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TEXT ANIMATION 12 

As the experience of movement becomes memory10 and reflection of success and failure 
becomes possible, a few things seem clear in this memory at least, to the extent that 
they have become embedded as persistent images for me, recurring subsequently in a 
new awareness of technological possibilities not fully appreciated at the time. In spite of 
technical difficulties the most imaginative part of the journey was the concept of mobi-
casting, an innovative technological experiment, tested under circumstances which 
underline what some have called the ‘digital divide’, clearly demonstrating the 
limitations of technophilic fantasies of global connectivity which the business 
management model of globalisation takes as its norm. The mobicasting form provides 
the most interesting model of future political form (Kim, 2003).  

The disappearance of the archive as an accessible repository where images, sounds and 
texts would be located for subsequent re-mixing of the experience is a loss. And yet, the 
idea remains tantalising and the dream of reconnecting to this material lives on. After 
all, it has not itself disappeared, but has become temporarily unavailable, as often 
happens with things these days – and it’s not the first time an archive has become 
inaccessible. In time the material may resurface and then other memories and secrets 
will emerge, other thoughts on this radical experiment, which imagined change by 
mobilising bodies in a dynamic space. And traces are left upon the space itself via 
ephemeral connections made – by radio and by artworks as much as by thoughts still 
circulating in bodies and potentialities still alive. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
__________ 

10  Recalling Bergson: ‘Memory – between perception and image – utilizes past experience for present 
action, seeking in the past those representations which are best able to enter into the present situation’ 
(Bergson, 1991: 137). 
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Michel Foucault (2006) Psychiatric Power: Lectures at the Collège de France, 1973-1974, trans. G. 
Burchell. Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan. (HB, pp.408, £19.99, ISBN 1403969221) 

 

Once, it was possible to say that Foucault’s work could be split into at least two phases: 
‘archaeology’ in the 1960s and ‘genealogy’ in the 1970s (leaving aside, for the time 
being, ‘ethics’ in the 1980s) (see e.g. Burrell, 1988; Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982). Of 
course, to insist on this crude ‘break’ in Foucault’s oeuvre would have meant neglecting 
a number of factors which pointed to the contrary (for example, the archaeological 
description of rules of formation in Discipline and Punish). Even so, it was still 
possible, with a little imagination, to identify archaeology and genealogy as two distinct 
methodological phases. 

With the ongoing publication of the entire set of lecture courses held at the Collège de 
France between 1971 and 1984, this characterisation of Foucault’s oeuvre is becoming 
increasingly difficult to maintain. In Psychiatric Power, the fourth volume to be 
published in a series of thirteen, we find Foucault in constant dialogue with his own 
work from the 1960s, particularly the History of Madness and, less explicitly, the Order 
of Things. What strike us are not only the thematic similarities but also the 
methodological continuities which distinguish Foucault’s work. 

To a considerable extent, Psychiatric Power – covering the period from November 
1973 to February 1974 – may be read as the sequel to the History of Madness, originally 
published in 1961. Foucault says in the opening lecture that he would like to take things 
up where the History of Madness broke off, roughly from around 1800 (p.12). But he 
does not make this transition from the classical age to the modern period without first 
returning to his earlier work to revise his previous analyses and re-evaluate his research 
objectives. What modifications does Foucault make? In the first place, he considers the 
History of Madness to lay undue emphasis on representations, perceptions and images 
of madness in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Now he says he is more 
concerned with the ‘apparatuses of power’ and the productive role they play in 
discursive formations (p.12-3). Secondly, where Foucault did speak of power in the 
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History of Madness, he admits that it was in terms of unregulated physical violence. In 
Psychiatric Power, he stresses that he is more interested in a “meticulous, calculated 
power” at a capillary, ‘microphysical’ level (p.14). It is clear, in any case, that Foucault 
is making adjustments to his earlier archaeologies rather than seeking to recant them. 
Archaeology and genealogy are not mutually exclusive approaches, with ‘discourse’ on 
the one hand and ‘power’ on the other; they are, as Foucault tells us here, two 
indispensable sides of the same historical method (p.239). 

Having passed comment on his earlier work, Foucault spends the duration of the 
twelve-week course at the Collège de France examining the shift from ‘proto-
psychiatric’ practice to psychiatric practice proper. This covers most of the nineteenth 
century, from Pinel to Charcot. Although his primary focus is the asylum, Foucault is at 
pains to emphasise that he is concerned less with a ‘rule-governed institution’ than with 
the “regulated distribution of power”, the “tactical functioning of power”, between the 
doctor and the patient (p.2-12). He goes to some length in explaining that such relations 
of power are anterior to the institution and, more importantly, constitute the very 
grounds on which the institution is based (p.26). 

What is at stake in Psychiatric Power is the way in which a cure for madness is 
possible. In the time of Pinel and Cox, during the first few decades of the nineteenth 
century, madness is conceived of as an ‘error’ or false judgement. In this case, the cure 
is based not on the demonstration of this error to the madman but on the transformation 
of reality by the doctor, a reality now adapted to the erroneous judgement of the mad 
person so that his or her error is taken temporarily as true (p.130). For example, it is 
possible to cure a delusional man who thinks he is being persecuted by actually staging 
a mock trial and acquitting him (p.129). 

Beginning in the 1830s, from the time of Leuret, a new form of psychiatric power 
develops: instead of the problem of truth being posed as an open battle between doctor 
and patient, as is the case for Pinel and Cox, the medicalisation of psychiatric 
knowledge permits the question of truth to be posed entirely within this same 
psychiatric knowledge. The doctor’s reality is no longer ‘smuggled into’ the patient’s 
delirium; instead, the mad person is forced to confront his or her own madness and to 
recognise it as such, and to locate it “in a particular administrative and medical reality 
constituted by asylum power” (p.161). To bring about a cure, treatment is now based on 
a series of technical procedures relating to obedience, isolation, sedation, drilling, 
deprivation, punishment, the management of needs, the practice of confession, the 
regulation of times of work and sleep, etc. While psychiatry now aligns itself with the 
models of clinical nosology and anatomical pathology, Foucault emphasises the fact 
that therapeutic practice in the asylum does not put these medical discourses to use as 
forms of classification or aetiology; rather, they serve as ‘scientific guarantees’ for the 
disciplinary operation of psychiatric power (p.134). The power of psychiatry, and hence 
the power of the doctor as ‘master over truth’, is intensified by the institutional support 
of the clinic (p.187). 

