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On the splash page of the BBC website Business section of June 2019, a 

short article warned of Ford Motor Company cutting 12,000 jobs and the 

closure of four automobile plants across Europe by the end of 2020. These 

include factories in Russia, Wales, France and Slovakia. The author discusses 

the economic factors leading to Ford’s need to restructure its sites and plants, 

with the subsequent loss of jobs as key impacts on their respective commu-

nities and regions. However, in the outcome, the economic restructuring 

would set in motion a much broader and multifaceted process of deindus-

trialization that goes beyond the fact that jobs will be lost and factories will 

shut down. Being published on the splash page, the article had to highlight 

the economic situation, omitting certain details that the format did not allow 

for in such a condensed space. Yet, these omitted pieces are key to critically 

contextualizing deindustrialization. As a network of multifaceted processes, 

deindustrialization not only refers to shrinking production, consumption and 

the respective economic decline, but also entails the resulting sociomaterial 

and natural entanglements that form deindustrializing landscapes. Thus, if 

we are to frame these landscapes as complex and ongoing processes, then 

the closures of factories become more than distinctive episodes in economic 

evolution; rather, they form continuums across past, present and future en-

gagements (Pike 2020).

This edited volume explores these multiple entanglements of deindus-

trializing landscapes with a focus on aff ective and embodied encounters, per-

formative perspectives and speculative futures. Tackling deindustrialization 

through the lens of evolving landscapes inspires not only new perspectives 
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on the nature of deindustrialization, but encourages interdisciplinary ways to 

research this subject matter. The chapters of this volume can be read in re-

sponse to a recent claim to ‘focus on theorizing deindustrialization and mov-

ing beyond describing [it]’ (Clark 2020: np). This introduction explores the 

development of deindustrialization studies from its nascent roots over forty 

years ago to its ongoing evolution as an interdisciplinary area of study. It 

then presents the two main theoretical perspectives, which are the common 

denominators of the case studies: a perspective on landscape (Wylie 2007) 

and performativity combined with an approach to studying them within 

more-than-representational theory (Thrift 2007). The chapter concludes by 

emphasizing the transregional connections between the variety of cases gath-

ered in this volume.

Deindustrialization as an Interdisciplinary Field of Study

In its time, industrialization brought benefi ts to places, people and commu-

nities creating wealth and prosperity, despite the negative side eff ects that ac-

companied the phenomenon from the beginning (Clark 2020). But growth 

has its limits, and the process of industrialization has terminated in many 

regions where it used to be the main driving force for economic change and 

development. Deindustrialization evolved, with its accompanying processes 

and eff ects of decay and decline, as the antithesis of economic growth and 

development. Though industrial decline has been a part of any type of eco-

nomic evolution, the term ‘deindustrialization’ was fi rst used in the 1970s in 

North America and the United Kingdom (High, MacKinnon and Perchard 

2017) to describe the economic loss of industrial workplaces and culture as a 

result of factory closures. This laid a foundation for understanding economic 

and social processes surrounding aspects of deindustrialization where factory 

closures were seen not just as ‘happening’ outside of people’s control, but 

as specifi c choices made by companies to move industries to places with 

cheaper labour or material (Bluestone and Harrison 1982). Therefore, these 

studies were rooted in the historical moment, capturing and cultivating a 

notion of deindustrialization strongly related to the loss of jobs in industries 

identifi ed with the Industrial Age (Strangleman and Rhodes 2014).

The immense cultural and political impact that deindustrialization had 

was recognized by contributions from anthropology and political science 

with work on the labour politics of disenfranchised communities (Mitchell 

1992) or the remnant culture of the former coal camps of the Appalachian 

Mountains (Stewart 1996). This type of ethnographic work brought about 

the use of a variety of methods including oral history (Halpern 1998), which 

made important contributions to understanding how economic displacement 
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was being experienced by the workers and how industrial work was remem-

bered, as was the case for the Clydeside workers of Glasgow (Johnston and 

McIvor 2004). This marked an important shift of scholarly interest towards 

the impact of industrial decline on aspects of identity and working-class cul-

tural representation, as well as ecological and environmental questions as re-

sults of decaying industries (Cowie and Heathcott 2003). Industrial decline, 

erasure and economic displacement, as well as how these are experienced by 

former workers as rupture and their subsequent impacts on working-class 

lives, are still at the heart of deindustrialization studies today (High, MacKin-

non and Perchard 2017).

