
 

Figure 2.1: The location of Kenwick within Lexington, KY (inset).  

Labeled locations – “neo-bungalow” and “park” are described in Boulton (2011). Source: 

author 
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name – belies the claim of algorithmic neutrality, even as it provides a source of 

optimism that some algorithmically determined democracy/openness may exist, unless or 

until the algorithmic neutrality threatens the search engine’s reputation. The experience 

of users with locative media interfaces – whether the Street-Based or Remote Interfaces 

used in the present study, or any other consumer locative media interface – is, to a large 

degree, a product of the power of code to enable/limit particular functionality.  

The hidden nature of code power to which Graham et al. (2012) refer invokes, I think, the 

idea of black boxes: a limited popular awareness that code works, and a generalized and 

deliberate (on the part of software/algorithm intellectual property owners) ignorance 

about how code works as both a technical question and one tied up with individual and 

corporate interests (cf. Zook and Graham 2007b on the “privatization” of digital 

representation). This is not intended to imply that the power laden action of software 

code is any more or less opaque than other sets of social relations working in/through 

landscape. But the work of code in reconfiguring experiences of and representations of 

place is, perhaps, especially duplicitous given the veneer of innocence/authority 

appending to these representations, evidenced by my interviewees’ acceptance of and 

commentary on questions of authorship within augmented realities (see chapter 8).  

2.4.1.4 Timeless power  

Timeless power refers to the ways in which digital representations of place reconfigure 

temporal relationships, particularly sequence and duration, between people and events. 

Although cartography has always entailed the synthesis of multiple temporalities – 

whether in the form of (hidden) data collection or surveying processes taking many 

months or years, or in the form of labels, references or imagery relating to historical 
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“awkward[ness]” described by Simon in “holding up the phone like I was taking a picture 

but not and people were thinking, I’m sure, ‘what’s this guy doing?’”. 

While such a deliberate, gestural performance as running about, phone in the air, might 

be appropriate for a game of witches and fairies, it might not be as convenient or 

comfortable, as some participants described, for “everyday” use. The neighborhood 

exploration activity described here, more akin to a touristic walk or the kind of 

Augmented Reality experience associated with a theme park or historical tour, is 

qualitatively different, I would suggest, from fleeting utilitarian engagements with 

locative media, and several of my participants made that distinction. Participants stated, 

in various terms, that “in normal circumstances” their propensity to use the Augmented 

Reality component of the application might be diminished, relative to the more familiar 

(and discreet) “head down” map and list interface. 

5.6.1 Description of Street-Based Interface Data Collection Task 

The walking experiments drew on the same underlying mapping/annotations as the 

Remote-Based component, and took place in the same location. Participants were asked 

to spend up to 45 minutes exploring the neighborhood as pedestrians. From a starting 

point outside of Wilson’s Grocery store at the intersection of Victory Avenue and Cramer 

Avenue (Figure 2.1), I asked the participants to explore the neighborhood in whatever 

way they thought would help them get a feel for it. Before beginning the walk, I showed 

the participants a printed map of the neighborhood, identifying the “boundary”, which is 

itself marked on the map view within the mobile app. The rationale here was to allow 

participants some freedom to roam throughout the neighborhood according to their own 

chosen route which may, or may not, incorporate the reading/viewing of all provided 

169 



annotations. My basic script indicated that “you can use the app however you want, if 

you find it helpful”. The density of annotations was sufficient – typically at least one per 

block (approximately one fifth of a mile on average) – that participants necessarily 

passed through/by several annotated locations between the start and end points of the 

route. Follow up interviews took place at a nearby location of the interviewee’s choice.  

5.6.2 Mobile devices, sedentary methods 

There is a school of thought that says that so-called “go-alongs” – a broad range of 

mobile interview and ethnography techniques wherein the researcher tags along with a 

research subject as he/she moves from place to place – are necessary to observe spatial 

practices in situ (Kusenbach 2003) in order to produce subjective narratives of place that 

may be richer than those generated by sedentary interviews (Evans and Jones 2011). My 

reading of the paradigmatic examples (per DeLyser and Sui 2012) of go-along  methods 

(Benwell 2009; Lynch 1960; Laurier and Lorimer 2012; G. Rose, Degen, and Basdas 

2010) suggest that these methods often produce rich and detailed data consistent with the 

researchers’ substantive foci. They may also support (and constitute) a broad range of 

methodological and substantive research projects. In the case of repeated and banal tasks 

such as commuting, close participant observation may be an appropriate method for 

exploring “the nature of the familiar” (cf. Laurier and Lorimer 2012) with a level of 

introspection and reflexivity vis-à-vis wayfinding decisions that may not be feasible in a 

post-hoc interview.  

