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 Introduction

 Spaces of Care: Concepts, 
Confi gurations, and Challenges  

    LORAINE   GELSTHORPE   ,    PERVEEZ   MODY    AND    BRIAN   SLOAN     

   I. Origins and Aims of the Project  

 Th is edited collection of essays emerges from a project on space and care, 
drawing on diff erent legal, criminological and social anthropological perspectives 
and particularly on a symposium held in Cambridge in April 2018. Th e aim of 
the collection is not to provide a general overview of the now extensive and fertile 
literature on care, but rather to interrogate the ways in which the emerging inter-
disciplinary study of care challenges and provokes a reassessment of the points 
of connection and disjuncture between contexts, meanings and acts of care and 
the wide variety of spaces and locales in which they emerge. It also emerges from 
a concern with understanding the ethics of care, and the multiple (and diverse) 
public, personal and professional enactments of care that emerge through a  critical 
engagement with the spaces in which we study care. Th e symposium brought lead-
ing international scholars together to discern and articulate what we may consider 
to be a useful analytic of care. Lawyers, anthropologists, sociologists and criminol-
ogists refl ected on varying socio-legal aspects of conceptualising caring relations 
in  ‘ spaces ’ , including regimes of care and abandonment (Khlinovskaya  Rockhill; 
Borneman), self-care and kinship care (Carr, Kirton-Darling and Salcedo Repol ê s; 
Mody), spaces as  ‘ gaps ’  in care (Burri), the meanings of marketised care (Sloan; 
Dominey and Gelsthorpe), and the ways in which care is imagined, made, 
constrained and engendered in diff erent ways in places such as homes, prisons, 
workplaces and virtual worlds (Gelsthorpe and Canton; Boellstorff ). Th e sympo-
sium allowed the exploration of the complex and varied cultural registers and 
spaces in which care is being transformed (such as practices of kinship and mobil-
ity, migration, law, new regimes of bureaucracy and governance) with important 
theoretical consequences for how we understand and evaluate what counts as  ‘ care ’  
and what constitutes its abdication. 
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 Th e original idea for this project, however, emerged in 2008 as an outcome of 
an interdisciplinary undergraduate course in Social Anthropology  &  Sociology at 
the University of Cambridge, which was designed to address new developments 
within the social sciences on the subject of care. Four members of the Cambridge 
Socio-Legal Group with diff erent disciplinary backgrounds (Anthropology, 
Criminology, Law and Sociology) came together to teach on the course (Mody 
on kinship practices of care, Gelsthorpe on women in prisons, Joanna Miles on 
family law and care, Darin Weinberg on learning disability and care); the paper 
was conceived and run by a member (Mody) and it encouraged the start of some 
important conversations about the conceptual and disciplinary points of departure 
and connection for our teaching of  ‘ care ’ . Over the intervening years, what has 
become increasingly obvious is how productive the interdisciplinary methods and 
insights have been to the study of care and how this has continued to inform its 
study in a wide range of academic contexts in subjects as diverse as Law, Medicine, 
Social Anthropology, Sociology, Politics and Philosophy, amongst other fi elds. We 
off er this volume as a further contribution to that engagement. 

 Th e two-day symposium associated with the  Spaces of Care  project took place 
at Pembroke College, Cambridge. All papers were presented, and the authors pre-
circulated draft s. A number of discussants from various disciplines were invited 
to respond to the papers (Patrick McKearney, Jo Cook, Barbara Bodenhorn, 
Megha Amrith, Sam Cole, and Alice Ievins), and the discussion was lively and 
fruitful. In the fi nal session of the workshop, participants refl ected on themes 
that emerged from the event, including temporality, subjectivity, economy, 
  ‘ imaginaries ’ , relationality and the  ‘ dark side ’  of care (Fine 2007). Th ese themes 
guide the connections that we make through this book, and are further consid-
ered in  section III  of this introduction below.  

   II. Setting this Book in the Context 
of Existing Literature  

 It would of course be impossible even to summarise the vast body of existing 
scholarship on care. Here, we therefore highlight literature that has particularly 
helped to frame and/or distinguish the approach that we take in this book. 