Recent discussions include long-term impacts, as well as legacies and 

shifts towards aspects of the postindustrial transformation of larger cities that 

go hand in hand with facets of revitalization and gentrifi cation. This fi eld 

of study has developed dynamically – it crosses disciplines and negotiates 

cultural representations of a deindustrializing world, as well as processes 

of heritagization and memorialization of the industrial past (Berger 2020). 

Today deindustrialization studies are perceived as ‘increasingly diverse and 

deeply interdisciplinary’ (Strangleman, Rhodes and Linkon 2013: 11) and 

even ‘cross disciplinary’ (Berger and High 2019: 1). Important contributions, 

impulses and inspirations towards this interdisciplinary understanding of 

deindustrialization come from discussions within urban and city planning 

(Oevermann and Mieg 2015), as well as anthropology and public history 

(Berger 2020; Richter 2017; Tomann 2017), where questions of renewal 

and urban industrial entanglements in postindustrial cities are intensely 

debated. Furthermore, the fi eld of study has acknowledged this diversity by 

bringing scholarly attention to its manifold cultural representations – from the 

analysis of literature to coff ee-table books, popular websites or art projects – 

by asking how they approach the industrial past and what narratives they 

convey (Linkon 2013).

The diversity of methods and topics in deindustrialization scholarship 

has been particularly infl uenced and informed by developments in the fi eld 

of heritage and tourism studies. These fi elds of study focus on analysing 

aspects of preservation, protection, representation and commodifi cation of 

what was left after deindustrialization began. Both fi elds analyse remnants 

of the industrial past and how, in some cases, these remnants have been 

transformed into heritage sites (Berger 2020; Harrison 2013; Xie 2015). 

Heritage, however, reaches beyond site-specifi c representations, and its con-

struction in a deindustrialized space or landscape includes the transformation 

of memories and other traces of the past into visions and narratives about it. 

The formation of heritage is a complex process, infl uenced by many factors, 

including state and administrative regulations as well as the agendas of politi-

cians, the interests of workers, social movements and the voices of academics 
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or intellectuals, resulting in specifi c ‘heritage regimes’, which become the 

subjects of academic scrutiny.

Despite the fruitful theoretical entanglements between heritage and 

deindustrialization studies, the heritagization and touristifi cation of dein-

dustrial or postindustrial landscapes has – on a practical level – provoked 

criticism within the academic discourse. Drawing attention to the museu-

mifi cation of industrial relicts – with its tendency to aestheticize and de-

politicize narratives – High points out that ‘stories of struggle are usually 

excluded from public memorialization’ (2017: 423). Instead of highlighting 

how communities struggle to survive under conditions of a changing in-

dustrial sector, some representations of deindustrialization view the decay 

as a ‘spectacle’, and photographs or museum exhibits featuring abandoned 

plants or factories appear to seek the ‘beauty in destruction’ (Linkon 2013: 

39). This aestheticization of industrial structures goes hand in hand with the 

marginalization of people who worked and spent their lives in such places, 

eff ectively rendering them invisible. Strangleman (2013) calls this tendency 

to present highly aestheticized representations and visual imaginaries as an 

example of ‘smokestack nostalgia’. This ‘uncritical celebration of an indus-

trial past’ extends from the aesthetic objectifi cation of former working class 

workplaces to the transformation of such sites into ‘exotic locales’ or a ‘form 

of “dark tourism” for the middle class’ (2013: 24–25). The desire to capture 

abandoned industrial spaces as a form of ‘industrial sublime’ (High, in Stran-

gleman 2013: 24) has repercussions on its scholarly debate, as exemplifi ed in 

the aestheticization of ruins (Edensor 2005).

