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1. COURSE DESCRIPTION 

The aim of this seminar is to critically evaluate the nexus between space, society and environment. We will take an 
interdisciplinary approach, studying the ways biological, material, historical, political-economic and cultural processes 
combine to shape human-environment relationships in place-based contexts.  

This course engages both theoretical texts and case studies. We will begin the semester engaging key readings on the 
ontology and epistemology of space, place and landscape and consider questions central to their study – namely, 
what are these things, and how should we make sense of them? More specifically, under what conditions is space 
is produced, experienced, politicized and transformed? After establishing conceptual foundations, we will 
interrogate the politics of space at different scales and read monographs making sense of spatial dilemmas. 
Having covered analytics and case studies, we’ll finish the semester critically examining “the field” and research 
ethics.   

We will explore readings together, making sense of arguments and concepts through collective discussion and 
debate. The quality of your course experience – and that of your peers – depends on the effort you put into 
critically engaging with course material. All participants are expected to contribute to weekly discussion through 
critical reflection on the assigned readings.  
 
 

2. LOGISTICS 
Learning Goals: 
By the end of this course students will be able to: 

1. Analyze and contrast different theoretical perspectives on space 
2. Interrogate the ways space is politicized and experienced 
3. Explain perspectives for understanding scalar relationships shaping space and human-environment 

relationships 
4. Explain theories for unpacking human-environment relationships  
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5. Operationalize theory by linking concepts and arguments to empirical evidence and methods 
6. Utilize tools, perspectives and theories to analyze graduate research projects  
7. Critically interrogate “the field,” and identify strategies for countering problematic power dynamics in field-

based research 
8. Discuss difficult topics respectfully and openly, while problematizing widespread assumptions with 

empirical evidence  
 
Time and place: Fridays 1-3:50pm; Location TBD 

 
Instructor: I am an assistant professor in the Department of Anthropology & Geography:  

 
Dr. Heidi Hausermann 

Office: Clark 202B 
Office hours: TBD & by appointment 

Office phone: 848-932-9146; Email: heidi.hausermann@colostate.edu 
 
Students: This course is open to any interested graduate student and is a foundational course for the doctoral 
degree in Space, Place and Adaptation.   
 
Materials: All readings can be found on Canvas with the following exceptions, which students are responsible for 
finding: 
 
 Basso, Keith H. 1996. Wisdom Sits in Places: Landscape and Language Among the Western Apache. Albuquerque: 
 University of New Mexico Press. 
  
 DeLeon, J. 2015. The land of open graves. Berkeley: UC Press 
  
 Hubbard, P. and R. Kitchin. 2004. Key Thinkers on Space and Place. Sage Publications. 
  
 Foucault, Michel. 1977.  Power/Knowledge. New York: Pantheon Books. 
  
 McKittrick, K. 2006. Demonic Grounds: Black Women and the Cartographies of Struggle. Minneapolis: University 
 of Minnesota Press. 
 

3. REQUIREMENTS 

You are responsible for weekly participation, completing response papers, leading discussion, and completing a 
final “wrapping-up” paper at the semester’s end. For grading purposes, responsibilities break down as follows: 

1. Class participation (active & consistent engagement)  20% 
2. Discussion leadership      20% 
3. Weekly response papers (1-2 pages each, 10 total)  40% 
4. Wrapping-up paper       20% 

 
Participation: There are many ways of participating: questioning, commenting, listening carefully when other 
students are speaking, active note-taking. Weekly demonstration of engagement with all readings, as well as 
provision of thoughtful comments, interpretations and/or questions, will benefit your participation grade.  
 

Grading participation: After every class I assign each student a grade, based on a 10-point scale, for your 
participation that day. If you came to class with thoughtful things to say that clearly demonstrated you 
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completed the readings, you receive a "10." If you spent the class staring out the window and did not 
contribute to discussion, you receive a "5." If you had an unexcused absence that day, you receive a "0." 
At the semester’s end, I average your participation grades from every class and that % is scaled to 20 points 
for your final participation grade. Participants are encouraged to consult with the instructor if interested in 
ongoing performance evaluation.   

 
Discussion Leadership: This component of the course will be assessed according to the quality of presentation 
and discussion questions, which require careful reading and a critical and thoughtful approach.  
 
Weekly Response Papers: You are expected to write 10 short papers during the semester. They are due each week 
and should be no more than 2 pages, single-spaced. The short response papers allow you to explore an aspect of the 
weekly reading material and consider its implications for your own work or life. You are not being asked to regurgitate what 
you read; you are being asked to process what you read. The short papers will be turned back to you with written 
comments.  
 