 Notable amongst previous research in relation to this book is  ReValuing Care 
in Th eory, Law and Policy: Cycles and Connections  edited by Harding, Fletcher and 
Beasley (2017). Collectively, the authors seek to explore the diff erent dimensions of 
care that shape social, legal and political contexts. Th ey address these dimensions 
in four key ways. First, the contributors expand contemporary theoretical under-
standings of the value of care, by refl ecting upon established conceptual approaches 
(such as the  ‘ ethics of care ’ ) and developing new ways of using and understanding 
this concept. Second, the contributors draw on a wide range of methods, from 
doctrinal scholarship through ethnographic, empirical and biographical research 
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methodologies. Th ird, the book enlarges the usual subjects of care research, by 
expanding its analysis beyond the more typical focus on familial interconnection 
to include professional care contexts, care by strangers and care for and about 
animals. Finally, the collection draws on contributions from academics work-
ing in Europe and Australia, across law, anthropology, gender studies, politics, 
 psychology and sociology. Harding, Fletcher and Beasley ’ s book has informed 
some of the thinking underpinning this edited collection. Like ours,  ReValuing 
Care  is an international as well as interdisciplinary collection and provides helpful 
support as an intellectual interlocutor for our joint endeavours. 

 A special issue of  Social Studies of Science  (2015) acknowledges the slippery 
nature of the concept of care. As the introduction to the issue indicates (Martin, 
Myers and Viseau 2015: 625 – 26): 

  Any attempt to defi ne it will be exceeded by its multivocality in everyday and schol-
arly use. In its enactment, care is both necessary to the fabric of biological and social 
existence and notorious for the problems that it raises when it is defi ned, legislated, 
measured, and evaluated. What care looks and feels like is both context-specifi c and 
perspective-dependent. Yet, this elusiveness does not mean that it lacks importance. In 
our engagements with the worlds that we study, construct, and inhabit, we cannot but 
care: care is an essential part of being a researcher and a citizen.  

 Again, this relates strongly to our project, and has informed our thinking about 
the fl uidity and unsettled quality of the concept of care (Cook and Trundle, 
forthcoming). 

 Other interdisciplinary texts and articles have focused on single elements of 
care, particularly in primary and secondary health care settings. For  example, 
Deborah Swingleton edited a collection of papers in the  British Medical  Education 
Journal  on  ‘ Th e Many Meanings of  “ Quality ”  in Healthcare:  Interdisciplinary 
Perspectives ’  (2015) .  Ayse Gurgess and Yan Xiao (2006) carried out a system-
atic review of the literature on design information technology in care settings, 
particularly relating to multi-disciplinary rounds in hospital wards.  Sociologies 
of care have similarly tended to focus on health care. One example is  Dead 
on Arrival: Th e Politics of Health-Care in Twentieth Century America  by Colin 
Gordon (2003). 

 Political conceptions of care include:  Intimate Labours: cultures, technologies 
and the politics of care  edited by Eileen Boris (2010)  –  a book which focuses on 
those around the world who make their living from off ering  ‘ personal care ’  in one 
form or another. A new wave of books and articles about care focus on ecologi-
cal care for the environment:  Beyond Mothering Earth: Ecological Citizenship and 
the Politics of Care  by Sherlyn Macgregor (2006) and  ‘ Local and green, global and 
fair: the ethical foodscape and the politics of care ’  by Kevin Morgan (2010). Our 
 collection may touch on such matters, but its focus is considerably broader. 

 Very recent texts on dimensions of  ‘ care ’  include  Stories of Care: A Labour of 
Law  by LJB Hayes (2017). Th is is an interdisciplinary study of the interactions of 
law and labour that shape paid care work. Based on the experiences of  homecare 
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workers, this highly topical text unpicks doctrinal assumptions about class and 
gender to interrogate contemporary labour law. It demonstrates how the UK ’ s 
crisis in social care is connected to the gendered inadequacy of labour law and 
argues for transformative change to law at work. Th e book is fascinating and 
compelling, but the focus on individual experiences is at some distance from our 
collection of essays. A related book is  Obligation and Commitment in Family Law  
by Gillian Douglas (2018). She takes a contextual approach (drawing on history, 
sociology and social policy) to examine the concept of obligation as developed 
in family law and the diffi  culties the law has had in translating it from a theoreti-
cal and ideological concept into the basis of enforceable actions and duties. Th us 
the book has been of interest to us, but it focuses on a much narrower concept of 
care than was unfurled during our symposium. Th e same can be said for Bottom-
ley and Wong ’ s (2009) edited collection of essays:  Changing Contours of Domestic 
Life, Family And Law: Caring And Sharing , which broadly off ers a refl ection on 
the changing contours of what is generally thought of as  ‘ domestic relations ’  and 
on the impact which legal recognition carries in making visible some relation-
ships rather than others. Th e book also explores the potential for normative values 
encapsulated within patterns of legal recognition and regulation and the intersec-
tions between private law and public policy; the role of private law in the allocation 
of responsibility and privilege; and the diff erential impact of seemingly progressive 
policies on economically vulnerable or socially marginal groupings. Further, the 
editors examine tensions between family law models and models carried within 
other fi elds of private law; and, unusually, architectures in law and the built envi-
ronment designed to facilitate broader accounts of domestic relationships. 