The term ‘smokestack nostalgia’ (Cowie and Heathcott 2013) was ini-

tially used to identify the dangers of uncritical attempts that relate to the 

industrial past and to imbue it with a sentimental attitude. This understand-

ing subscribes to Boym’s (2001) seminal defi nition of nostalgia as restorative. 

Restorative nostalgia is backward-looking and, in a way, transhistorical as it 

relates to truth and tradition (Boym 2001: xviii). While restorative nostalgia 

tries to ‘protect the absolute truth’, its counterpart – refl ective nostalgia – 

calls into question the reference to an absolute truth: ‘it dwells on the am-

bivalences of human longing and does not shy away from the contradictions 

of modernity’ (Boym 2001: xviii). Refl ective nostalgia is not concerned with 

the idea of homecoming or a collective longing for a ‘better’ past; instead, 

it focuses on the challenges of the present and tries to connect them to the 

future. This is not to say that Boym or Strangelman (2013) dismiss any senti-

mental recollections of the industrial past as obsolete and backward-looking; 

rather, critically placing ‘smokestack nostalgia’ as a ‘symbol of unease in con-

temporary culture’, it allows for ‘viewing a relatively stable past as off ering 

some form of fi xity’ (Strangleman 2013: 33). As such, nostalgia tells us more 

about the present needs and conditions of an individual or group than about 
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the past itself; therefore, it must be taken into account as a form of cultural 

expression. However, nostalgia as a cultural construct in a deindustrializ-

ing world is only one way of addressing the past and imagining the future 

(Berger and High 2019).

The study of deindustrialization today brings about a nuanced 

understanding of nostalgia, heritage and labour politics as they address the 

entanglements of past, present and future in processes of deindustrialization 

and their outcomes across Europe and beyond. As deindustrialization has the 

ability to destroy wealth and prosperity ‘faster than the industrialization process 

built it up’ (Clark 2020: 4), further interdisciplinary research perspectives are 

needed to reveal these transformations. These new challenges from the ‘half-

life’ (Linkon 2018) of deindustrialization’s impacts, and the relationships 

between Global North and South processes (Clark 2020; Pike 2020) to the 

ongoing transitions into the future phases of postindustrial work, require 

new theorizing elements.

Developing Perspectives

Deindustrialization is not a phenomenon of the past, but an ongoing pro-

cess that keeps having a large-scale impact on people, communities and the 

landscape. Processes of deindustrialization are highly complex and can be 

addressed from diff erent disciplinary angles and perspectives. In order to de-

velop and sharpen the interdisciplinary core of deindustrialization studies and 

move further in the direction of a comparative perspective, it is important to 

fi nd a common framework for navigating the dense and complex research 

material. The chapters in this volume are unifi ed by their focus not only 

on deindustrialization as a phenomenon of the past or as contemporary his-

tory, but also on how former industrial spaces are being (re-)created in the 

present day, and what entanglements and developments are at play within 

these processes for the future. Further, the volume is driven by an ambi-

tion to broaden ongoing discussions on how to understand the outcomes of 

deindustrialization in present-day European societies, as well as to add to the 

recently developing interdisciplinary methodological toolbox of deindustri-

alization studies. To this end, this volume off ers three features: a nuanced 

understanding of the concepts of landscape (Wylie 2007) and performativity; 

the application of more-than-representational theory to the fi eld of study 

(Lorimer 2005; Müller 2015); and a transregional perspective.