As well as elaborating on and extending his analyses in the History of Madness, 
Foucault also returns in Psychiatric Power to the Order of Things, his 1966 book on the 
sciences of life, labour and language. Foucault attempts to realign this study with his 
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analysis of power relations. In a few brief but suggestive pages, Foucault argues that the 
taxonomic structure of the empirical sciences in the classical age is replaced at the 
beginning of the modern period by a non-classificatory mode of distribution: the 
temporal vector of ‘discipline’ (p.72-3). Foucault’s examination of Order in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and History in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries – the key mutation in Western knowledge detailed in the Order of Things – is 
thus revisited in Psychiatric Power. These comments serve to remind us once more of 
the futility of speaking about an ‘archaeological period’ and ‘genealogical period’ in 
Foucault’s work; what we see, rather, are his earlier analyses reappearing, above or 
below the surface, in his lectures throughout the 1970s. 

As one would expect, there are several points in Psychiatric Power where Foucault 
discusses themes which would come to be developed in his future work, notably 
Discipline and Punish. For example, Foucault examines the ‘disciplinary apparatuses’ 
which took shape in late medieval religious communities, such as the Brethren of the 
Common Life in the fourteenth century, and which were soon put to use in an entire set 
of institutions. The most famous of these apparatuses, perhaps, is Bentham’s 
Panopticon, on which Foucault offers an extended commentary (p.73-9). These themes 
have been massively influential within the field of management and organization 
studies over the last twenty years (see Jones, 2002; McKinlay and Starkey, 1998); for 
this reason, the lengthy descriptions of disciplinary techniques and mechanisms cover 
by now familiar ground. 

Less familiar than his discussions on discipline, however, is Foucault’s analysis of the 
figure of the hysterical woman, the ‘true militant’ of anti-psychiatry (p.254). No doubt 
parts of this section would have ended up in the fourth volume of Foucault’s original, 
abandoned History of Sexuality project, which was to be entitled The Woman, the 
Mother and the Hysteric (see Elden, 2005). This is noteworthy in itself, but the real 
significance of Foucault’s description of the hysteric lies in its relation to the theme of 
‘resistance’ (although importantly he does not mention the word here). Throughout the 
1970s, Foucault asserts that power always immediately implies resistance, which is to 
say, there is no ontological opposition between power and resistance (see Foucault, 
1980: 142; 1996: 260). However, despite (or because of) Foucault’s lengthy elaboration 
on this topic in the Will to Knowledge and elsewhere, his conception of power and 
resistance has caused as much consternation as it has provided clarification (Foucault, 
1998: 92-102; see Brown, forthcoming). In Psychiatric Power, Foucault’s description 
of the relation between the doctor and the hysteric demonstrates the practical 
implications of this isomorphism between power and resistance: it is a relation which is 
to be understood “in terms of battle, confrontation, reciprocal encirclement, of the 
laying of mirror traps, of investment and counter-investment” (p.308). 

At issue is the status of hysteria. Either it must be determined as an illness proper, an 
organic illness, in which case it can be diagnosed differentially (i.e. whether it is this or 
that form of disease); or it must be determined as a ‘mental illness’, in which case it can 
only be diagnosed absolutely (i.e. whether it is or is not madness) (p.305-6). If the 
hysteric displays stable symptoms to the psychiatrist, then hysteria can be placed within 
a nosological schema of differential diagnosis; the consequence of this will be that the 
hysteric is no longer identified as mad but as ill (p.310). The hysteric, here, exerts a 
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certain hold over the doctor by permitting him to be recognised as a neurologist – a 
‘proper doctor’ – rather than as a mere psychiatrist (p.311). This is the first of several 
‘manoeuvres’ which Foucault discusses. 

Another manoeuvre involves the doctor (in this case, Charcot) attempting to determine 
a pathological framework for hysteria on an aetiological level, to regain his hold over 
the patient. ‘Trauma’ emerges as a medical concept and is identified as the cause of 
hysteria, which necessitates the requirement for hysterics to recount to the doctor their 
childhood memories and sexual history. The counter-manoeuvre from the hysteric is to 
continually re-enact her traumatic memories and sexual life within the space of the 
psychiatric hospital, to the extent that even Charcot is made to blush, as it were, and 
obliged to turn away (p.323). In response to this counter-manoeuvre, however, sexuality 
now becomes an object of medical discourse: 

By breaking down the door of the asylum, by ceasing to be mad so as to become patients, by 
finally getting though to a true doctor, that is to say, a neurologist, and by providing him with 
genuine functional symptoms, the hysterics, to their greater pleasure, but doubtless to our greater 
misfortune, gave rise to the medicine of sexuality. (p.323) 

A new body thus emerges from the struggles between the doctor and the hysteric, a 
body which is no longer the body of psychiatric discipline, clinical neurology or 
anatomical pathology; it is the ‘sexual body’, colonised by medicine, psychiatry and 
psychoanalysis (p.323). 

Foucault’s description of these manoeuvres is significant for the way in which power 
relations are conceptualised in the context of the asylum, taking the form of an unstable 
play of forces between adversaries rather than a strict opposition between ‘bad’ power 
and ‘good’ resistance. It will hopefully serve as an important point of reference for 
those seeking to further elaborate on the concept of ‘power’ as it is found, in various 
forms, throughout Foucault’s work. 

In sum, Psychiatric Power provides an invaluable resource for Foucault scholars and 
anti-psychiatry activists to draw upon, particularly in light of the recent publication of 
the unabridged History of Madness in English translation (see Foucault, 2006). The 
1973-1974 lecture course offers innumerable insights into Foucault’s conceptual and 
methodological apparatus in the mid-1970s as well as a detailed description of ‘proto-
psychiatric’ and psychiatric practices from Pinel to Charcot. By inviting us into the 
asylum, where the distribution of bodies is regulated by a panoptic power, Foucault 
seeks to demonstrate how psychiatric knowledge formed the basis for this institution 
and, moreover, how it came to be inserted into other institutions such as the family and 
the school. If Marx leads us into the hidden abode of production, on whose threshold 
hangs the notice ‘No admittance except on business’, so Foucault draws us into the 
hidden abode of psychiatric power, on whose wall hangs the sign ‘You don’t have to be 
mad to live here – but it helps’. 
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[M]ore than two decades after the publication of Edward Said’s masterpiece, Orientalism (1978), 
management and organizational scholarship mostly continues to ignore the postcolonial 
framework. How do we account for such indifference toward postcolonial theory? (Prasad, 2003: 
287) 

Perhaps, I began thinking as I reflected on this book, we should add a second hyphen to 
the term ‘de-colon-izing’ when speaking of organizational knowledge. The colonic 
metaphor resonates with a theory one of my mentors once espoused as the ‘Pampers 
theory’ of organizational knowledge production (Calàs, 1990). I will not go into that 
theory beyond noting in passing that Pampers is the trade name of a popular disposable 
nappie. Into a field ready for rigorous de-colon-ization, Prasad et al. have produced a 
valuable resource for developing more, well, ‘probiotic’ organizational knowledge, one 
contributing to better (post)colonic health. I encourage organizational theorists of all 
perspectives to make Postcolonial Theory and Organizational Analysis a part of their 
libraries. 

