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Abstract: Any history of science has its own geography as well. Geographers of science have tried
to put science in its place. They study the socio-spatial settings in which scientific knowledge was
generated, displayed and legitimated. For them, science is socially constructed in spatialities and
temporalities. The main question should to be “how” spatialities are constructing scientific
knowledge via its “causalities”. Geography of science is not just about special places, locations, and
regions in which scientific knowledge is unequally produced/consumed and circulated or how the
use of scientific knowledge can lead to the production and reproduction of unique places and spaces.
Geography of science is also about a variety set of spatial causalities through which scientific
knowledge can be formed and transformed. This also means that the innovative knowledge or ideas
development takes place not only in the spatial contexts but because of the spatial causalities which
rise from the myriad interlinkages and interdependencies among places. These imperatives of spa-
tial significance operate across many spatial scales from the body to the global. Hence, in our in-
creasingly glocalized world, we must seek knowledge in spatial encounters and betweenness of
places, not merely within spaces and places.
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1. Introduction

When [ first encounter this brilliant idea from historical geographer Charles Withers
that, “if we can have a history of science, a philosophy of science and a sociology of science,
why not a geography and, even, a historical geography of science?” [1] (p. 9) it seems to
me really like an undiscovered continent. The first lesson I learned through this journey
was that historians of geography have failed to attend to the spatial components of their
tradition's history in one sense; that is the history of geography has frequently been writ-
ten with little reference to the placing of geographical knowledge in its various spatialities
or putting science in its place; Because we always act on this widespread assumption that
securing credibility and achieving objectivity required “placelessness” [2-4]. On the other
hand, to be modern is to be beyond geography, but to paraphrase historian of science
Bruno Latour, if aspatiality is modernity, we are not and have never been modern [2].

My reason for leaving this short note is that scientific knowledge has a spatial nature;
I strongly believe that scientific knowledge shapes and is shaped by the spatiality; scien-
tific knowledge generates and is generated by spatial encounters in terms of relational
spatialities networks in a world of contingency and constant becoming. Therefore, this
note tried to show very briefly that the geographies of science are not simply about spatial
disparities of knowledge but also about the role that “spatial causalities” can play in the
generation of scientific knowledge.

2. Spatialising historicality and sociality

DOL:https://doi.org/ujssh.2021.010103

Universal Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities


mailto:Mahmood.Shoorcheh@gmail.com

Mahmood Shoorcheh

2 of 4

Interest in the geography of scientific knowledge has been of the significant domain
in the past 20 years. But no serious attention has ever been taken to geographicalism of
scientific knowledge prior to the “spatial turn” in philosophy, literature, and humani-
ties/social sciences with the advent of some of the 1960s Parisians, including Foucault,
Deleuze, and Lefebvre, and the revival and expansion of their thought after the 1980s. In
the late 1980s, as cultural and social studies experienced a spatial turn, geographers began
experiencing a concomitant “cultural turn”. The growing currency of geographicalism af-
ter the spatial turn is closely linked to the recognition of the key role of spatialities in the
processes by which people (re)construct their understandings of the world. The main con-
cern in “geographicalism” is the spatiality of scientific knowledge [3]. Therefore, the “ge-
ographical turn” is a kind of revealing of the infusion process of spatial vocabulary and
languages into historical and philosophical accounts of scientific knowledge [4-8].

Geographicalism in science studies and all endeavors in this field reveal not only the
power of spatialities in scientific knowledge but also the consciousness of human beings.
So, to understand the nature of scientific knowledge, we must necessarily grasp the spe-
cific and inherent spatialities of the being in the world. It is critically important to pay
attention to those places and spaces that have generated knowledge and then circulated
and consumed it in different scales from the body to the global. At every geographical
scale, “historicality”, “sociality” and “spatiality” are tightly interwoven [4]. According to
Soja [5], historicality, spatiality and sociality are philosophical ingredients of ‘the trialec-
tics of being’. Based on such an understanding, the geography of science and striving for
putting science in its place, has developed since the early 1980s mainly with Livingstone
[6,7]; Naylor [8,9]; Shapin [10]; Finnegan [11]; Powell [12]; Withers [13,14] and Meusburger
[15]. The research of these geographers is basically rooted in or inspired by views and
theories of Michel Foucault, Henry Lefebvre, Edward Said, Pierre Bourdieu, Clifford
Geertz, Anthony Giddens, Donna Haraway, and Bruno Latour. The pivot focus of these
geographers is to prove that geography (place and space) matters in the production of
scientific knowledge. As Livingstone [16] (p. 3) emphasized, “space is rapidly becoming
a central organizing principle for making sense of scientific knowledge.”