The landscape approach shifts from a concern with specifi c sites of dein-

dustrialization towards a multifaceted collective understanding of emerging 

moments and nodes, where a landscape is a coming into being with mul-

tiple actors, including humans, animals, ecologies and aff ects. The idea of a 
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performative landscape opens up the conversation between the agency that 

these multiple actors have in making and remaking landscapes. The intro-

duction of a more-than-representational theoretical approach aff ords broader 

perspectives on practices of rhetorical exploitation, discursive representations 

and performative approaches of dealing with the industrial past, as well as 

questions of loss of industrial production and recent processes of regenera-

tion. This tactic proff ers insights into current processes of reassessing and 

reimagining the industrial past, which are essentially future-related, and the 

accompanied operations of historical knowledge production and meaning 

making. It understands deindustrialization not as stagnant, but as a trans-

formative and active process, changing and fl uid. These ideas link multiple 

perspectives promoting an aff ective encounter without denying the intensive 

socioeconomic impacts that occurred in places and societies aff ected by dein-

dustrialization. Therefore, the chapters in this volume move beyond both a 

historical analysis of processes of deindustrialization and a discourse of the 

politics of deindustrialization, instead attending to present-day developments 

in deindustrialized or postindustrialized spaces and arguing for a multifaceted 

perspective of experiencing landscape.

Finally, this volume attempts to further develop the transregional ap-

proach Berger (2020) advances by off ering a collective of case studies fo-

cused on diff erent European countries and regions. It aligns itself with the 

belief that ‘deindustrialization studies need to go beyond their traditional 

focus of individual case studies and move towards transregional comparison 

in order to understand better the respective individual case studies’ (Berger 

2020: 301–2). With its focus on Europe, this volume presents a panorama 

of a continent that played a crucial role in the processes of industrialization 

across the world, as well as a fi rst-hand experience of the eff ects of dein-

dustrialization (Pike 2020). Along with its historical industrial signifi cance, 

the increasing political repercussions felt throughout Europe from Brexit 

to the Gilets Jaunes (Yellow Vests) in France, it is imperative to explore 

how these actions are not just national movements, but rather are linked to 

wider European connections. The volume features explorations from well-

researched countries such as the United Kingdom and Germany, alongside 

insights into less intensively studied regions such as the Western Balkans 

and Sweden. These fundamentally diff erent cases must be described and 

analysed within their specifi c local, regional and national entanglements 

(Wicke 2018). The mixture and variety of well-known and lesser-known 

regions is an added value for probing a comparative view, as these territories 

invite a reassessment and diff erent approach to well-established cases in the 

discourse, and off er new, and perhaps innovative, perspectives to ongoing 

discussions in the fi eld.
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Bringing new perspectives and approaches to an interdisciplinary fi eld of 

study is surely a challenging endeavour. It might even be considered risky, in 

that it entails exploring areas unchartered in established academic disciplines. 

Nonetheless, it is important to provoke this area of study and enable new 

avenues of research. Therefore, this volume is considered a laboratory for 

pushing the boundaries of deindustrialization studies. The volume should be 

received as an invitation for scholars to engage in an open-ended conversa-

tion about how the fi eld of deindustrialization studies could develop in the 

future. Extending the metaphor of the laboratory, this volume aims to pro-

vide a testing ground for new perspectives on processes of deindustrialization 

that transcend disciplinary boundaries and focus very much on present-day 

developments in deindustrial or postindustrial spaces, without neglecting the 

historical development of each region or place.

Making Landscapes

Landschaft, paisaje, пејзаж: all translate to the term ‘landscape’ in English. Like 

its many permutations, landscape is understood to be many things. It can 

be the impact of humans on a particular place (Sauer 1963). It can be the 

accumulation of layers of history (Hoskins 1955) or the materialization of 

social relations, values, ideologies or symbolic of identity and race (Cosgrove 

1988). A landscape can also be embodied, inhabited or ‘dwelled’ (Merleau-

Ponty 1962; Heidegger 1962); furthermore, a landscape can be performed 

and practised (Thrift 2007; Wylie 2012). Landscapes are constructed, imag-

ined, contested and laboured. The word ‘landscape’ can be a noun or verb, 

as in ‘to lan dscape’, meaning to alter and improve aesthetically (OED 2021). 