Although I have been aware of postcolonial theory for well over a decade, I am excited 
by this book because previously I have known of no readily available starting point with 
an organizational/ managerial focus in this area. As a result, I have failed to incorporate 
it into my work. This has been less a matter of indifference, as the leitmotif above 
suggests; more a dilemma: On the one hand, I agree intellectually that to omit this area 
of critique from organization studies is unacceptable. On the other hand, I have seen far 
too many organizational phenomena trivialized as ‘panoptic’ by weekend Foucauldians, 
too many critiques called ‘deconstruction’ by analysts ignorant of Derrida, too much 
unquestioning reification of the questionable, for example, Rosenau’s (1991) binarizing 
‘affirmative and sceptical’ post-modernisms – the list can be extended. Even in the area 
discussed by Prasad et al. it is already possible to find studies claiming to be 
‘postcolonial’ in which both the object of analysis and the theorizing are connected only 
tenuously to the central theorists or notions of postcoloniality (e.g., Styhre, 2002). It 
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would be sad were postcolonial theory to join every other radical insight since 
‘qualitative research’ in becoming ‘colon-ized’, a necrotic testament to the peristaltic 
neutering power of the dominant discourse (cf., Stager Jacques, 2006). That this is its 
likely fate in any case does not excuse us from trying to prevent such colonization. 
What has been needed, then, for the interested novice, is an introduction that walks a 
fine line; summarizing, but not trivializing, highlighting without dogmatizing, analyzing 
while resisting cookbook methodolatry. 

Prasad et al. are largely successful in achieving this. Postcolonial Theory and 
Organizational Analysis does not completely substitute for a rigorous introductory 
treatise on this subject; I would still welcome one [hint, hint, Dr. Prasad] – but it serves 
as a very useful introduction. The book is a collection of chapters by different authors 
and, as such, has certain limitations inherent in that genre. An introduction to the 
theoretical area is reduced to a single chapter when it deserves far more elaboration. 
There is a certain amount of introductory repetition (‘Edward Said was…’) and the 
chapters vary in quality and depth. However, this collection minimizes these limitations. 
Unlike the majority of collected editions, this will not be a book you begrudgingly keep 
for those one or two key chapters surrounded by unread filler. The quality of the 
contributions varies, but only in the range of adequate to excellent, with a skew toward 
the latter. Repetition has been minimized through apparently careful editing; only the 
repetition necessary for each chapter to stand as an autonomous piece remains. The 
collected-edition form also has some benefits. The variety of authors permits more 
range of topic and approach than would an introductory treatise and the form of a 
collected edition means that an instructor can more readily use one chapter out of 
context without doing violence to its conceptual integrity. 

Postcolonial theorizing is deeply embedded in continental critical thought of the last 
several decades, so the reader unfamiliar with this material will have to do a bit of 
homework before trying to work with postcolonial thought. The reader new to this area 
of theory will find the editor’s introduction and the concluding chapter by Prasad & 
Prasad helpful. Without introducing dogmatism, these chapters clearly outline and 
interpret some key concepts and theorists. Caution: The fact that Prasad et al. do not 
formulate a canon or dogma does not mean that one cannot be formulated based on their 
work as has, sadly, happened all too regularly in our field. It would be unfortunate if 
this volume were to be used to propagate simplistic analytical categories that facilitate 
calling oneself ‘postcolonial’ at the expense of doing anything that is in the spirit of 
postcolonial theorizing (a là Fairclough’s (1989) colon-izing of Foucault).  

Beyond the introductory chapters, the reader will find a rich sampler of contributions to 
this book. The chapters vary considerably in their degree of theoretical engagement; the 
strongest are chapters 1, 2, 4, 6, 7 and 12. Overlapping with these, however, are the 
chapters which engage with an empirical issue, demonstrating ways that postcolonial 
theorizing can be applied to organizational thinking. Chapters 2, 8, 9, 10 and 11 
demonstrate ways that postcolonial perspectives might be utilized to differently 
understand applied topics as varied as: imperial banking practices and microcredit as a 
form of resistance, the ‘banal’ colonizing power of financial reporting, the colonizing 
effects of information and communication technologies, and the socio-politics of 
uranium mining on aboriginal land in Australia. One theme uniting these articles is the 
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observation that ‘globalization’ is neither a benign nor a natural process, but a specific 
set of situated intentionalities which can be questioned and resisted. 

For instance, the more case-oriented chapters were especially helpful to me in 
considering a situation I first learned about a few years ago when working as a vendor 
of Fair Trade coffee. As part of Viet Nam’s economic ‘recovery’ from French and 
American imperial wars, the World Bank – a putatively banal ‘aid’ institution – 
encouraged the government of Viet Nam to promote coffee production. In recent years, 
Viet Nam has moved from being a negligible coffee producer to being the second 
largest producer in the world. The result has been a potentially endless glut in a 
formerly stable market. Prices have plummeted. Producers who were previously living 
economically marginal lives have been further impoverished, while coffee’s Big 5, such 
as Nestlé and General Foods (each of which is larger, not only than Starbucks, but than 
the entire North American specialty coffee market) have reaped windfall profits. 

How does one frame such a situation? Clearly, Viet Nam’s production of coffee has 
contributed to both great hardship and great profit. Demonstrably, those bearing the 
hardship are those who were not especially well off to begin with and those enjoying 
the profit are the relatively privileged. These facts are not greatly in dispute. The 
question is whether what happened was justifiable or not. The argument of coffee’s Big 
5 has consistently been that prices are simply the result of impersonal market forces and 
that it is not just acceptable, but ethically incumbent on management to leave these 
forces undisturbed while seeking the lowest purchase price (invisible hands and all 
that). If one is not satisfied by this view, how does one frame a rebuttal? Marxian theory 
offers some relevant insights, but it is unsatisfyingly incomplete. Postcolonial theory, 
which is receptive to Marxian insights, offers a much richer basis for analysis. In order 
to actually write such an analysis, I would have to go well beyond the resources in 
Prasad et al., but this volume would be a valuable starting point. 