 In our deliberations, we have found particularly interesting ideas of  ‘ carescapes ’  
in regard to the environment and planning (Milligan and Wiles 2010; Bowlby 
2012; Ivanova et al 2016). Equally, applying feminist ethics to topics such as well-
being, social justice, and the ways we relate to one another and the places in which 
we live, this volume has been enriched by Barnes ’  (2012) examination of the public 
debate on care in social policy. Th e role of the voluntary sector in regard to care 
(Milligan 2001; Ticktin 2011) and the ethics of care in everyday practice (Barnes 
2012) have provided helpful reminders of the need to restore care as a fundamen-
tal value in private lives and public policy, and encourages us not to assume the 
virtue of any regimes of care without interrogating its politics and sources of moral 
legitimacy. Our intention in this book is to focus particularly on the ambiguities 
and fl uidities of care as conceived and practised. We have sought to off er here 
a distinctive contribution to multi-locational conceptions of care; considering 
 ‘ care ’  beyond those areas and debates most oft en associated with caring (such as 
health care, family care, caring for elderly people, for disabled people and other 
 vulnerable populations, as well as care of the body and carescapes). In so doing, we 
argue that care and caring are deeply ambiguous, fl uid and inter-subjective, and 
that wherever we study care we are inevitably confronted with this changeability 
and its potential to be transformed through acts of resistance, reinterpretation and 
reimagination.  
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   III. Organising Principles and Emerging Th emes  

  ‘ Care ’  is one of the foremost issues of our age and  ‘ spaces of care ’  is our  organising 
theme. Our approach is to consider  ‘ care ’  as fundamentally contingent, and as 
a way of building capacities, imaginaries and relationships. Th e contingency of 
care makes us alert to the open-endedness of caring relationships such that we 
cannot easily detect the agencies of those involved, bringing to mind the disruptive 
potential of care. In addition to contingency, we argue that care is oft en recipro-
cal (even multi-directional) and that it serves as a technology with the potential 
to assist, maintain, transform, harm and disrupt (for instance, maintaining good 
documentation can be a technology of care). In this sense, care is a form of 
social reproduction with the potential to also reproduce inequality and oppres-
sion. Canton and Dominey (Chapter two this volume) draw our attention to the 
way in which punishment invites people who have off ended to change, and the 
authors refl ect on the process of bringing about change, causing them to question 
whether punishment shares the reciprocal characteristics of care, and whether the 
 anticipated desire to bring about change (in those who are incarcerated) trans-
forms the nature of the punishment/caring relationship. 

 However, this recognition of the potential relationality of care (see, in 
particular, Herring ’ s contribution  –  Chapter nine) does not allow us to predict 
its outcomes. On the contrary, numerous contributors to this volume argue for 
the need to mobilise care as a strategy and a form of imagination, allowing us to 
better apprehend the creative and potentially disruptive aspects of care. In this 
vein, care is a constitutive element in the meaning-making of place (such as the 
 gae  in Reece ’ s work in Botswana (Chapter eleven), cities as spaces of care in Carr, 
Kirton-Darling and Salcedo Repol ê s ’  chapter (Chapter six), and Ethnographia 
Island in Boellstorff  ’ s account of Second Life (Chapter thirteen)). While a more 
simplistic understanding of  ‘ space ’  and  ‘ care ’  might focus only on the physical and 
geographical aspects of  ‘ care ’ , we have deliberately adopted a broad understanding 
of  ‘ space ’  to encompass its conceptual nature whilst also capturing the making and 
un-making of care in actual places. 