Since the concept of landscape is fl uid, it is useful to trace certain develop-

ments within landscape studies in order to better understand its repercussions 

for this collection of its collaborative eff orts.

In the last twenty-fi ve years, ongoing work has produced changing 

perspectives on the performative elements of body and landscape. Studies 

mediating on issues from enacting the landscape (Rose 2002; Wylie 2005) 

to the notions of ruin and memory (DeLyser 1999; DeSilvey and Edensor 

2012; Stewart 1996) have shifted the lens onto an immersive landscape. 

Such scholarship understands the landscape as enacted and worked, moving 

beyond the representational and towards the experiential, where landscapes 

are made and remade through the relations and agency of not only people, 

but also animals, weather and things. Similarly, work conducted in political 

ecology (Mitchell 2008) has broadened perspectives towards the production 

of landscape. Don Mitchell (1996: 34–35) describes landscape as ‘an uneasy 
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truce between the needs and desires of the people who live in it, and the 

desire of powerful social actors to represent the world as they assume it to be. 

Landscape is a material form that results from and structures social interaction, 

and an ideological representation dripping with power’. As such, landscapes 

are not only products of labour, but also represent the politics of those 

social relations. Human beings construct and reconstruct the landscape – 

working it with their hands, living within it, imbuing it with signifi cance 

through eff ort, encounter and cultivation. It is vital to identify and appreciate 

the forgotten relationships and the struggles between people, for it is in these 

encounters that we understand how landscapes are made.

Landscapes can also obfuscate the exploitative nature of labour, reifying 

the commodity and perpetuating particular power structures. The landscape 

is no simple refl ection of the needs and desires of the dominant class; rather, 

it is shaped through settlement patterns, social relations and surface morphol-

ogy or ‘work to (re)produce certain identities and ways of life and become 

a spatial confi guration of particular people’s legitimacy and moral authority’ 

(Setten and Brown 2013: 244). As such, landscapes have myriad capacities to 

shape the power relations within it. Likewise, the landscape is not a transcen-

dental given, but can be considered a series of multiple projects of percep-

tions, bundled or stabilized through conservation eff orts, policies, capitalist 

endeavours, agricultural forces and aesthetic practices (Cronon 1991).

Ultimately, European industrial landscapes are an embodiment of not 

only the labour that it took to make it (the miner, builder, shopkeeper and 

lorry driver) but also the social and economic relations it took to get it there, 

including the agricultural policies that allow for farming to be subsidized, the 

culling of animals to maintain a proper price, the maintenance of machin-

ery, the power grid, the payment structures and land management practices. 

This approach to the landscape is therefore an assemblage of economic and 

social relations (Mitchell 2008; Swanton 2012) that integrate labour theories 

of capital, production and labour fl ows with performative discourses of the 

body, using assemblage as a way to recover the marginalized systems. This 

basis allows the idea of political ecology to recognize the multiple ways in 

which landscapes are understood and to take account of the overlooked and 

routine practices of everyday life.

The examples show the rich and diverse ways in which landscape can be 

understood, off ering a productive method for appreciating it as held in ‘ten-

sion’ by four pairings: proximity and distance, observing and inhabiting, eye 

and land, and culture and nature. These tensions ‘animate the landscape con-

cept making it cogent and productive’ (Wylie 2007: 214), allowing the land-

scape to be dwelled upon (Ingold 2007), storied (Daniels and Lorimer 2012; 

DeSilvey 2010, 2013), messy (Law 2004) or part of a body (Wylie 2002, 

2005). This malleable defi nition of landscape is conducive to this volume, 
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aff ording the opportunity to work within these tensions, but not necessar-

ily to try to resolve them. In this collection, the idea of landscape gets (re)

interpreted through a variety of lenses, from a large prototypical scene to 

a site constituted by historical references, ecological remnants and military 

spaces, thereby giving the volume a breadth of new formats with which 

to research deindustrialization. Before discussing the ideas of more-than-

representational theory, we focus on a key idea of performativity.