Another strength of this book is the variety of ways it engages with extant bodies of 
theory in organization studies. These include organizational control (ch.2), culture 
(chs.3, 5), workplace resistance / resistance to change (ch.4), ethnography (ch.6), 
financial reporting (ch.8), the teaching of management (ch.9), enterprise technology in 
information systems (ch.10) and stakeholder theory (ch.11). This engagement 
underscores the broad applicability of postcolonial thought. Were one completely 
disinterested in the postcolonial world, this de-colonoscopy of organization studies is 
valuable as a means of illuminating assumptions and limitations of the field. Even if one 
rejects the critique of these authors, one will be likely to leave the engagement with new 
insights. For instance, after reading P. Prasad’s chapter discussing the embeddness of 
ethnography in relationships of colonization, I still affirm that there can be 
emancipatory potential in ethnographic approaches to research (as, I believe, would 
she), but I no longer assume that such approaches are inherently emancipatory or even 
inherently progressive. 

Another important connection between postcolonial and other bodies of organizational 
theorizing is its inherently historical orientation. The chapters in this volume vary in the 
degree to which they discuss historical data explicitly, but a foundational assumption of 
postcolonial theory is that phenomena which today seem natural, real or inevitable seem 
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so only because of the sedimentation of past values and practices. This suggests synergy 
between postcolonial theorizing and the ‘historic turn’ in organization studies 
(Management & Organizational History, 1(1); Clark & Rowlinson, 2004). In chapter 3, 
Cooke takes this in an unexpected, yet productive direction, applying a postcolonial lens 
to the legacy of Kurt Lewin. In this chapter, the colonized are not indigenous people 
subject to an overt colonial regime, but African Americans colonized by knowledge 
practices, apartheid and oppression within a country where they are simultaneously 
indigenous and alien.  

It should not pass without comment that Cooke is a Caucasian Englishman 
appropriating theory in which the experience of colonization is a source of authority. 
‘Can a white man sing the blues?’, as the question was once framed in American 
musicology? There is no simple answer to this question. We have learned from men in 
feminism, straight people in gay and lesbian studies, white people in race studies, and 
others in analogous situations, that to speak as the Other is probably impossible, but, to 
exclude such ‘compagnons de route’ (Jardine, 1987) from having a voice is equally 
problematic. What, then, is the appropriate relationship between identity and authorial 
privilege? To ask this question of Cooke, raises it of the other contributors. To what 
extent should one be validated to speak authentically of the colonial experiences of 
‘Indians’ simply because one was born in India? How much can a Chinese author speak 
for ‘the’ Chinese experience of Western colonization? The authors represented in this 
volume offer a breadth of experience that goes beyond the boundaries of Anglo-
American scholarship; this should be a source of some authority, but how much? All 
write to an Anglo-American reader from a position of some privilege. I would have 
been appreciative of more reflection by the authors on their positioning as speakers with 
multiple, ambivalent identities within and without the colonizing discourses. My fear is 
that, without active dialogue on this point, we run the dual dangers of making 
experience and identity irrelevant – which is one kind of problem – or of according the 
truth of the matter only to those with membership in certain demographic categories – 
which is equally problematic. 

The preceding underscores an important boundary of postcolonial theorizing. Several of 
the authors in this volume address the fact that postcolonial theory is not external to 
modernism, capitalism or the colonizing discourses, but is, rather, a part of them. Like 
early considerations of postmodernity or poststructuralism, the analytical tools and 
techniques of postcolonial theorizing come from within the epistemic systems being 
critiqued. They use the system against itself in order to show the limitations of the 
system, to show the system as a system and not as reality per se, possibly to suggest, 
faintly, alternatives to the system (even here, one must be mindful of Foucault’s 
warning that “to imagine another system is to extend our participation in the present 
system” (1971: 230)). Just as postmodernism, even when it had vitality, was more able 
to show the exhaustion of modernity than to represent whatever might be succeeding it 
(cf., Huyssen, 1984), postcolonial theorizing works from within the legacy of 
colonization. It cannot and should not be expected to offer a successor epistemology. 
This is yet another point at which this volume offers a useful way to reconsider other 
issues within organization studies. As several of the authors sought to reflectively 
engage with the limits of postcolonial theorizing, I was reminded how relevant it would 
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be to revisit these points relative to post-analytic feminisms, Marxisms and 
poststructuralisms. 

Although I agree with Calás & Smircich (1999) that it is time to be ‘past 
postmodernism’ in the sense that an ‘ism’ of the postmodern is probably fruitless, the 
seismic shifts in social reality which gave rise to speculation about the end of modernity 
have not disappeared just because ‘postmodernism’ is now a soiled Pamper. Among 
these is suspicion of Western analytical knowledge, with its realist ontology, binaristic 
either/or logic, universalizing typologies, hierarchies of knowledge and scientistic faith 
in ‘the data’. Poststructuralism and postmodernism demonstrated at least the possibility 
that such knowledge was not value neutral, inevitable or inherently superior to that 
which preceded it within the Western tradition. Postcolonial thought demonstrates 
analogous points relative to other knowledge traditions. Both approaches are allies in 
the sense invoked in Foucault’s essay ‘What is Enlightenment?’:  

I wonder whether we may not envisage modernity rather as an attitude than as a period of history. 
And by ‘attitude’, I mean a mode of relating to contemporary reality...And, consequently, rather 
than seeking to distinguish the ‘modern era’ from the ‘premodern’ or ‘postmodern,’ I think it 
would be more useful to try to find out how the attitude of modernity, ever since its formation, has 
found itself struggling with attitudes of ‘countermodernity’. (1984: 39) 

By engaging with postcolonial thought and its valorization of ambiguity, hybridity, 
multiply-laden meanings and heterotopic identities, we might both give such thought 
the attention it deserves and rejuvenate other antiessentialist strands of thought which 
have become somewhat ossified. If postmodernism and critical realism represent, as I 
suspect they do, two sides of one coin signifying the exhaustion of a certain intellectual 
moment, the ‘strategic essentialism’ advocated by Prasad (with due credit to Spivak’s 
critique of “essentialist/constructionist binarism” and encouragement of post-analytic 
theorists to take “the ‘risk’ of essence” (1989:1)) might suggest a way to find new 
energy and new direction for critiquing and dealing with the crumbling of a certain form 
of modernity and the we-don’t-yet-know-what that is replacing it. 

My dissatisfactions with this volume are minor and centre on the largely-absent critique 
of postcolonial theorizing itself. It may be unfair to ask that an introduction to a 
perspective also contain critique of that perspective, but such connections are integral to 
developing this strand of theorizing. As mentioned above, the authors spend little time 
reflecting on the ambivalence of their own positions. Prasad & Prasad express the desire 
to, “not reduce non-Western peoples to the status of passive bystanders, but…as active 
agents” (p.284). This goal is laudable, but we must remember that the Other has no 
greater agency in these postcolonial representations than in Western poststructuralism, 
behavioural science, ethnography or popular media. The subject of postcolonial theory 
may be a construction with different boundaries than these other subjects, but s/he is 
still a construction. When the aboriginal Australian is represented by the ethnically 
Indian, American educated, postcolonial theorist whose ability to observe is contingent 
upon privileged relationships of employment and funding within the institutions of the 
colonizer (ch.11), he or she may be represented more sympathetically or more 
knowledgeably, but he or she will still be known to the reader only indirectly, through 
the interpellation of Banerjee, the privileged representer. I do not mean anything so 
crude as to suggest merely that this critique is not the final Truth of the matter, a charge 
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inevitably levelled at deconstructive analyses. That is true; it is also trivial. My concern 
is that postcolonial theorizing not be reduced to a romanticized nativism which can be 
sealed into a hermetic bubble exogenous to `real’ organizational theorizing.  

