Royal Holloway in the 1880s through to
the 1940s pigs were kept as livestock on campus. The College
had a number of kitchen gardens and much of what students
ate was grown on campus including, well, pigs.

This photograph from 1926 shows one of our pigs frolicking in
afield at the back of the Horton Building, roughly where the
Tolansky Laboratory is now. The fields where the pigs were
kept stretched all the way from Horton down to the A30 -
hence why we call the exit by the Handa Noh Theatre 'Piggery
Gate' today.
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