 Th e themes which cut across the chapters and characterise this volume (many 
of which emerged during our symposium discussions) include: contingency and 
temporality (historical specifi city) and the dynamics of care across time, place 
and generations; subjectivity and inter-subjectivity  –  are intentions of care expe-
rienced in that way and how is care reciprocally experienced, and what does care 
feel like ? ; the economies of care (including the commodifi cation of care; public 
and private manifestations of care; privatised  ‘ care ’ ); disruptions of care (which 
 generate vulnerabilities with regard to continuities of care); eligibility (those 
deemed to be deserving and undeserving of care); relationalities of care  (collective 
and  individual agency in caring relations, kinship care); and technologies and 
imaginaries of care  –  as in new notions of care forged by those in online virtual 
worlds such as Second Life. 
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 Th e book also attends to fl ows of care, asking whether care is better thought 
of as sitting on a spectrum of relationality rather than being defi ned as absent or 
present,  ‘ good ’  or  ‘ bad ’  ?  Are there communities of care and who defi nes and recog-
nises these (recipients or givers of care; individuals or states) ?  Are there tensions 
between policy designed to defi ne  ‘ care ’  and everyday practices of care ?  Does care 
necessitate reciprocity ?  Is reciprocity diffi  cult ?  What are the materialities of care ?  
What is the relation between formal and informal dimensions of care and public 
and private economies of provision ?  

 Another set of themes relate to the  ‘ dark side ’  of care (lived realities), with para-
doxes of care coming to the fore, as well as harm done in the name of  ‘ care ’ ; this 
also relates to the rhetoric and reality of care and to the apparent ineptitude of 
organisations in delivering care in some instances; euphemisms of care; care as 
a human condition; what does  ‘ good enough ’  care look like ? ; and the  ‘ scales of 
care ’  and whether organisations as well as individuals can  ‘ care ’ , are also relevant to 
organisational culture and continuities of care. 

 Th e unifying argument here is that care transforms the relational sphere and 
confounds distinctions between the apparently  ‘ public ’  and  ‘ private ’ ,  ‘ personal ’  and 
 ‘ professional ’ . Th e authors in this volume are all engaged in the task of interpret-
ing how people understand the professional or personal obligations of caring and 
in so doing, drawing lines between these categories almost to reconfi gure them, 
whilst allowing us to engage with and discern their notions of care. Th ese practices 
of demarcation and re-signifi cation are oft en sneakily transgressive of dominant 
cultural models of care, and reveal the importance of imagination and contingency 
that shapes and transforms the care we study.  

   IV. Structure and Contents of the Book  

 We end this introductory chapter with an overview of the contents of the book ’ s 
chapters. Chapters two, three and four form a trilogy which revolves around 
concepts and experiences of care in the criminal justice system, traditionally 
conceived of as a space in which  ‘ hard ’  or  ‘ unpleasant ’  things happen in the form of 
punishment. In Chapter two,  ‘ Punishment and care reappraised ’ , Rob Canton and 
Jane Dominey examine the variable and uncertain place that  ‘ care ’  has had in the 
discourse, policies and practices of punishment. Punishment by the state has been 
called  ‘ the infl icting of pain, intended as pain ’  (Christie 1981: i) and almost all defi -
nitions of punishment insist that it must involve the imposition of some form of 
 ‘ hard treatment ’ . All of this seems starkly opposed to care. Yet probation, respon-
sible for giving eff ect to many non-custodial punishments, has sometimes been 
listed among  ‘ the caring professions ’  and closely aligned with the values of social 
work; at other times it has had to contend with political proposals that it should 
be punishment and to distance itself from any traditions of caring. In particular, 
probation has long been preoccupied with the question of whether it is (or should) 
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 ‘ care or control ’  or whether it could do both  –  debates that, oddly, have largely 
taken place without reference to the reported experiences of service users. Again, 
prison is not usually regarded as a place of care, but sometimes prisoners say that 
they do feel that some staff  care about (and even for) them, while many prison 
staff  take caring to be part of their work. Th e relatively few attempts that have 
been made to apply an  ‘ ethics of care ’  approach to questions of punishment have 
tended to make a case for restorative justice. Th is paper argues that care is compat-
ible with  –  and indeed entailed by  –  almost all legitimate penal objectives. Being 
cared about is a precondition of caring for others and this is already suffi  cient to 
place it at the centre of any attempt to bring it about such that fewer crimes come 
to be committed. It concludes (following Coverdale 2017) that caring responses 
to crimes have indeed many benefi cial consequences, but that care is of intrinsic 
value and a moral entitlement of all people. 