By analogy, in my country, Aotearoa/New Zealand, there is an emergent stream of 
research called kaupapa Maori (Smith, 1999) which is an attempt to develop a 
methodological approach to social research which is congruent with the traditional 
values and beliefs of the country’s First Peoples. While the attempt to honour and 
respect the traditional values of this social group is important, it is also problematic in 
ways kaupapa Maori has yet to systematically engage. A majority of people of Maori 
ethnicity live within the dominant, postcolonial culture where they may find many 
values of their ancestors as alien as do their fellow citizens of European origin. The link 
between traditional values and traditional ways of living, has been increasingly 
eviscerated for a century and a half. What do traditional fishing rights mean when the 
fish in the river are trout imported from Europe, when the oceans are exploited by 
Maori companies using diesel-powered trawlers – where objects from the colonizing 
culture are inextricably bound up with today’s lived experience of the formerly 
colonized? Simply because one is ethnically Maori, it does not follow that one does (or 
can) speak for ‘the’ Maori. Postcolonial theorizing has much to offer kaupapa Maori 
theory and vice versa, but the relationships of power which permit the postcolonial 
theorist to represent the Other must become part of this dialogue. I expect that the 
contributors to this volume would agree with this observation and I am confident they 
have not overlooked the problems I note. There is, after all, only a certain amount one 
can include, even in a dense, three hundred pages. I am simply suggesting ongoing, 
critical dialogue in a spirit well represented by one of the contributions in this book. 

I conclude this review with consideration of chapter 7, contributed by Esther 
Priyadharshini, because this chapter illustrates themes which run strongly through the 
entire volume. Priyadharshini performs a discursive reading of popular business press 
representations of ‘tiger economies’. Rather than discrediting the perspective she 
critiques, Priyadharshini engages with it both critically and appreciatively. One might 
contrast this with Gibson Burrell’s widely quoted dismissal of this literature as 
‘Heathrow organization theory’ (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004: 333). While Burrell’s 
dismissal has its own uses, Priyadharshini’s critical engagement seeks to use this 
literature as a source of knowledge, albeit knowledge its producers may not have 
intended. After all, as she notes, whatever the quality of this information, 

One of the most convenient ways of obtaining the ‘latest’ knowledge…is through published 
secondary sources like that of business journalism – the genre contained in business and 
economics magazines and newspapers…This genre is ubiquitous…The increasing importance of 
this source can also be attested by their prominent appearance on approved and reading lists for 
students…In some cases they fashion academic debate…lending credence to the idea that “such 
texts create not only knowledge but also the very reality they appear to describe.” (p.173) 

Despite this degree of influence, she observes, “Thus far, academic communities seem 
to have paid little attention to the content or construction of texts in this genre” (p.173). 
Rather than dismissing this genre – a more common CMS strategy – Priyadharshini 
engages in a critical exploration of its structure, linking rather than separating, 
mainstream and critical knowledge practices. She offers this engagement to inform 



© 2006 ephemera 6(4): 509-516 Toward a Pro-biotic Study of Organizing 
reviews Roy Stagers Jacques 

  515   

teaching, a linking of theory to practice. She is reflective about the role of the 
postcolonial subject in the postcolonial subjugation, linking rather than opposing the 
dominant and the marginal. In her argument for postdisciplinary knowledge practices 
which lessen “academic compartmentalization” (p.188), she attempts to link often 
fragmented critical theoretical fiefdoms. While postcolonial theorizing might seem at 
first to be one more intellectual ghetto in a highly fragmented field, such theorizing 
might constitute one source of linking without homogenizing the now bewildering array 
of epistemological, ideological and methodological outposts within the terrain of 
organization studies. 

Prasad & Prasad state that postcolonial theory is addressed to critique of, “three 
monumental and overlapping phenomena of great relevance to us today, namely, 
Western colonialism and neo-colonialism, European modernity and modern capitalism” 
(p.284). In that the industrial organization and management as it is taught in the 
business school is, in its entirety, a product of capitalist modernity and colonial 
administration, it would be wrong to view postcolonial theorizing as a specialist area. It 
is, rather, an integral facet of the central phenomenon we wish to understand. To 
consider postcolonial arguments in an informed and reflective manner, then, should be 
incumbent upon everyone claiming even mere competency as an organization theorist. 
If one needs to do a bit of homework in that regard, I know of only one well-developed, 
introductory source, Postcolonial Theory and Organizational Analysis.  
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Introduction 

In March of 2006 New Zealand’s dominant internet auction site, the eBay equivalent, 
Trade Me was sold for a staggering NZ$700million (£235m/€342m) to the country’s 
dominant newspaper group, Australian-owned, Fairfax. This internet site, which opened 
for business in 1999, netted its owner, 30-year-old kiwi Sam Morgan, a colossal 
NZ$230million (£80m) fortune. The remaining NZ$470m was shared among just 
eleven other investors. In the days that followed the sale New Zealand’s media crowed 
about the transaction. It was evidence, they mostly said, of the creativity and tenacity of 
the site’s founder, and the inability of ‘old’ media to understand the nature of new 
economy businesses (O’Sullivan, 2006; Gaynor, 2006; King, 2006). Among the 
commentators was one Gareth Morgan.1 Morgan is a prominent New Zealand 
economist, investment analyst and newspaper columnist. He is also Sam Morgan’s Dad, 
and $47m richer from the Trade Me sale.2 While evidently proud of his son’s 
achievement, Morgan senior used his newspaper column in the week of the sale to 
__________ 

1  This is not the same Gareth Morgan who authored ‘Images of Organization’ (Sage, 2006).  
2  As an investor in the site Morgan senior became a beneficiary of the sale. He has subsequently 

announced that he doesn’t need the money and will give it to charity (Chalmers, 2006).  

review of: 
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identify the lessons that the development and sale of Trade Me offered. Firstly he 
claimed the sale sent a message to young New Zealanders that they did not have to 
travel to London or Sydney or elsewhere to do creative and subsequently valuable 
things. It proved there were openings in the New Zealand economy for creative people 
including those who did not fit-in as ‘functionaries’ in corporate ‘Dronesville’. He said 
his son had opted out of his university study to avoid just such places. Trade Me  

offers a beacon of hope that the contemporary New Zealand economy is not the preserve of State 
and Foreign owned corporates that have vacancies only for journeymen (sic) and which, by their 
very nature, choke innovation and certainly self-determination. (2006: 2) 