The pedagogic aim of weekly response papers is to encourage the practice of careful, critical reading and concise 
writing. This approach enables you to concentrate your time and energy in sustained weekly attention to the 
texts. In other words, the attention you would otherwise bring to preparing a term paper should be 
expended throughout the semester in reading, writing short responses, and discussion preparation.  

• You don’t need to write a response on the following dates: the first week of class (January 25th) and the 
date you lead discussion (TBD) 

• You may also skip out on writing a response on TWO class meetings of your choosing during the 
semester 

• Please upload your response paper to Canvas by 10am the day of class.  

Final paper: At the end of the semester, you are expected to turn in a short “wrapping up” paper (3-5 pages, 
single-spaced). This paper should reflect on the impact of course material on your intellectual development. You 
may want to address questions like: Which authors, arguments, or concepts will you incorporate into your 
research proposal, and why? How will you practice research and fieldwork differently based on what we learned? 
How might you integrate material or ideas into your everyday life? How and why has course material made you 
question something in your field or research? You might also use the final paper to show how and why your 
theoretical approach has changed.  
 

4. WRITING1 
 
Suggestions for Critical Writing 
The weekly response papers should be concise, critical reflections on what you read. A critique—the basis of critical 
writing—generally has two basic parts. This first part should be a summary demonstrating you comprehend the 
main thrust of what you wish to discuss in your paper. For instance, you might start by stating the argument you 
wish to focus on and what it attempts to explain.    
 
The second part of the critique is typically more extensive.  It outlines the limits of the argument, especially pointing 
out where the author does not do what s/he set out to do, and moreover, what important and relevant problems the 
author does not account for. Having stated the limits of an argument, you mark out a space for the next scholar 
(perhaps yourself!) to work toward solving that problem.  
 

                                                      
1 Some of these writing suggestions were borrowed from Prof. Sallie Marston (University of Arizona), with her 
permission. 
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In both sections of your critique, pay attention to what the author says and what happens in the argument.  What 
moves are made in the argument? How are problems constituted? How is the argument constructed? What is the 
purpose of each component of the argument? How do empirics, if any, articulate with the argument? Does the 
author do all these moves well? Feel free to include references to other writers you feel support the points you are 
trying to make or provide alternatives to the arguments you are assessing.  
 
To develop a short paper consider the following starting points:  

• Characterize your own reaction to the week’s readings: Are you stimulated, confused, in agreement, 
in disagreement (and so forth) with what you read?  For any reaction you can identify, trace its 
origin in the reading in particular passages, terms, arguments, examples, and so on. Students often 
find it useful to develop papers around the terms, ideas, themes, agreements, or disagreements to 
which they have strongest reactions.  

• Identify central topic(s) or issue(s). Then think about the position the writer takes with respect to 
this central issue.  With regard to this theme or issue, identify agreements and disagreements 
between the writer and other writers you have read. 

• Each writer is making an argument of some kind. Arguments are based on assumptions, 
represented by claims, and backed by evidence (and sometimes more assumptions). It is a useful 
exercise to identify these parts, and evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each argument. Then, 
you’ll be able to see the links, similarities, and differences between arguments/readings.   

• Some writers are more careful than others about defining their terms. Pay attention to what key 
terms are, how they are defined, and note discrepancies in the ways different writers use particular 
terms.    

• Imagine a conversation between two or more writers’ whose work you’ve read.  Pose a question for 
them in your mind, and work out how they might respond to you and to one another.   

 

5. DISCUSSION 

As discussion leader, strive to develop questions that stimulate debate. Avoid yes/no or close-ended questions and 
develop questions that encourage participants to make and defend their interpretations of, and arguments about, the 
readings.   
 
Suggestions: Think about the strengths, weaknesses, assumptions, and omissions in arguments made by the authors; 
pose alternative interpretations of a particular reading; question the implications of a given argument for some aspect 
of research or theory-building; develop open-ended questions around confusing aspects of the author’s argument to 
solicit different interpretations. 