 Chapter three focuses on  ‘ Who cares ?  Probation practice and the private sector ’ . 
Here, Jane Dominey and Loraine Gelsthorpe outline some of the tensions between 
public and private provision in relation to support for off enders post-release from 
prison and supervised in the community, or supervised under Community Orders 
in the community. Supporters of privatisation have argued that a mixed market 
of supply in relation to services for off enders brings effi  ciencies and innovations 
beyond the usual scope and capacity of the public sector. Th e authors suggest that 
care for off enders was an important value of the probation service originally, and 
question how far this is challenged or compromised by the privatisation of the 
service; thus exposing the potential tension between public and private notions 
of care. 

 In  ‘ Parodoxes of Care: women in the criminal justice system ’  (Chapter four), 
Loraine Gelsthorpe and Rob Canton further explore ideas of how care is expressed 
and experienced in the context of the penal system. Th ey discuss aspects of the 
 ‘ dark side ’  of care, pointing to ambiguities in regard to recent developments relat-
ing to recognition of  ‘ personality disorder ’  amongst women in confl ict with the 
law, and more generally to some of the questions which need to be asked in rela-
tion to seemingly progressive developments in provision for women both in the 
community and in prisons in England and Wales. 

 Th e next several chapters focus on care in spaces outside the criminal justice 
system: children ’ s homes, cities, workplaces, private homes and adult care homes. 
At times, the authors highlight common themes concerning  ‘ caring institutions ’  
and care as an exercise of power present in the earlier criminological contribu-
tions. In her chapter  ‘  “ All children are our children ” : care and kinship in residential 
children ’ s homes in the Russian Federation ’  (Chapter fi ve), Elena Khlinovskaya 
Rockhill explores some of the ambiguities and coercions of the state by look-
ing at the impact of residential care on children in Russia  –  on their lives, sense 
of belonging, and relationship with their biological family and the state. In the 
Russian Federation, social orphans, or children without parental care, are placed 
either with members of their extended family or family substitutes in a chain 
of state residential care institutions. Th e latter placement is the beginning of a 
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 construction of specifi c social relations in the context of institutional space where 
children, kinship, care and the state are all entwined. At the heart of this social 
organisation lies the process of re-kinning. Shortly aft er children are removed 
from their  ‘ unfi t ’  biological parents, the kin ties between them are (oft en) severed. 
While being raised in residential care they are supposedly stripped of the  ‘ spoilt ’  
identity of their parents and re-kinned to the state. Now their parent, the state 
aspires to provide children with comprehensive care during their  childhood 
and include them into its polity as unpolluted children of the state. Th e  chapter 
 analyses the construction of these kinship-like relationships, based on the 
 expectation of mutual care obligations between social orphans and the state in all 
its multiplicity, both embodied and abstract. It explores the ideology and practice 
of this  ‘ kinship based on care ’  arrangement within and outside the institutional 
space, showing that neither removal of  ‘ spoilt ’  identity, nor kinning to the state, 
are unproblematic. Finally, it considers some implications that this type of relat-
edness has for children ’ s lives, sense of belonging, and the relationships with their 
biological family and the state. 