Performative Landscapes

Performativity is about making worlds. Originating from two schools of 

thought in the mid-twentieth century – a dramaturgical (Burke 1945; Goff -

man 1956) model of study and a change in linguistic philosophy (Austin 

1962), in which words do more than say – they enact. For Goff man, as re-

searched by Gregson and Rose (2000), ‘the self is a performed character … 

not an organic thing that has a specifi c location … rather this body merely 

provides the peg on which something of a collaborative manufacture will 

be hung for a time’ (Goff man 1956: 252–53). However, these dramatur-

gical analogies would infl uence further studies of performativity. Butler’s 

(1990, 1993) work on gender and identity advanced a linguistic argument 

about how our utterances and bodies produce our gender. She defi nes gen-

der and sex not as a biological given, but as something performed through 

the body, meaning that gender norms are created through our everyday per-

formances. She further posits that subjectivity can be infl uenced through the 

performances we do and the performances we do not do. As she explains: 

‘Performance is not a singular “act” or event, but a ritualized production, a 

ritual reiterated under and through constraint, under and through force of 

prohibition and taboo’ (Butler 1993: 95). Performativity is about more than 

just about how we represent the world; it is about how worlds are produced 

by our actions and, through utterances, come into being.

Gregson and Rose (2000: 434) spatialized the idea of body and perfor-

mance, defi ned ‘by what individuals do or say’ and performativity as the ‘ci-

tational practices which reproduce and/or subvert discourse’. They expand 

upon performativity by understanding its use in social identity and power, and 

in destabilizing and challenging preconceptions of a variety of social practices 

and, more importantly, the spaces that are made within. Space does not just 

exist, but is charged and performed by the social actors within them, be they 

banks, churches or a car boot sale. Performance and performativity are ‘sub-

sumed within’ each other (Gregson and Rose 2000: 441) and within those 

spaces, which do not have defi ned boundaries where performances can slip 

between one and another, acknowledging the messiness of power relations. 
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Understanding deindustrialization through a performative lens brings to 

light the emergent politics from competition among the diff erent meanings 

attributed to the industrial past, thereby fostering new discourses around 

them, including nature-human perspectives, historical perceptions and fu-

ture heritage relations. In the performative, we can begin to further our 

understanding of our next and fi nal theoretical approach to this collection in 

more-than-representational theory.

More-Than-Representational (MTR) Landscapes

MTR theory privileges the study of relations (Stewart 2015), bringing actor-

network theory (Latour 1996) and assemblage (Deleuze and Guattari 1987; 

DeLanda 2006) into conversation with other poststructuralist thought. Ini-

tially inspired by the work of Thrift (1996, 2007) and his adaptation of the 

performative to what he refers to as nonrepresentational theory, Lorimer 

(2005: 83) defi nes nonrepresentational theory as ‘an umbrella term for diverse 

work that seeks to better cope with our self-evidently more-than-human, 

more-than-textual, multisensual worlds’. This idea developed towards studies 

about enacting the landscape (Rose 2002; Wylie 2005), which then inspired 

an emerging body of work interested in an immersive and embodied ap-

proach to understanding and studying landscape. Critics such as Laura Jane 

Smith see nonrepresentational theory as a theoretical dead-end, particularly 

for research that attempts to understand the ‘interrelationship between heri-

tage and the social’ (Smith and Campbell 2016: 451). Their critique focuses 

on the aff ective components as precognitive and limiting heritage’s connec-

tion to political discourse and social construction (Wetherell 2012). Lorimer 

(2005) prefers to use the term ‘more-than-representational’ to aff ord an inclu-

sive perspective of social and power relations. It is thus this term that we use, 

and despite criticism of its foundations, we believe that MTR theory provides 

a fruitful framework in which landscapes can be approached through multiple 

lenses, as this theory is grounded not only within practice and body, but also 

within the aff ective. According to Müller (2015: 410), MTR theory can be 

defi ned through fi ve key tenets: performative practice, worlds being made, 

aff ective natures, more-than-human engagements, and multiple experimental 

research praxis. These fi ve themes not only allow for a broad approach in en-

gaging with these landscapes, but also enable the necessary interdisciplinarity 

of deindustrialization research.