Activist research also frequently benefits from a level of specificity and an evocative and 

emotional appeal to the meanings and memories of specific locations that is enhanced by 

in situ, mobile methods (Lynch 1960). Further and specifically, Evans and Jones (2011) 
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advocate a walk-along method for qualitative GIS data collection as a means to achieving 

data that are both more detailed but also tied more directly and precisely to particular co-

ordinate locations. For specific kinds of research questions, sharing in the participants’ 

movement is advantageous. However, as Laurier and Lorimer (2012) point out, this kind 

of method can produce substantial challenges. In particular cases, the interjection of a 

researching body may be, at best, distracting and at worst dangerous – consider bicycle 

computing on busy city streets, or mobile interviews with car commuters as they attempt 

to navigate rush hour freeways with children on board. More relevantly, a research 

methodology concerned with the interaction of individuals with locative media and the 

materiality of landscape might be detrimental, tending to privilege the interaction 

between researcher and research subject rather than the research subject and his/her 

experience with the landscape (DeLyser and Sui 2012, 5). Although, the locational 

resolution – tying participants’ utterances to specific locations – may be lower in the case 

of post hoc interview, the GPS tracking of a participants’ route may mitigate this effect 

(to some extent), providing a prompt to participants’ responses. As I outline in section 

6.4, it proved advantageous – putting interviewees at ease, in my judgment – to allow the 

participants to discuss the exercise in an environment in which they felt comfortable. In 

the majority of cases, the follow-up interview took place back at, or in the vicinity of, 

Wilson’s Grocery store. 

Deliberately, the interview guide, in terms of the “grand tour” theme questions to be 

touched on resembled closely the major themes of the open-ended questions in the 

Remote-Based survey (see section 5.7.1) – specifically: 
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Please talk me through your route (not included in Remote-Based 
survey) 

If you were to summarize what this neighborhood is like to a friend 
who had never been there before, what would you say?  

Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems 
in your opinion seems to be the best or most desirable 
characteristic or feature of the neighborhood?  

Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems 
to be the worst or least desirable characteristic or feature of the 
neighborhood? 

 

It was my intention, therefore, in the interview portion of the research, to probe more 

deeply participants’ usage of the mobile device and, particularly, to pursue further the 

extent to which they made use of (i.e. found useful) annotations in forming opinions of 

the neighborhood, vis-à-vis visible and other sources of information.   

5.6.3 A note on the ethics of mimicry 

In order to avoid possible confusion as to the status of the Remote Interface vis-à-vis the 

actual Google Maps interface, I provided participants with a clear statement about the 

nature of the exercise in which they were engaged. The Interface and associated survey 

were secured in such a way that only survey participants, subject to the correct 

disclaimers about the nature of the maps, could access the materials.  

Similarly, in order to make the Street-Based interface available to participants, it was 

necessary to publish the application to the public listing of Layar products. Within the 

Layar marketplace, however, I included the following description to ensure that any 
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Layar users stumbling upon the application would be aware of its experimental nature 

(despite the arguably innocuous and factually accurate, if selective, nature of the 

annotations): “For research purposes only. Contact Andrew Boulton, 

andrew.boulton@uky.edu for details.” 

5.7 The Remote Interface: Google Maps and Street View  

The Google Maps interface (http://maps.google.com) provides a powerful platform for 

locational search and a range of additional services. The Remote Interface was designed 

to correspond to the basic desktop browser user experience: that is, the experience of a 

user on a desktop/laptop computer accessing the interface via a web browser such as 

Internet Explorer or Firefox. A typical consumer engagement with Google Maps might 

originate directly in the Google search engine (http://google.com) where a search for a 

product or service – “Mexican restaurant”, “HVAC contractor”, “pharmacy” – produces a 

series of results tailored to the individual based on relevancy including proximity based 

on Google’s detection of the user’s location. Alternatively, a user may explicitly search 

within Google for a specific location – “Mexican restaurant near Danville KY” – or begin 

directly at the Google Maps interface.  

While continuous refinements are made to this user interface, the basic layout of the 

Remote Interface (Figure 5.5) resembled the Google Maps product (Figure 5.6) as it 

existed at the time the survey was conducted (first half of 2012). Achieving a realistic 

approximation of the Google Maps interface was no small feat, in part owing to the 

(understandable) security features and associated safeguards inherent to Google’s pages. 

Specifically, as a means to prevent phishing scams, Google pages can not be embedded 
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within a third party web site. This meant that, rather than use actual Google pages, the 

header to the Google Maps interface – that top section of the screen containing the black 

ribbon with links to Google services and the main search bar – had to be recreated as 

static HTML code. A key feature of this interface is the disablement of this search bar 

and additional Google services within the header section of the page to ensure that 

participants viewed only the placemarks provided within the exercise. (Users attempting 

to select the search input area or other options were provided a popup notification – see 

Figure 5.7.) Thus, with the search bar automatically populated to read “Kenwick, 

Lexington KY” the display of placemarks resembles the display of a set of results for a 

search conducted within Google Maps. As with an actual search, there are no options to 

refine search result (i.e. to search within results) but users also lack the ability to conduct 

additional searches (which would, of course, bring in additional search results/placemarks 

beyond those produced for this study.  