Morgan’s column carries his by-line. But his claims about the value of creativity, the 
importance of retaining it in a particular location, and the challenges it poses for 
traditionally managed workplaces, are almost identical to the economic advice of 
American creativity and regional development guru Richard Florida. As far as we are 
aware Morgan and Florida have never met. But this isn’t necessary. What they share is 
a form of knowledge with a particular degree of political and cultural cache. In this 
essay we offer a critical review of this form of knowledge as elaborated in Florida’s key 
thesis and we use the Trade Me sale to illuminate some of the problematic features of 
Florida’s work. Here we focus largely on the original book, The Rise of the Creative 
Class. Florida’s follow up texts – Flight of the Creative Class, Cities and the Creative 
Class, and the DEMOS pamphlet Europe in the Creative Age – are largely appendices 
to the original work. Each extends in empirical and prescriptive directions Florida’s 
original thesis. In particular these texts explore the location and distribution of the 
creative class across the US, Europe and around the World.  

Why is Florida’s Work Engaging? 

Richard Florida is no stranger to the question of the mobility of labour and capital. 
Trained as an economic geographer his earlier books address the threat of Japanese 
capital and production processes to US superiority in manufacturing in the 1990s 
(Kenney and Florida, 1993; Florida and Kenny, 1990), and the failure of some US 
companies to capitalise on high tech ideas (e.g. Xerox). This work does address the 
mobility of elite forms of labour, particularly between firms. The ‘creative class’ thesis 
throws this theme wider and explores the mobility between cites, regions and countries.  

A key difference between the Rise of the Creative Class and the earlier works is the 
style. Florida’s recent work has had a ‘best-seller’ make over (Furusten, 1999). The 
earnest closely argued text of the first books has been replaced by a folksy, storied and 
prescriptive style similar to other popularized academic authors [compare for example 
Shoshana Zuboff (1988) and Zuboff and Maxim (2002)].  

What is Florida’s ‘problem’? In broad terms it is the economic impact of a group of 
mobile high value workers he labels the creative class and how nations, regions and 
cities can maximise the impact of this group. His advice – stripped to its barest elements 
– is the need to develop social and cultural environments that attract and retain this class 
in countries (see The Flight of the Creative Class), cities (see Cities and the Creative 
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Class) and regions (see the Europe in the Age of Creativity). So why might this work be 
of interest to ephemera readers? For one thing Florida addresses the relationship 
between social and cultural environment, and global flows of work and labour. And 
secondly Florida offers a contemporary and popularized form of ‘class’ analysis.  

On the first issue we ourselves were drawn to Florida’s work because we found it 
flowing effortlessly into the texts of policy makers, politicians and commentators in our 
location – Aotearoa/New Zealand. Our Minister for Economic, Regional and Industry 
Development described Richard Florida as “one of the most influential people in the 
world in economic development right now” (Anderton, 2004). Florida himself has 
visited New Zealand, spoken at various government orchestrated ‘talk-fests’ and 
featured Kiwi Lord of the Rings film maker Peter Jackson in the opening to his The 
Flight of the Creative Class. For Florida the Jackson case demonstrates neatly his 
creative class thesis. On the back of an extraordinarily profitable movie deal Jackson 
and his chums have built a state of the art film-making complex in suburban Wellington 
and drawn swathes of high tech ‘creatives’ from around the planet – particularly 
California – to work there. According to Florida they come not only to work with each 
other, but to live here. Place plays a role in their migration and retention. It is, in other 
words, an independent variable in the distribution of labour and capital. The Jackson 
case is, we might suggest, a rather more complex story but it nevertheless seems to 
make sense to policy makers, politicians and business spokespeople in our place at 
least. But how does Florida’s advice work? How does it work to make sense of what is 
going on? It seems to us to work by taking a seemingly enormous and intractable 
problem – the global mobility of work, labour and capital – and presenting it in a way 
that is amenable to concrete solutions. This seems to make a lot of sense particularly for 
those responsible for some very material and immovable resources e.g. nation states, 
regions and cities. The solution, create a culturally diverse, tolerant, and simulating 
local environment that aligns with the cultural and political identifications of this high 
value group of workers, is to some degree achievable (symbolically at least). But how 
does Florida frame this seemingly intractable problem? How does his approach make 
sense of global mobility of labour, work and capital? He does it primarily through a 
form of ‘class analysis’ and it is with this that we have some problems.  

In the preface to The Rise of the Creative Class Richard Florida boldly identifies the 
creative class as ‘the dominant class in society’. Why are they dominant? Well, because 
they are the ‘purveyors of creativity’ (simple!). Despite this rather circular logic, his 
claim is that a new, economically important, class of individuals is emerging whose call 
on resources and/or ability to create surpluses comes down to their particular creative 
abilities. On the face of it this seems like a perfectly reasonable claim. Before we 
discuss some of the problem with this let us first note how Florida’s use of ‘class’ 
works rather nicely.  

As a device for presenting his thesis, Florida’s use of ‘class’ allows him, rhetorically at 
least, to locate this new group in a history of dominant ‘groups’. In his view such 
groups include the feudal aristocracy and the bourgeoisie. Thus ‘class’, as a term, 
allows him to dabble in a series of literatures that not only carry significant persuasive 
weight. They have also, for various reasons let’s say, fallen into disuse. This ‘disuse’ 
means that some of the negative connotations of ‘class’ have fallen away. But the key 
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problem here is that for Florida ‘class’ is, largely, a form of social and cultural identity 
while the economic relations and processes that form or contribute to the formation of 
these identities is not presented. Florida’s take on class is, in other words, rather narrow.  

We can illustrate this neatly with Florida’s celebration of the founders of Google, eBay 
and Amazon (like Morgan Senior with respect to Trade Me). Like Morgan Senior, 
Florida seems to be at a loss to explain just how the extraordinary quantities of value 
these businesses have accumulated are actually produced, let alone discuss the basis 
upon which this value is distributed. What both commentators offer instead is a claim 
that attributes the value embedded in these firms to a magic, precious, mysterious and 
extraordinary quality they call ‘creativity’. Instead of a discussion of how Google, eBay 
and Trade me are off-spring (but in a different space) of older industrial value 
production and distribution formulas, Morgan and Florida attribute the success of these 
businesses to personalized attributes and dispositions that include an impatience with 
bureaucracies, non-conventional social and cultural behaviours and extensive use of 
new technologies. In place of discussion of the complex set of social, political and 
economic processes involved we get simply ‘creativity’. Creativity seems to be inserted 
into the gap between assembling a certain group of workers, users and customers 
together and the wealth that seems to miraculously accrue from this formation.  