MTR approaches acknowledge that our understandings of the world ‘are 

lived and embodied, inevitably tangled up with our doings and enactments 

in the moment’ (Waterton 2014: 826, emphasis in original). It can be defi ned 

as ‘a style of thinking that foregrounds explorations of feelings, emotion 
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and aff ect, and places emphasis on how these are negotiated and experienced 

through a re-centred imagining of the body’ (Waterton 2014: 824). In this 

spirit, the chapters in this volume explore deindustrialized landscapes with 

MTR theory. Looking at more than textual or visual representations of 

landscape, the following chapters use all of the senses to understand the world – 

through the actions and interactions between ourselves and the landscape. 

Theorizing landscape in this way, the chapters meditate on how the landscape 

is enacted and laboured rather than just what it is. Therefore, they suggest 

an understanding of deindustrialization that moves from being represented 

towards a performative and embedded approach, a phase of transformation 

rather than just an end to a particular phase.

Structure

This volume is divided along three thematic-theoretical lines: performative 

narratives; postindustrial ecologies; and reimagined futures. Thematic ex-

ploration provides the opportunity to explore across landscape typologies, 

from a single structure to a regional interpretation of landscape. It promotes 

a cross-site analysis of spaces; rather than dividing by size, it off ers new per-

spectives whereby the opportunities present in one type of space can occur in 

the other space. It does not deny that landscapes can occur on multiple scales 

and inhabit multiple places by working within that tension of landscape – 

where landscapes can be a building, city, farmland or regional imaginative. 

The need for creative approaches in MTR research is further supported by 

Müller where he requests for ‘novel modes of presenting and presencing 

research’ (2015: 410). New insights in these landscape practices foster the 

interdisciplinary nature of deindustrialization studies and each chapter sup-

ports a growing series of creative methodological approaches necessary for 

the exploration of this discipline (Edensor 2005; Strangleman 2008b) from 

autoethnographic to historical review. These are further supported by the 

variety of creative methods inspired from drawing, photography, participant 

observation and walk-and-talks, each chapter opening up new discourses 

towards immersive research practices.

Postindustrial Ecologies

The fi rst theme relates to the ecological systems, be they rewilding, green 

sites or new hybrid industrial ecologies created through the environmental 

conditions present in (de)industrial landscapes. Two key chapters from the 

United Kingdom comment on these ecological entanglements. Davis’ work 

explores the transient and changeable military industrial complex of Ordford 

Ness, off ering an aff ective and embodied account of the transitioning space 
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of controlled ruination. Through key components of loneliness, absence and 

boundaries, the space engages in temporal shifts within the landscape. Orange 

develops a surface theory exploration of the tin and copper mines of Corn-

wall. Here, through an immersive participatory walking approach, Orange 

reveals layers of perception of the underground and surface geographies of the 

landscape. In the worked ground of the former mining landscape, the ‘lost 

imaginations’ of the vertical spaces below are reinterpreted through its surface 

transformations. The case studies from the United Kingdom are accompanied 

by an example from eastern Germany. Pérez-Sindín looks at the remade land-

scapes of pit lakes near Leipzig, where the postindustrial tension between social 

circumstances and new green spaces produce a type of ‘green gentrifi cation’.