 
During the first class we will generate ideas for ensuring productive, respectful discussion. This is what the last grad 
class I taught came up with:  

• Everyone does the required reading 
• Critical, but also what you liked about the reading 
• Participants bring own questions 
• Unpack the arguments or terms before jumping into criticism 
• Share your own and listen/learn from others 
• Try not to take debate personally, and also work to not make things personal. If you feel yourself getting 

agitated, take a moment and breathe before you respond.  
• Promote conversation instead of lecturing and we will all learn more  
• Bring your own experiences to life vis-à-vis the readings 
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1. THE SCHEDULE  
 

Date Topic Readings Discussion 
leader(s) 

1/25 Introductions  N/A  

2/1 The problem of space 

Baumanová (2016) 
Gupta & Ferguson (1992) 
Soja (1989) 
Intro & Soja in Hubbard & Kitchin (2011)  

 

2/8 Foundations & definitions  

Casey (1996) 
Cresswell (2015) 
Massey (1994; 2005) 
Massey in Hubbard & Kitchin (2011) 

 

2/15 Spatial production: structure, praxis, 
power 

Harvey (1996) 
Heynen (2003) 
Harvey in Hubbard & Kitchin (2011) 

 

2/22 Spatial production: structure, praxis, 
power 

Lefebvre (1991) 
Loris (2012) 
Lefebvre in Hubbard & Kitchin (2011) 

 

3/1 Spatial production: structure, praxis, 
power 

Crampton & Elden (2016) 
Foucault (1977) 
Foucault (1984) 
Foucault in Hubbard & Kitchin (2011) 
Hausermann (2015) 

 

3/8 State space  
Scott (1998) 
Mitchell ch. 2-4 
Hunt (2016) 

 

3/15 Spatial practices of everyday life   

de Certeau (1984) 
Secor (2003) 
Van Buren & Weaver (2012) 
Whitridge (2004) 

 

3/22 Spring Break 

3/29 Space, race & gender  McKittrick (2006)  

4/5 No class – AAG in DC 

4/12  
Place & language  

Basso (1996) 
Noel et al. (2012)   

4/19 
Spatial production & transformation: 
non-humans 
 

Mitchell (2002) 
Sundberg (2011; 2014) 
Watts (2013) 

 

4/26 Spatial production & transformation: 
non-humans 

Deloria Jr. (2006) 
Ogden (2011)   

5/3 Transnational space De León (2015)  

5/10 “The field”  

Kobayashi (1994) 
Gupta & Ferguson (1997) 
Sharpe & Dowler (2011) 
Berry et al. (2017)  
Smith (2014) 
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 Geographers 30: 416-432.  
Massey, D. 2005. For Space. Sage Publications.  
 
McKittrick, K. 2006. Demonic Grounds: Black Women and the Cartographies of Struggle. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press.  
 
Mitchell, T., 2002. The Rule of Experts. University of California Press, Berkeley.  
 
Ogden L, 2011, Swamplife. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis 
 
Scott, J. 1998. Seeing Like a State. New Haven: Yale University Press.  
 
Secor, A. 2003. “There is an Istanbul that belongs to me”: Citizenship, space and identity in the city. Annals of the 
Association of American Geographers 94(2): 352-368.  
 
Sharp, J. and L. Dowler. 2011. “Framing the Field,” Ch. 9 in A Companion to Social Geography. Del Casino et al., 
eds., Blackwell Publishing.  

Soja, Edward, 1980. The Socio-Spatial Dialectic. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 70(2): 207-225.  

Soja, E. 1989. Postmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of Space in Critical Social Theory. Verso, Chapter 1, pp. 1-42  

Sundberg, Juanita. 2011. Diabolic Caminos in the Desert and Cat Fights on the Río:  A Posthumanist Political 
Ecology of Boundary Enforcement in the United States–Mexico Borderlands. Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers 101(2): 318-336.  
 
Sundberg, Juanita. 2014. Decolonizing posthuman geographies. Cultural Geographies 21(1): 33-47.  
 
Van Buren, M. and B. Weaver. 2012. Contours of Labor and History: A Diachronic Perspective on Andean 
Mineral Production and the Making of Landscapes in Porco, Bolivia. Society for Historical Archeology 46(3): 79-101. 
 
Watts, Vanessa. 2013. Indigenous place-thought & agency amongst humans and non-humans (First Woman and 
Sky Woman go on a European world tour!). Decolonization, Indigeneity, Education & Society 2(1): 20-34.  
 
Whitridge, P. 2004. Landscapes, Houses, Bodies, Things: “Place” and the Archaeology of Inuit Imaginaries 
Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 11(2): 213-250.  
 
Wood, Dennis. 2010. “Counter-Mapping and the Death of Cartography” and “The Outside Critique: Indigenous 
Mapping,” in Rethinking the Power of Maps New York: Guilford Pres. Pp. 120-142. 

 
 
 
 