A key feature of the Google Maps interface is the ability to switch between the Map view 

and the Street View imagery. Since participants’ explicit instructions included the use of 

Street View, it was important to ensure that the user experience of Street View was 

seamless and, as far as possible, identical to that of the standard (and familiar) Google 

product. Thus, using the Google API was able to create buttons, which users could use to 

switch between the three states (map only, Street View only, both), in addition to using 

the “Pegman” marker27. These options mirrored the available options within the Google 

Maps interface, and my initial user testing with fellow graduate students confirmed that, 

27 Pegman is the semi-official name for “the little person” one drags to a location on the 
map in order to view the Street View imagery at that point.  
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in each case, the interface was intuitive and indistinguishable from the existing Google 

Maps interface.  

 

Figure 5.5. The basic layout of the Remote-Based Interface, shown here with a split view 

between Street View and map.  

The Remote Interface include a collapsible panel (left) with instructions and the ability to 

toggle between Street View, Map view and the split screen with both visible (as shown). 
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Figure 5.6. The actually-existing standard Google Maps interface centered on Kenwick 

(June 2012).  

The actual Google Maps interface presents options to overlay traffic data, satellite 

imagery and additional layers of content. In order to control the placemarks made visible 

within the exercise, I opted to remove these additional controls from the Remote 

Interface.  

 

Figure 5.7. The search bar and other Google services were disabled during the online 

exercise 
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Figure 5.8. Absent digiplace. Users access the Google Maps base map, and the 

StreetView interface, but no annotations 

5.7.1 Description of Remote Interface data collection task 

The Remote Interface was used in the context of an online, desktop/laptop-based task in 

which users were asked to explore the neighborhood using the provided interface for 

thirty minutes, and to answer the survey questions provided. Tracking code placed on the 

Interface suggested that, on average, users spent 43 minutes working through the 

exploration task and survey questions (combined). With a minimum time of 11 minutes, 

and a maximum time of a little over one hour and thirty minutes, it is likely that the 

median time fell somewhere around the requested half hour.28 

28 The Google Analytics tracking code is unable to distinguish the time spent by 
participants actively looking at the survey/map versus the time the user session remained 
active (e.g. the user’s window remained open even if he/she was not actively 
participating in the exercise). 
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The survey instrument, used to capture the extent to which the provided selection of 

placemarks impacts respondents’ analysis of the neighborhood, had two dimensions. 

First, making use of suggestions derived from secondary literatures, I constructed a series 

of statements requiring Likert-scale agree/disagree responses designed to correspond, in 

the case of the first three statements, to the “architecture” moment, and in the second to 

three to the “amenity” dimension: 

Architecture-themed statements 

• This neighborhood seems to have interesting architecture 

• The neighborhood seems to be historically significant 

• It seems that people take good care of their homes 

Amenity-themed statements 

• It seems that the neighborhood is well-served by grocery stores 

• The neighborhood seems like it would be a safe place to bicycle. 

• The neighborhood seems well-served by public transportation. 

178 



 

Figure 5.9. Likert-scale neighborhood rating questions referring to amenity and 

architecture themes, shown in the Google Forms survey format presented to participants. 

Then, I asked open ended qualitative questions not necessarily amenable to 

straightforward scale-rating or quantification, in order to attempt to capture something of 

the individual narratives participants tell about their online exploration of the 

neighborhood: 
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Figure 5.10. Qualitative/open-ended survey questions:  

1) Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems in your opinion to 

be the best or most desirable characteristic of the neighborhood?  

2) Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems to be the worst or 

least desirable feature of the neighborhood?  
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Figure 5.11. Qualitative/open-ended survey questions (continued).  

3) If you were to summarize what this neighborhood is like to a friend who had never 

been there before, what would you say? 4) What additional types of information or 

features could be added to these maps/Street View to allow you to gain a fuller 

understanding of the neighborhood? 
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It was these open-ended questions that provided not only arguably richer answers, but 

also allowed for unexpected themes to be raised. For example, explicit issues of 

economic status/income, wealth and criminality were raised by several participants (see 

section 7.2), despite these themes being absent from the more structured questioning.  

Finally, I asked participants about their experiences with the technology: 

 

Figure 5.12. Questions about the technology experience 
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This proved particularly useful for exploring the differences in user-experience between 

those exposed to detailed, directed placemarks, versus those individuals exposed to the 

“blank” map. While more than half of participants viewing the Street View/map interface 

devoid of placemarks responded to the open-ended question “what additional types of 

information or features could be added to these maps to allow you to gain a fuller 

understanding of the neighborhood?” with specific suggestions, fewer than ten percent of 

participants using either placemark set asked for additional information (a significant 

difference).  