Performative Narratives

The second theme acknowledges the aff ective and performative capacities 

that narratives enact within landscapes. Narrative explorations are refl ected 

through physical remains, such as ruins and rubble, at the same time as 

they are infl uenced, constructed and authenticated by those narratives, cut-

ting across their opacities and ambiguities. Working within visual practices, 

Huszka investigates Instagram communities and shows how they contrib-

ute to rethink regional narratives of the German Ruhr. Sjöholm provides 

a diff erent perspective into the concept of heritagization and its application 

through two Swedish mining towns as land subsidence has increased due 

to historic mining activities. A diff erent environmental entanglement is ex-

plored between heritage, landscape and community, where the twin towns of 

Malmberget and Kiruna must reinterpret signifi cance as its physical landscape 

continues to impact the historic towns. This part also features two examples 

from former Yugoslavia. The fi rst one shows how a performative theatre is 

installed within the remains of a former sugar factory in the Serbian capital 

of Belgrade. Šentevska describes the nexus between cultural production in 

a theatre, political and economic transition in a postwar situation in Serbia 

and deindustrialized landscapes. She focuses on the specifi c case of the the-

atre company KPGT currently based in Belgrade and its artistic ‘occupation’ 

of the dilapidated sugar mill in a historical working-class neighbourhood. 

Staying within the Western Balkan states, Lawnicki investigates abandoned 

buildings in her study of Tuzla in Bosnia and Herzegovina. She focuses on the 

relational registers between ruins, aff ect and the constructed identity of Tuzla. 

Through a series of interviews, she narrates an aff ective journey through the 

city, exposing the postindustrial landscape experienced within it.

Reimagining Futures

The third theme involves rethinking futures and regeneration, where per-

spectives of transformations are refl ected and performed. Such a focus allows 
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this area of study to infl uence not only planning and design, but also public 

policy and development. The chapters in this part explore deindustrializa-

tion that does not necessarily signify perpetual downturn in social and eco-

nomic form, but as a challenge towards a preferred future. In the United 

Kingdom, in the town of Lincoln, a diff erent type of future is reimagined by 

its inhabitants, whereby transformation from an industrial core to a knowl-

edge economy has given the city a new vision. Hunt explores how futures 

are reinterpreted by the establishment of a university that is repurposing, 

rethinking and respecting its heritage even as it is looking ahead. Gavi-

nelli, Mastropietro and  Zanolin explore how the Italian RiMafl ow project 

engages a group of former automotive supply workers in the reinterpreta-

tions of their factory space. On the outskirts of Milan, an ongoing dialogue 

between the community and the workers share what it means to produce 

and manufacture, examining the role that territorialization has in store for 

the future of the region. Moving to Western Europe and the shores of the 

English Channel, Hein, along with Mager and Hauser, discuss the petro-

leumscapes of Dunkirk and the futures that come from critically exploring 

the Fourth Industrial Revolution of creative practices. The volume is then 

surmised and refl ected upon by Waterton, whose extensive expertise in not 

only MTR theory and heritage but also landscape discourse put the chapters 

in the volume into a broader perspective. Waterton brings together the col-

lective idea of landscape and aff ective encounter via shared methods, explor-

atory forms and ‘embodied intensities’.

As twenty-fi rst-century economies continue to shift towards innova-

tive forms of manufacturing service and goods, the landscapes that exist are 

no more forgotten than they are abandoned. This introduction has given 

a retrospective of deindustrialization research, placing it within a multiple 

landscape context and MTR theoretical framework. It has also taken stock 

of the term ‘deindustrialization’ and the developing perspective that enables 

a deeper understanding of the complexity that lies behind the term, pro-

ceeding from one abandoned venue to an understanding of these landscapes 

as a social process and network of human and nonhuman actors. In these 

chapters, we seek to move towards a holistic understanding of postindustrial 

landscapes in which narratives, practices and related actors all strive to eluci-

date what it means and how to experience life in a society that has ceased to 

manufacture certain things – or that produces less – and with fewer workers, 

yet desires to create new things.

George S. Jaramillo is Assistant Professor of Design in the School of 

Textiles and Design at Heriot-Watt University. With over fi fteen years of 

professional and academic practice, his work looks at integrating transdisci-

plinary sociomaterial assemblages and innovation design processes.
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