So how is the extraordinary wealth that the likes of Google, eBay and (locally) Trade 
Me (that Florida lauds as expressions of the work of the creative class) realized, 
appropriated and distributed? The fact is that the economic returns from these firms is 
largely due to their ability to reproduce on the internet, and thus on an internet scale, 
business practices that bricks and mortar companies pioneered. Furthermore, much of 
the value of ebay, Google and Trade me is a function of the internet activity we produce 
as users, traders, visitors and webpage builders. So just as supermarket owners charge 
grocery producers for space on their shelves (because they have been able to assemble 
an audience of ‘passers-by’), market square owners charge traders for space to sell 
goods, television companies charge advertisers on the basis of the number of watchers 
they have assembled into an audience, and press barons get rich filling newspapers with 
small ads, these new economy businesses have found cyber-spatial ways of 
appropriating value from the activity of others (those that once watched, now ‘click’). 
Of course, doing the ‘same again’ in a new space isn’t easy. There is a lot of hard work 
to do and some very difficult problems to solve but there’s nothing particularly 
mystifying about this. If you read Florida’s books, and Morgan’s column, such 
processes seem to be regarded as ‘magic’!  

What we might suggest is that Morgan and Florida are simply doing a particular kind of 
job here. They have been seduced by a cloud of ‘creativity’ (see for extended discussion 
Bill, 2004; Prichard, 2003) that makes the rather more mundane economic relations at 
stake more engaging. And then, for good measure, they put themselves in the position 
of arbiters of truth about these ‘magicians’. In both cases they then also go a little 
further and offer guidance to politicians, policy makers and business analysts on how to 
pander to the seemingly idiosyncratic life-styles of these new receivers of surplus.  

This is not to say that Florida’s presentation of the ‘creative class’ and his guidance on 
how to woo or keep them to one’s city, region or nation is not without novelty. For 
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Florida the ‘creative class’ is a reincarnation of the bohemian spirit of ‘subversion’. 
This is not bohemian depravity or debauchery however. It is the subversion of 
established institutional processes (functionaries in ‘Dronesville’, as Morgan noted) and 
the ‘evils’ that these create. For the creative class “(t)he real enemy was not the 
oppressive capitalist economic order but the suppression of key elements of the human 
spirit by the prevailing culture” (2003: 194). With the enemy identified the tools for 
combating it are clear. In his three books Florida advises managers and policy analysts 
to build into their cities, regions and nations a subversive, bohemian ethic that mirrors 
the same bohemian style of economic production. “The Big Morph 
[change]…encompasses the sphere of work and involves an interpenetration of new 
work forms with new lifestyle forms” (Florida, 2003: 192). The aim then is to create 
cultural and physical environments where there is greater continuity between economic 
and social identities. Florida offers the same kind of advice for managers. But this is 
rather more humdrum. It amounts to support for familiar calls for the dismantling of the 
boundary between work and home (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; du Gay, 1991; Kanter, 
1990).  

Our next problem is with Florida’s ‘class structure’. In staking out the rise of the 
creative class Richard Florida puts himself in a position of having to delineate the shape 
of the new class society. His typology includes three categories: the super creative core 
(SCC), the creative professional (CP), and non-creative class (NC). The latter is the 
service (or servant) class. They take out the Creative Class’ rubbish, make them their 
coffee, iron their collarless shirts, and generally supply the labour necessary to keep 
them in place. Meanwhile Florida’s creative class is divided into two. At the top of the 
heap is the elite ‘Super Creative Core’ (SSC) of scientists, engineers, novelists and 
those that supply the ‘thought leadership of modern society’. These super creatives owe 
their position to their ability to  

produce new forms or designs that are readily transferable and widely useful – such as designing a 
product that can be widely made, sold and used; coming up with a theorem or strategy that can be 
applied in many cases; or composing music that can be performed again and again. (2003: 69) 

Second tier ‘creative professionals’ (CP) are those in business, finance, law, health care 
and related fields that make the Super creative core’s work possible and valuable. 
Florida suggests their subordinate positioning is due to their lower levels of useful 
(meaning ‘surplus’ realizing) output. The line between super creatives and the (average) 
creatives is fuzzy. But the line between the creatives and the non-creatives is more 
indelible. Non-creatives are in manufacturing, construction, transportation and the 
myriad of service industries e.g. personal care, food service and clerical occupations 
who seemingly do, compliantly, what the creatives ask. As a corollary to this typology 
Florida also offers some notes on mobility between classes. One form of mobility is 
clearly downward. Many fall through the creative gaps and into the service/servant 
class, he says. Not only are certain jobs continuing to be de-skilled, or as he puts it ‘de-
creatified’, the rise of the well paid but busy creative class has created a demand for a 
service/servant class who will “take care of them and do their chores” (Florida, 2003: 
71).  

What about mobility into the creative class? College students or highly educated 
immigrants get a mention here but for those without access to the privileges of 
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education and/or creative social networks, the opportunities for being recognised as 
(and rewarded for) being creative are extremely limited. “At its minimum-wage worst, 
life in the Service Class is a gruelling struggle for existence amid the wealth of others” 
(Florida, 2003: 71).  

Florida’s ‘class structure’ is effectively a simple delineation between those who ‘think’ 
and those who ‘do’. But how does ‘thinking’ (or rather ‘creating’) translate into wealth? 
Florida’s answer is that ‘thinking’ amounts to a reinvention of craft work. Unlike the 
low cost Scientific Management/Fordist response to competition, Florida claims that the 
new era of competition reinvests the creative worker with craft knowledge and this 
offers control over their means of production. Through creative craft knowledge “more 
workers than ever control the means of production because it is inside their heads; they 
are the means of production” (2003: 37). Of course to a point this has always been the 
case. Some groups of workers do at certain points and under certain circumstances 
manage to extend their control of the production process and successfully exercise a 
claim on the surplus value they have produced. It is clearly ludicrous to suggest that 
Peter Jackson and his chums are not without control over their production processes and 
through this extend their claim over the value produced by their work. But this is some 
way short of control of the means of production of the film industry or, in the case of 
the whole creative class’, of economic activity in general. In Jackson’s case for instance 
he continues to wrestle NewLine Cinema (a subsidiary of Time-Warner) via legal 
means for his share of returns from the first Lord of the Rings movie (Johnson, 2005). 
Time Warner financed the movies and did the distribution and marketing. Jackson’s 
argument is that Time Warner manipulated the movie’s total value figure (upon which 
Jackson’s share is based) by selling movie rights at discounted rates to Time Warner 
subsidiaries. In other words, the creatives might control the production processes but 
this matters for little if they are unable to extend control to those moments and spaces 
where value is realized. This issue leads us to question Florida’s claim that the rise of 
the ‘creative class’ is akin to the rise of the bourgeoisie or feudal aristocracy. There is a 
significant qualitative difference between the rise of a certain group of high value 
labourers, such as Florida’s creative class, and the position of being primary or first 
receivers of the surpluses produced and realized from that work.  