The reported level of satisfaction with the user experience of the online platform 

provided an interesting point of comparison between Remote-Based versus on-site 

(Street-Based) participants. While fewer than one third of online participants strongly 

agreed that “Google Street View and Google Maps are a good way of finding out about a 

neighborhood without visiting”, there was near-unanimous support among my interview 

participants for the idea that their learning/exploring experience within the neighborhood 

was enhanced by the availability of locative media annotations. A handful of participants 

were apt to suggest that additional placemarks might have further enhanced their 

experience, but none suggested that the placemarks were uninformative: to the contrary, 

many interviewees commented that the annotations were useful in framing their 

exploration. When questioned about specific task-based use of Google Street View 

outside of this specific research activity: 

• 21% of respondents (including 26% of those claiming Street View was unhelpful 

for “finding out about a neighborhood without visiting”) reported having used 

Street View to “check out a house or apartment in which you are interested”; 
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• 16% of respondents reported having used Google Street View or Google satellite 

imagery to “explore famous landmarks or other interesting locations”; 

• 58% of respondents reported having used Google Maps to “locate a nearby 

restaurant, bar or store when visiting an unfamiliar location” 

• 4% (6 participants) reported using Google Street View to “look at comical or 

unusual scenes, e.g. naked people, potential aliens, etc.” 

In terms of the usefulness of annotations, interview participants typically stated that the 

provided annotations were either helpful and/or interesting in providing information 

about, or a route by which to explore, the neighborhood (Table 5.5). However, these 

comments were frequently couched in terms of qualifications about the usefulness of the 

annotations in relation to other visual/experiential cues. Emblematic of this notion that 

placemarks provided useful, if incomplete, information to participants are these thoughts 

from Michelle, 28:  

They were a good starting point, I guess – they gave me something 
to look at and think about. I’m not sure I would say they were 
helpful per se but interesting for sure. I guess I didn’t know the 
significance, I guess you could say, the significance of the one 
house, the farmhouse? The oldest house. Right. That’s the type of 
thing you don’t get without the app or without having it there on 
the map I mean. In some more, you know, downtown or 
somewhere there could be a sign or a “this is awesome” sign or 
neon lights or you know the plaques “this is the home of.” I 
wouldn’t have known to look there otherwise and it was a good 
thing to look at for myself. 
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Making a distinction between useful and interesting, Michelle’s response was consistent 

with those of several interviews with whom I engaged explicitly on their thoughts about 

the utility of placemarks in exploring a neighborhood on foot. Although (as one might 

expect) nobody stated openly that they took placemarks’ claims to truth – or even to the 

significance of locations highlighted – at face value, all described making use of the 

placemarks in plotting a route through the neighborhood and choosing the specific 

locations on which to focus, even when they occasionally questioned the content of 

placemarks  

Table 5.5. Survey participants’ descriptions of the usefulness of Google Maps and Street 

View.  

Statement Total agreement* 

 Amenity-themed 
annotations. 

Architectural-
themed 
annotations 

Blank/baseline 
map (no 
annotations) 

The additional information 
(placemarks) helped me to 
understand the character of the 
neighborhood 

82% 96% 4% 

Google Street View and 
Google Maps are a good way 
of finding out about a 
neighborhood without visiting 

86% 82% 64% 

* includes “agree” and “strongly agree” responses. 
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5.8 Placemark Sets  

In terms of the architecture v. amenity annotations, a couple of further explanatory 

comments are required. Recall that, unlike previous studies’ deployments of aesthetic and 

convenience measures mentioned above, my aim was not to simply solicit respondents’ 

opinions on the architecture and amenity value of the neighborhood, but to attempt to say 

something about the ways in which the particular set of annotations made available to the 

respondent might impact (or not) their resultant understandings. That is, did survey 

participants exposed to placemarks stressing the amenity value rather than architectural 

value (or some other dimension) of the neighborhood refer more frequently to those 

dimensions of the neighborhood highlighted in placemarks? As I discuss in some detail in 

section 6.3.2, we see a measurable effect whereby participants in the Remote interface 

exercise were more likely than the baseline (blank/absent placemarks) group to mention 

topics highlighted within the placemarks.  

In order to vary only the content of annotations, I controlled for both the number of 

annotations provided and their location within the map. Although some annotations 

referred to very specific locations – particular houses, bus stops, stores – I was able to 

position placemarks in very similar, and semantically equivalent, locations on the map 

(i.e. within the same block, or equidistant from nearest neighbor placemarks). For 

example, Wilson’s Grocery is located at the intersection of Cramer Avenue with Victory 

Avenue, so it was necessarily a key placemark in the amenity-themed placemark set. 