 Chapter six, by Helen Carr, Ed Kirton-Darling and Maria Fernanda Salcedo 
Repol ê s,  ‘ Re-imagining cities as spaces of care  –  a perspective from street home-
lessness ’  invokes the city as the space under scrutiny. Th eir chapter tells a tale of 
three cities in particular, London and Canterbury in England and Belo Horizonte 
in Brazil. Th ey concede that in contemporary politics, cities are oft en conceived 
as spaces either of economic development or of insecurity, with potentially very 
negative consequences for their homeless populations. Such populations, whose 
numbers have been increased by such political concepts of the modern city in 
the fi rst place, are oft en expected either to participate in entrepreneurship or to 
be subject to legal discipline, exclusion and/or schemes aiming to remove them 
from the streets but also protect private property. Carr et al nevertheless argue 
that cities can be re-imagined as spaces of care via the universality of vulnerability 
and insecurity and what they term the  ‘ disruptive potential ’  of care. Th ey provide 
examples of two projects through which homeless people provide a form of care 
for cities and their inhabitants by running library projects, in one case in the face 
of opposition from civic authorities and business owners, but with the support 
of other relevant groups. In the  ‘ city of care ’  that Carr et al describe,  ‘ potential 
for liberation and self-realisation is made possible by encounter and self, collec-
tive management ’ , with benefi ts for both the homeless and housed populations. 
Th e library projects illustrate  ‘ that citizenship is based on the acknowledgement 
of interdependency ’ , and that  ‘ protection extends beyond physical protection, to 
encompass protection of a common space, of a community founded in care ’ . Th e 
authors contrast the city of care with the neoliberal city, which  ‘ see[s] as positive 
the dependency of women and children in the private sphere, whilst any depend-
ency in the public and labour spheres [is] considered highly objectionable ’ . Th ey 
claim that analysing the city in terms of care  ‘ can be a starting point for progressive 
re-framings of the relationship between liberty, security and control ’ . 
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 Brian Sloan ’ s Chapter seven on formal and informal care in England and 
Australia begins with the provocation that any attempt to distinguish between 
public and private spheres as spaces of care gives rise to immediate diffi  culties. 
For example, while formal adult social care tends to be associated with the public 
responsibility and the state, in England few local authorities are involved in the 
direct delivery of care services, with most services operated by private, for-profi t 
providers. He argues that much formal care takes place in private homes, and 
such homes and other private property can be appropriated to fund the social care 
system. Moreover, privacy is an important value in the context of a care home 
that might in other respects be characterised as public. Conversely, the recogni-
tion of, and reliance on,  informal  care (which might legitimately be characterised 
as a matter of private arrangement) by the state arguably gives it a public charac-
ter. Sloan ’ s chapter compares the relationship between formal (associated with the 
public sphere) and informal (associated with the private sphere) care in England 
and Australia in terms of their legal recognition and funding. Both jurisdictions 
have recently passed legislation reforming their social care funding systems, but 
several Australian States and Territories recognise informal caring  relationships  
in a much more coherent manner than is true in England, drawing attention to 
the importance of conceptions of care that recognise it as based on a system of 
generalised reciprocity. Sloan asks inter alia whether it is justifi able to seek to limit 
liability to pay for formal public care while at the same time mandating wealth 
transfers through the recognition of private informal care relationships. 

 Th ere is something of an irony in Susanne Burri ’ s chapter on care and the 
 workplace (Chapter eight). She considers strategies that allow workers to spend  less  
time in the particular space with which she is concerned so that they can provide 
care in another space (oft en, as she points out, the worker ’ s own home). Th e work-
place itself thus arguably becomes a space of care by implementing  policies that 
facilitate care elsewhere, even if this is not always considered possible in practice. 
Burri analyses what she describes as the unique Dutch model with its focus on 
providing strong rights to adjust working time (including leave) and/or place, and 
compares it to an EU proposal on work-life balance. It is noteworthy that, despite 
the oft en gendered nature of care work, both men and women work part-time 
more oft en in the Netherlands than elsewhere. Th at said, Burri highlights that 
there are still signifi cant gender diff erences in both the take-up of fl exible work-
ing opportunities and the amount of care provided. She also argues that, while the 
strategies of the Dutch employment legislation do enable care, they still result in 
fi nancial disadvantages for the carer, particularly in light of the unpaid nature of 
several types of leave. She emphasises the importance of tax incentives and viable 
facilities for the care of children and disabled people as part of the wider context of 
the relationship of employment and care. 

 Th e  ‘ space ’  addressed in Jonathan Herring ’ s Chapter nine might be character-
ised as the gap in understanding between advocates of disability rights and of the 
ethics of care respectively. Th at space is therefore more conceptual than some of 
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the previous chapters, notwithstanding its concern with highly physical activities. 
Herring argues that the debate between the two schools of thought can be resolved 
if care is understood in a relational way. He rejects the idea that care should be 
regarded as a fl ow of benefi ts from one person to another, but argues that the 
realities of care mean that the line between the  ‘ disabled ’  and the  ‘ able-bodied ’  
person become blurred. One part of the  ‘ ethics of care ’  approach that he outlines 
is that care should be understood subjectively in the sense that it needs to be 
tailored to individual circumstances. More broadly, it regards care as an inevitable 
and  positive part of life (albeit one that can produce disadvantages for the carer). 
Herring nevertheless highlights the disability rights critique that care has a  ‘ dark 
side ’ , can be oppressive, and should be replaced with a notion of recipient-directed 
assistance. Herring ’ s reconciliation of these two schools of thought involves a focus 
on caring relationships so that the contributions of both parties are recognised, but 
without a focus purely on the value of the services provided or the autonomous 
direction of a person requiring assistance. He relies on the temporal nature of care 
to show that such a relationship will develop over time. Herring ’ s preference for 
a relational approach also casts doubt on an understanding of  ‘ economies ’  of care 
that seek to value care services in monetary terms, and highlights the universal-
ity and positive nature of vulnerability of interdependence (while accepting that 
people ’ s needs vary). As he puts it,  ‘ [d]owngrading care works to the disadvan-
tage of disabled people ’ , while  ‘ [d]owngrading disabled people impacts on those in 
 relationships with them ’ . 