What Florida gains from using terms like ‘means of production’ and the ‘bourgeoisie’ is 
some rhetorical leverage on his claims while ultimately class for him is found in the 
cultural and social identity of particular groups and he distances himself from 
discussion of the economic relations at stake. For example he writes:  

I am not talking here about economic class in terms of the ownership of property, capital or the 
means of production. If we use class in this traditional Marxian sense, we are still talking about a 
basic structure of capitalists who own and control the means of production, and workers under 
their employ. But little analytical utility remains in these broad categories of bourgeoisie and 
proletarian, capitalist and worker. (Florida, 2003: 68) 

In other words, Florida wants it both ways. He leverages the rhetorical appeal of a 
Marxian approach to class in general (‘means of production’ etc) and then says that 
traditional Marxian approach to class has little remaining utility. One could simply see 
this as shoddy scholarship. We would prefer to see it as opting for a singular form of 
class analysis when, in fact, there are others that might have been considered. Contrary 
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to Florida’s claim, the Marxian tradition includes many more forms of class analysis. 
Class’ can refer to ‘ownership’, of course, but it can also refer to ‘consciousnesses’, or 
to ‘struggle’, or to a particular group or to the positions in relations of distribution (of 
surplus value). In other words class is not a noun, but an adjective as well (Resnick and 
Wolff, 1987). It describes things and names things. It can describe different forms of 
‘ownership’, ‘consciousnesses’, ‘struggle’ and practices and positions in the distribution 
of value. At best Florida has simply ignored these other ways of understanding ‘class’. 

This is not to claim that Florida’s work lacks some ethical or political sensibility. 
Despite his celebration of ‘creativity’, and his celebration of the group he ascribed it to, 
Richard Florida criticises his favoured class for its lack of direction and sense of 
purpose. The creative class is not doing enough to help others or to realize its social 
mission. This might be the case. From our perspective this ‘tub thumping’ is however a 
poor substitute for some critical commentary on the economic processes that help 
produces this group in the first instance.  

Relations of Meaning and Relations of Distribution  

The key problem is that Florida has confused the appearance of a certain cultural and 
social identity with change in the economic processes of value distribution. It is 
certainly true that Sam Morgan’s Trade Me articulated a certain cultural logic: no-collar 
workplaces full of young workers with little respect for bureaucratic rules and 
traditional organizational practices. But we should not then assume that the rules of 
economic exchange followed from these new norms and identities. Trade me was also 
constituted in such a way that a certain group, when the time came, were able to assert 
their claim over and privatise a significant quantity of economic value sourced to the 
activity surrounding the Trade Me web environment. The staff might have never gone 
to work in a tie, but when the time came Sam Morgan and his business angels (as the 
press called his fellow investors) were securely in position to take possession of a truly 
handsome fortune. The point is that we should not confuse the social and cultural 
norms, behaviours and dispositions of a group of intellectually able workers with the 
class practices of asserting a claim on and receiving the economic value from the 
activities of others.  

The final problem, and perhaps what finally sinks Florida’s claim to have spotted the 
emergence of a new class to challenge the bourgeoisie, is the continuity of big business. 
Florida notes that “companies, including very big ones, obviously still exist, [and] are 
still influential and probably always will be” (Florida, 2003: 6). He also writes that  

our money is managed not by upstarts but by large financial institutions. The resources that power 
our economy are similarly managed and controlled by giant corporations. (Florida, 2003: 27) 

What Florida is observing here is little or no change in the core institutionalized 
formations. Big business (Microsoft, Intel, etc.) and finance capital not only continue to 
exist but are actually very important, as Florida admits, to the creative class. They 
provide useful services; bring creative products to mass markets faster and most 
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importantly make the creative class materially rich with their acquisition strategies. So, 
one has to ask, just what has changed?  

Concluding Points 

Ultimately Florida is a geographer who confused the appearances and dispositions of a 
social group with the relations and processes that produces them. The likes and dislikes, 
cultural and social identities, expectations and global mobility of a particular swathe of 
intellectually able workers is certainly a feature of contemporary capitalism. But this 
grouping has in no way changed the core relations and processes involved. Far from 
rivalling the bourgeoisie, as Florida claims, some members of this group have simply 
taken up positions as the new receivers of surpluses and thus are heir to established 
relations. Of course the particular social and cultural characteristics (and how they 
orchestrate productive relations) of this group may well differ to some degree from 
those who populate ‘Corporate Dronesville’ (to quote Gareth Morgan). Also the above 
normal surpluses he identifies are being appropriated from quite different sites e.g. 
software and internet real estate. But this is an empirical feature. The core distributive 
mechanisms, those that give some a living (or less than a living) and make others the 
beneficiaries of very serious fortunes, have changed little. Ultimately the likes of Sam 
Morgan and his eleven ‘angels’ are just the next generation of beneficiaries of the social 
formation that funnels extraordinary wealth into the pockets of those who by 
comparison with the numbers involved in actually producing this wealth – can (almost) 
fit on the head of a pin.  

Of course Florida’s work doesn’t entirely ignore wealth appropriating mechanisms. The 
Rise of the Creative Class includes a few pages on the importance of a vibrant venture 
capital system (2003: 48-52) to the creative economy. But Florida’s discussion of these 
mechanisms is disconnected from the problems they help to create. Late in The Rise of 
the Creative Class Florida worries that the “worsening divides in our society” will 
“eventually limit our long-run economic growth and development” (2003: 321). He 
calls on everyone to “create new mechanisms for building social cohesion” (2003: 323). 
Sadly Richard Florida himself seems unable to see any connection between the need to 
connect these mechanisms and the already established mechanisms of wealth 
distribution.  

We could regard Florida’s failure to connect these mechanisms as a weakness of the 
text. But it is much more than this. It is a systematic fault-line in this and other texts like 
it that link wealth and identity, but keep these features disconnected from the particular 
mechanisms of wealth production and distribution. But then is this where we find the 
value of Florida work? Maintaining this ‘fault-line’ allows his texts to flow effortlessly 
into the speeches of politicians, the programmes of policy makers and the column 
inches of economic journalists who, arguably, are in the same business of creating 
mystifying forms of knowledge (like the one named ‘creativity’) without attending to 
the particular mechanisms and processes that surround them.  
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