3. Putting spatial causalities first

From the point of view of geography of science, scientific knowledge is not just the
product of specific, individual and bounded sites, places, spaces, and regions but it is also
produced through conjunctures of multitude of hybrid, relational and mobile spatialities
networks. We need to reimagine production or innovation in scientific knowledge in
terms of the encounter of multiplicitous relationships, rather than assuming that
knowledge enters from the outside to sites or region and diffusion from the inside to the
other sites and regions. Indeed, we must see knowledge and scientific activity in terms of
hybrid and relational spatialities networks in a world of contingency and constant becom-
ing. As Driver [17] (p. 388) says, “A focus on the geography of science thus implies more
than an acknowledgement of the locational context of science”.

As Haraway [18] argues, scientific inquiry is not the view from nowhere, but the view
from somewhere. Different spatialities present distinct opportunities for producing
knowledge and scientific innovations. They set off different socio-spatial processes (such
as innovative milieus, networks, and clusters), induce different questions and answers,
and foster different experiments and engagements. The processes to attaining new
knowledge are highly spatial dependent [19]. Creativity (e.g. in science) hardly develops
in the placeless realm [20] and the ubiquitous familiarity of non-places [21]. Combinatorial
creativity in science requires a rich store of knowledge and the ability to form links be-
tween many different types of knowledge; that is the acceptance and rejection of scientific
results depend, to a large degree, on where they were produced. In Amin and Cohendet
[22] (p. 86) view the powers of context -spatial and temporal- should be placed at the cen-
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ter of any theorization of knowledge formation. Furthermore, Bathelt and Henn [23] em-
phasized the need for combining local/regional with national/international perspectives
on knowledge flows.

Moreover, producers of scientific knowledge are not actors in the placeless world
(and describing placeless as the character of scientific rationality), but they are real per-
sons with particular kinds of bodies, histories, and interests that make a difference to the
kind of knowledge produced [24]. Today, the role of face-to- face contact on fostering hu-
man capital and making innovative ideas or knowledge creation via socio-spatial interac-
tions in terms of learning economies, learning regions, learning cities and learning com-
munity have been seen as the most important sources and the driving forces of economic
development [25,26].

As Soja [27] argued, the basic idea is to putting spatial (cities) causality first. He illus-
trates this idea more with regard to The Economy of Cities, written by Jane Jacobs in 1969.
Jacobs [28] defined the city as a settlement that consistently generates its economic growth
from its own localized resources. This “spark of city economic life”, as she called it, clearly
revolves around the stimulus and social savings that arise from dwelling together in cities
rather than in rural areas. Density and cultural heterogeneity are its primary triggers. Cit-
ies concentrate need, creating many challenges to social reproduction but at the same time
providing greater incentives to address problems in new ways. Cities attract newcomers
of all sorts, strangers, visitors, and migrants, who often carry with them innovative ideas.
With her characteristic terseness she concludes, “Without cities, we would all be poor”. In
other words, we would still be hunters and gatherers [29] (p. 276). This also means that
the innovative knowledge or ideas development took place not only in the spatial contexts
but because of the spatial causalities; that is cities. “The city ... has long since been recog-
nized as the birthplace of innovation and creativity” [30] (p. 183), because “cities speed
innovation by connecting their smart inhabitants to each other” [31] (p. 7).

4. Conclusion

It concluded that the development of innovative knowledge and ideas took place not
only in the spatial contexts but also they occur due to the spatial causalities associated
with the myriad interlinkages and interdependencies among places and operate across
many spatial scales from the body to the global. “The relational approach suggests that it
is crucial to study and manage the social interactions and their contingencies that are fun-
damental to knowledge and innovation” [32] (p. 676). Hence, we must seek knowledge in
spatial encounters and betweenness of places, not merely within places. Conjunctures of
the multitude of hybrid, relational and mobile spatialities networks are the laboratories of
the studies of geographers of science and historians of geography in the twenty-first cen-
tury.
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