Rather than speciously attempt to create placemark downplaying the amenity value of the 

store but emphasizing its architectural qualities, I opted instead to include in the 

architecture-themed placemark set an annotation, 30 feet away, for the church building on 
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the opposite side of the intersection. As such, I maintained an equivalent distribution of 

placemarks across the neighborhood between both maps.  

  

 

Figure 5.13. Intersection of Victory Ave and Cramer Ave, location of both a) Wilson’s 

Grocery and b) Victory Christian Church stressing amenity versus architectural 

characteristics 
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Figure 5.14. Richmond Rd./Main St. at Victory Ave.  

(Note, only the transportation placemark appear in the amenity-themed placemark set, 

and vice-versa.)  
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Table 5.6. Complete text of annotation sets used in both Street-Based and Remote-Based 

exercises. 

Annotation  Amenity-themed annotation Architecture-themed annotation 

1 Grocery Store. "You can't 
beat our meat". *Quality 
meats *Produce *Lottery M-
F: 6AM - 8:30PM. S-S: 
6:30AM-8PM. [Picture of 
store] 

Historic Victory Christian Church. One of 
the finest architectural examples of an 
early twentieth century KY limestone 
church in the Commonwealth. Join us for 
worship! 

2 Dave's Barber Shop. Mens 
and ladies cuts. Get a coupon 
for 10% savings. [Picture of 
store] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. Stop on by Sarah 
and Janette’s wonderfully restored 
craftsman gem. [Picture of house] 

3 The Kenwick Center. 
Lexington, Kentucky 40502 

(859) 266-6405. Mon–Thurs, 
3–9 pm. Friday, 3–7 pm. 
Saturday and Sunday 
(Closed). Full-Day 
Program/Snow Day Hours: 11 
am–5 pm. [Picture of Center] 

The Kenwick Center Centennial 
Celebration. From Picasa. 1 yr ago. [Black 
and white picture of Kenwick Center] 

4 Kenwick Park. Lexington-
Fayette Department of Parks 
and Recreation. [Picture of 
park] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. This one-of-a-kind 
“neo-bungalow” is truly unique. Don’t 
miss Kenwick’s greenest bungalow! 
[Picture of house] 

5 Thriftway 

Thriftway Food Market. 201 
Owsley Avenue, Lexington, 
KY. (859) 266-4122  . 1 
review: Open late with 
awesome selection. [Picture 

Bungalow Tour 2012. When James and 
Annette first saw their 1924 brick home 
the fell in love – and so will you! [Picture 
of house] 
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of store] 

6 Refreshments from Kenwicks 
oldest home! Lemonade, 
cookies, refreshments! 
[Picture of refreshments in 
front yard] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. Bill and Linda’s 
charming farmhouse is one of Lexington’s 
most historical homes. [Picture of house]  

7*  Bus 11. Direction: downtown. 
Service run by LexTran. 
Route 11 depart @ 1131 
Richmond Rd. Every 30 
minutes Plan your trip! 
ttp://www.lextran.com 
[Picture: LexTran logo] 

Award winning architect home. Must see, 
perfectly preserved and updated craftsman 
home. *Architect designed interior 
Authentic period detail *Featured in 
bungalow tour. *Rare opportunity. Open 
house this Sunday 2-4 [picture of house] 

8 Bus 11. Direction: downtown. 
Service run by LexTran. 
Route 11 depart @ 1131 
Richmond Rd. Every 30 
minutes Plan your trip! 
ttp://www.lextran.com 
[Picture: LexTran logo] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. Wait until you see 
the inside of this unique home. Is it a 
home… or an art gallery? [Picture of 
house] 

9 KOLTS Trolley. Blue line. 
Hourly service. [LexTran 
logo] 

KOLTS Trolley. Blue line Ride in style * 
Keeneland * Downtown * Chevy Chase. 
Modern convenience, classic charm. 
[Picture of trolley] 

10 Taylor Robinson Music 
Company. More info. 139 
Owsley Avenue Lexington, 
KY 40502. (502) 257-7047. 
taylorrobinsonmusic.com  

 5 reviews. [Picture of guitar] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. Have you read 
‘Beautiful Gardens of Kentucky’? This 
gorgeous home is the cover story. [Picture 
of front yard] 

11 Summer programs enrolling 
now. Victory Christian 
Church Community Center 

Act quickly! Character like this goes fast. 
3br/2ba * stunning details * stunning 
kitchen * original hardwoods throughout * 
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[Picture of children playing] award-winning bungalow. Rector-Hayden 
Realtors, Lex…. [Picture of house]  

12 Public Art Garden  

[Picture of garden/sculpture] 

Public Art Garden  

[Picture of garden/sculpture] 