 Th e remainder of the book concerns anthropological perspectives on care and 
space, drawing attention to the earlier themes on contingency and imagination. 
Chapter ten focuses on  ‘ forced marriage ’  and kinship care amongst British South 
Asians (Mody), Chapter eleven, on kinship and the  ‘ crisis of care ’  in Reece ’ s study 
of movement in Botswana, and Borneman (Chapter twelve), on the collapse of 
the state and security, refugees and fl ight to safety from war-torn Syria. Finally, 
 Boellstorff  ’ s Chapter thirteen presents us with an account of the imaginaries of care 
that generated a real place (Ethnographia Island) in which his disabled informants 
were able to explore and experiment with their own creativity as forms of care. 

 Th e potentially coercive context of care comes to the fore in Perveez Mody ’ s 
paper, alongside the fact that understandings of what constitutes  ‘ care ’  can be 
extremely subjective and variable. In a contribution entitled  ‘ Kinship Care ’ , she 
considers the phenomenon of  ‘ forced marriage ’ , including the diff erences in how it 
is understood and viewed by the state and within British South Asian communi-
ties. One of Mody ’ s subjects illustrates how a coercive form of perceived  ‘ care ’  by 
parents in forcing a daughter to enter and remain in an abusive marriage could be 
used to exact care from those parents for the daughter and her children, without 
recourse to legal protections for those forced into marriage. Another retains a very 
complex relationship with her parents, having endured a similar experience. Mody 
highlights the  ‘ importance of recognising the complex ways in which narratives 
of care (and demands for it) are marshalled to the cause of kinship values but also 
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change them ’ , emphasising that  ‘ [w]e can ’ t say where precisely care resides because 
it is manifestly inter-subjective ’ , particularly over a long period of time. For her 
informants, spaces of care emerge  ‘ through their ownership and more thorough-
going and critical appraisal of what was given to them as kinship care ’ . Mody is left  
with questions about the morally positive nature of both kinship and care. 

 Koreen Reece explores mobility from a diff erent dimension, examining the 
ways in which the movement of families in Botswana produce spaces of care. Her 
strong argument is that the AIDS epidemic in Botswana is frequently cast as a  ‘ crisis 
of care ’  wherein family breakdown and HIV transmission are explicitly linked to 
mobility. Paradoxically though, she found in her own work that Tswana kinship 
relied on movement precisely as a means of providing and provisioning care. 
Th e Tswana  gae  (home) is characterised in her work as a multiple and scattered 
space  –  including the  lelwapa  (courtyard), farmlands and cattle-posts  –  integrated 
by constant movement and crucially, care-work. Th e characteristic multiplicity of 
the  gae  also generates risks and crisis ( ‘  dikgang  ’  in Setswana) that she argues are 
ameliorated by families through compromises of closeness and distance; staying 
together and moving apart. Th e fi gure of elderly Ntate ( ‘ father ’ ) arriving unex-
pectedly back at the  gae  from the cattle-post with his swollen feet and allegations 
of a sexual dalliance is juxtaposed against the rest of the family attending to care 
obligations that included the attentive stirring of a pot in which a cow-head was 
being cooked, being present at a neighbouring village to plan a wedding, visiting 
a relative who had taken sick and going to the cattle-post to free animals that had 
been bogged down in mud around their watering holes. Reece draws our attention 
to the specifi c expectations and contributions of care that diff erentiate kin along 
generational and gender lines (see also Yaris 2017). As she puts it,  ‘ Movement  …  
is not only a key practice of care used to mark out specifi c spaces of care, but also 
a means of identifying, ordering, and delimiting relatedness ’ . Reece ’ s work demon-
strates the ways in which  ‘ care is emplaced ( “ housed ” ), but also produces space 
( “ houses ” ) ’  in Tswana kinship. 