13 Little Angels Child Care. 
Home from home. Infants. 
Call me, Debbie, and feel 
good about daycare. [Picture 
of child’s painting] 

Bungalow Tour 2012. Kick off you shoes 
and swing on Rick and Jay’s peaceful 
front porch. Check up on their organic 
gardening progress. [Picture of front 
porch] 

14 Everyday Grocery. Thriftway. 
Open 7 days. Notary Public. 
[Picture of store] 

Thinking about home ownership in a 
vibrant and affordable neighborhood? This 
one is too cool for words! Craftsman 
details include curved/arched doorways, 
beamed ceiling, built-in secretary, built-in 
storage galore! Complete architect dream. 
[Picture of house] 

15 Mike Wiggins Realty. Full 
service, local. 20 years 
expertise. 178 Bassett 
Avenue. Lexington, KY 
40502. Call me. Write a 
review. [Picture of realtor 
sign] 

Unbelievable style and value. Walk to 
downtown events, Henry Clay home, 
restaurants. Original renovation by the 
famous Broken Fork Design. [Picture of 
house] 

* See Figure 5.14 

5.9 Qualitative/quantitative discourse analysis 

Following the well-worn combination of quantitative discourse analysis combined with 

interpretive critical discourse analysis (McFarlane and Hay 2003) my reading of texts 

(interviews and open-ended survey transcripts) proceeded using a two-pronged method: 
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• First, the texts were read through the direct lens of the codebook, and each 

instance of an “aesthetic”, “amenity” or related theme was identified and counted. 

In this phase, I was interested in noting the presence of a theme rather than the 

content (or duration) of engagement with that theme. I aggregated these counts by 

technology (street- versus online-based) and by placemark set as a basic means of 

comparison (see section 6.3.2). 

• Second, I reread the texts in a more open-ended way by which I mean, following 

Blommaert and Bulcaen (2000), I attempted to pay attention to the context of the 

utterances (broadly defined) in terms of both the interview/survey text itself and, 

more significantly, the broader discursive contexts related intertextually with the 

participants’ answers. 

This summary is necessarily simplified, and even as I attempt to impose and order on the 

process for the purposes of writing about it, it is apparent that the analysis/interpretation 

phase is a lot messier and more complex than this (or textbook) versions would allow. 

Specifically, I think about the way in which these stages were substantially less discrete 

than this sequential description would allow. The procedure, in hindsight, more closely 

resembled what has variously been described as an “interpretive dance” (Crabtree and 

Miller 1999, 132) or a hermeneutic circling of moving “back and forth between 

collecting, reflecting, analyzing and writing” (Addison 1999, 147). In other words, the 

“ideal” inductive method, wherein texts are read openly without preconceived notions as 

to their likely meanings and significances is, necessarily complicated not only by the 

biases, analytical frameworks and subjectivity with which we approach textual analysis, 

but also by the practicalities of the research process in which analysis and framing 
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inevitably precede and mutually contain the data collection phase. The interview and 

survey texts did not emerge unprompted from individuals unacquainted with the context 

(research) of their contributions; questions were tailored to elicit answers likely to relate 

to specific topics of interest to my research agenda (aesthetics, trust, amenities, 

authorship, etc., etc.).  

In the case of the face-to-face interviews and open-ended survey responses alike, the 

social and technological context in which texts were produced (answers given) is not 

inconsequential. For example, interview questions were framed according to my evolving 

sense of what was relevant or interesting to the research project. Having not initially 

expected emotion – particularly fear – to figure in my interview participants’ answers, I 

actively solicited answers on these topics in later interviews. Following the first couple of 

interviews in which reference was made to feelings of safety or fear at particular 

times/places within the neighborhood, it became apparent to me that I had perhaps 

overlooked its significance as a theme (or at least as a theme that would emerge explicitly 

and be articulated verbally). I subsequently modified my approach to probe specifically 

for these kinds of comments. In one of my later interviews, as I illustrate in the excerpt 

below, I attempted to push the question of fear, an emerging theme for individuals 

expressing a preference for particular, more upscale, parts of the neighborhood: 

Jim: and then I walked by the that old what was it? 

AB: the… umm… 

Jim: On I think it was, oh what was the street? Lincoln. Let me see 
[looking at laptop screen showing Google Earth view of the 
neighborhood and route] Lincoln. Yes Lincoln. 
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AB: the old house- 

Jim: Farmhouse. That one. The farmhouse, and walked up towards 
here. 

AB: Did you go that way [indicating further north on Lincoln] 

 

At this point, I wanted to understand why Jim had chosen to backtrack towards the more 

“upscale” parts of the neighborhood immediately adjacent to Richmond Road. Although I 

had very clearly in my mind the question of fear of the northernmost parts of the 

neighborhood – or at least an intent to have participants express and describe a preference 

for particular parts of my neighborhood – I wanted to guide the conversation rather than 

suggest themes or keywords outright. 

Jim: No, no. I went back down towards –  

AB: why? 

Jim: Richmond… well I was going to. Why? 

AB: well, umm, if you could maybe talk me through what made 
you turn back at this point, what it was that… 

Jim: oh, it looked more interesting that way, I guess. I spotted a 
yard sale and... 

AB: cool, so nothing particular about Lincoln or  its placemarks 

 

Again, I wanted to remain as opaque as possible to why I was taking such apparent 

interest in an apparently mundane question of route selection. Nevertheless, during this 

particular interview – and others with a similar probing dynamic – I made a mental note 
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of the uneasiness I felt about possibly pushing participants towards particular judgments, 

perhaps even a sense that Jim, for example, was “eager to please” to the point of trying to 

second guess what it was that I was getting at, what the “right” answer was. 

Jim: oh, no. The umm, the pinpoint – placemark – I think was 
another bungalow [laughter]. Another one. 

AB: kind of boring? 

Jim: Yeah compared to you know, well, it didn’t look like anything 
and I love yard sales. Any time there’s a yard sale. I would have 
been back [to the interview location] in no time if not [laughter] 

AB: so after the yard sale… 

Jim: Well I didn’t have my wallet 

AB: you didn’t buy anything then? 

Jim: there wasn’t really anything so I carried on with the umm 
your experiment, the walk 

AB: and went back this way [to previous intersection]? 

Jim: and turned left 

AB: Interesting… why that way? 

Jim: it looked sketch there [laughter]. No offense… 

AB: I see. Ok, sketch how? 

Jim: I mean compared to the rest. I don’t know, just not 
somewhere to walk… 

AB: unsafe? 

Jim: no, just, I guess – I wasn’t scared [laughter]. 
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The purpose of relaying this exchange in its entirety is to illustrate one facet of my 

contention that the context in which utterances are made and answers given matters. 

Specifically, I want to suggest that the theme of safety and fear was not, at the outset, a 

category or a code that I imagined would be significant to my analysis. But nor was its 

appearance a simple “thunderbolt” (Addison 1999, 155) that emerged spontaneously in 

the subsequent-to-data-gathering analysis phase. Rather, throughout the research process 

there was a continuous iteration between data collection and data analysis. Within a 

single interview I would, as I demonstrate here, attempt to guide the participant back on-

topic according to my basic “grand tour” interview guide/template. However, the 

interview guide became a living, breathing document which, unlike the online survey, did 

not remain rigid throughout the data collection process.   

This is not to suggest, however, that the scope of participants’ responses was so 

circumscribed and the evolving analytical frames so rigid that emergence of new or 

additional understandings were impossible. Indeed, while I might express skepticism in 

general about the potential for a more extreme “grounded hermeneutic” approach – 

Addison (1999, 155) describes spending several months immersed in textual data openly 

reading and rereading materials until such time as the apparently unordered narratives 

and fragments of analysis began to “crystallize” into coherent stories and (thus) coherent 

analysis – grounding analysis, as far as possible, in a close and repeated reading of texts 

nevertheless led, I think, to unanticipated findings.  

For example, I had not anticipated that questions of economic class should figure 

prominently in individuals’ discussions of aesthetic preferences or their feelings of 

emotional comfort or discomfort within the neighborhood. Hypothetically, a more 
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deductive and less iterative approach to textual analysis such as one deriving a more rigid 

neighborhood evaluation scheme (as in the literatures described above) might well have 

missed the emotional and economic components of neighborhood preferences in favor of 

creating data commensurable with neighborhood evaluation studies’ normative 

categories. In a somewhat different context, Semetko and Valkenurg (2000) make a 

similar argument about the impossibility of treating inductive and deductive 

discourse/content analysis as separate methods (rather than two necessarily linked 

components of a single strategy) as they analyze news media’s framing of stories using 

deductive (“theory-driven”) and inductive (“open”) reading of texts. As such, they (and I) 

suggest that a discourse analysis methodology may remain open to the hermeneuticians’ 

“thunderbolts” (Addison 1999) even as we recognize the impossibility of purely 

inductive analysis. 

Despite my unease that participants were inevitably guided in their responses by the tenor 

of the questions (and the nature of the interactions between us), Crabtree and Miller 

(1999) suggest that there is a balance between staying “on topic” – sticking to the script – 

and following hunches and/or tangents that, in the emerging context of the conversation, 

seem important to participants and interviewers alike. By sticking rigidly to a 

predetermined “script” or interview guide, they argue, we “[run] the risk of phrasing the 

researcher's own concerns into the mouths of the respondents and never giving voice to 

the interviewee's own perceptions and meanings” (1999, 90). 