 John Borneman ’ s chapter builds upon his ground-breaking anthropological 
work on caring, which challenged the normativities and ethnocentricity of earlier 
accounts of gender and kinship with a provocation to engage with  ‘ a concern for 
the actual situations in which people experience the need to care and be cared 
for ’  (Borneman 1997: 583). His chapter here is an attempt to make sense of his 
own experience of watching his Syrian informants and interlocutors enduring 
horror in the shape of war and displacement. As an anthropologist who had spent 
a considerable period of time in Syria, he found himself struggling professionally 
and personally to  ‘ digest ’  the experiences that his informants were documenting 
through social media before and aft er they took fl ight from the war. He argues 
for the need to go far beyond  ‘ witnessing ’  and  ‘ representation ’  (the two stand-
ard modes of anthropological engagement with extreme suff ering) and instead 
to extend relationships of  ‘ holding ’  and  ‘ loving care ’  towards informants whose 
lives have been deeply damaged by their experiences, so that the  anthropologist 
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asks more profound questions: in Sontag ’ s (2003: 114) terms, what can we do to 
 ‘ moderate hell ’ s fl ames ’  for those being engulfed by them ?  For the refugee who 
has experienced a profound rupture in their own holding environment, the self 
is further experienced as  ‘ fragmented, discontinuous and disintegrated ’ . For 
Borneman, adequate  ‘ holding ’  (in addition to  ‘ witnessing ’ ) allows a  ‘ sense of 
security ’  in which the self can be re-integrated. His paper explores the meanings 
of spaces and relationships of care as  ‘ containers ’  and  ‘ holders ’  across national, 
material and communicative registers and between Germans and Syrians as they 
seek to create relationships of reciprocity, welfare, refuge and care for each other. 
Borneman begins with Todorov ’ s (1996) claim that of the three  ‘ ordinary virtues ’  
(dignity, care and life), caring is morally superior because it involves establishing 
reciprocity and the possibility of a reversal of roles. Refl ecting on the nature of 
care as evidenced in the receiving German welfare state (where he subsequently 
followed many of his informants ’  lives), Borneman explores the nature and mean-
ings of fl ight and care for his refugee informants. 

 Finally, more than any other contribution in this volume, Tom Boellstorff  ’ s 
work speaks critically of the anthropology of place in the context of the virtual. His 
work on Second Life, the online social world, caused him to embark on a method-
ological innovation, setting up  ‘ Ethnographia Island ’  in Second Life, and inviting 
disabled persons on a fi rst-come, fi rst-served basis to build upon individual and 
collaborative parcels of virtual land to respond to and refl ect upon their disability 
experience. Th is allowed the anthropologist to engage, participate and observe in a 
collaboratively created fi eld-site. Boellstorff  explores the nature of ableist physical 
environments and logics through this study of the uses of an emerging digital tech-
nology that challenges geographies of ability beyond the usual registers of access 
and mobility so prevalent in disability studies of care. With John Law (2004: 45), 
he argues that methods do not  ‘ discover and depict realities ’  but participate in the 
 ‘ enactment of those realities ’ . Digital embodiment and creativity, agency, place-
making and digital topography become the central objects of study rather than 
the mere connectivity aff orded by linking two places. As Boellstorff  is at pains to 
stress:  ‘ Second Life is not just a place: it is a place that is built ’  and on Ethnographia 
Island, disabled persons reconfi gure and interrogate ableist lifeworlds through 
their building activities. One of his informants, Phoebe, says movingly of the digi-
tal place she inhabits in Second Life:  ‘ What we have here are experiences,  “ Th ere is 
a  ‘ here ’  here ”  ’ . A further aspect of the digital place is that it allows co-presence, with 
proximity of adjacent parcels of virtual land raising problems as well as serving as 
a resource. Th is chapter provides a unique and powerful insight into the ways in 
which digital place can provide  ‘ capability-diverse ’  creativities and experiences of 
pleasure and discomfort; oft en speaking back to exclusions of ableist discourse and 
the possibilities of virtual human care. 

 Th us it will be clear that this book is not simply about geographical  ‘ spaces of 
care ’ , although prisons, spaces of probation, residential care, the workplace, trading 
markets, agricultural land, kinship groups and family, for instance, give the book 
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material grounding. But together the authors explore notions of  ‘ care ’  as it adapts, 
and is adapted, to fi t social space. It speaks to concern for  ‘ care ’  as a spatially fl uid, 
spatially dependent and spatially revealed dimension of humanity. 
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