Following McFarlane and Hay’s (2003) rationale for their mixed discourse analysis 

approach makes sense here. In their case, the texts under consideration are articles taken 

from The Australian newspaper – that country’s (only) national newspaper, owned by 
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News Corporation – and covering the riots and protest at the Seattle World Trade 

Organization (WTO). Their coding process involved quantifying the number of lines of 

newsprint dedicated to particular actors and particular themes. As well as classifying 

themes and sources as broadly sympathetic or hostile to the protestors and their agenda, 

McFarlane and Hay identify key “frames” – an approach that I used in my earlier work 

documenting the popular geopolitical content of post-September 11 country music songs 

(Boulton 2008). However, frames – identified by their inclusion of “culturally familiar 

symbols, and also by those choices of attribution, phraseology and source selection” 

(McFarlane and Hay 2003, 218) – are, arguably, rather easier to identify in the context of 

news media texts, with their often very deliberate “spinning” of news events, relative to 

interviews or other texts. For example, source selection – which politicians to quote, 

which organizations’ press releases to cover – in the composition of a newspaper article, 

or written text more generally, is rather easier to identify than is the corresponding 

intertextuality of an interview transcript.  

The potential texts and discursive contexts informing participants’’ utterances about 

landscape appreciation/experience are not readily circumscribed. Moreover, there are 

substantial existing literatures within a broad gamut of media studies, political science, 

geography (and so forth) dealing explicitly with the news media and with specific 

framings of specific issues. Needless to say, such pre-existing literatures on the framing 

of landscape experience and preference do not exist as explicitly methodological 

resources. However, “even” for McFarlane and Hay, frames (read from specifically 

methodologically relevant secondary literatures) merely form the basis for a process of 

“intensive deconstruction” (215) which attempts to build on, and not merely 
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compare/quantify against, existing understandings of protest framing. Thus, existing 

literatures on landscape aesthetics and neighborhood perception fulfill a similar role here, 

even as we recognize that such straightforwardly circumscribed framing literatures may 

not exist in the present context. 

When I think about context I think about Crabtree and Miller’s (1999) insistence on being 

attentive both to the social context of the interview – the intersubjective dynamic 

between researcher and researched – and the discursive context of the interview, in terms 

of the subject matter raised and the way in which questions are posed to the participant. 

Further, I would broaden “context”, per Linda McDowell (2010) to include a broader 

range of factors – not least the physical environment (home, office, bar, quiet, loud, 

empty crowded, etc.), the place of the interview, in which the interaction takes place. In 

the section 6.4 I reflect on some of the ways in which the place of the interview and the 

related social interactional dynamics manifested themselves in the conduct of interviews. 

While not intended to be exhaustive or even representative of the social and material 

contexts significant to the conduct of these interviews, they are intended to flag some of 

the ways in which intersubjective relationships shape the nature of interview data in 

various ways. Additionally, they provide some more detailed explication of the notion 

that context matters even in the more banal sense of textual context: where do 

themes/ideas appear, relative to other themes and ideas, and in response to what 

prompts/questions?  

Echoing McFarlane and Hay’s (2003) description of their mixed qualitative/quantitative 

discourse analysis method, I would argue that it is significant that, for example, amenities 

such as parks and stores were mentioned as the neighborhood’s best feature by survey 
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participants significantly more frequently when participants were provided with amenity-

themed annotations rather than placemarks emphasizing other characteristics. (A more 

detailed account of a similar effect observed in respect of architecture/aesthetic-themed 

annotations is provided in section 6.3.2.) A more “interpretive” discourse analytical 

framework allows for both extensive characterization of a corpus of texts (survey 

responses) and a deeper appreciation of contextualized thoughts such as the following 

response to the generic question about the neighborhood’s best or most desirable feature: 

 “all the little stores remind me of the Chattanooga area, the 
neighborhood there so I would say those”.  

 

While this is clearly a response that cites the existence of grocery stores as a positive 

factor, it is also a far richer response suggesting a deeper, more visceral connection based 

on a memory evoked. (See section 6.3 for more on respondents relating their 

neighborhood description to familiar places or ideal types.) At its most fundamental level, 

then, discourse analysis, versus mere content analysis, opens up the complexity and 

social embeddedness of utterances for critical examination.  

Based on my reading of the neighborhood evaluation literatures referenced above, and in 

conjunction with my described thematic and methodological interests in locative media 

and landscape aesthetics, I devised a codebook for the analysis of the qualitative data 

derived from both interview transcripts and open-ended survey questions. The code book 

presented below represents a significantly “cleaned up” code book – the final iteration in 

a spiraling process, as described above.  
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5.9.1 Content Analysis “code book” 

Aesthetic elements Code 
recorded 

Architectural style 

References to bungalows, Craftsman, Victorian (and other designations) 

A 

Urban form 

References to the urban, suburban or general layout of the neighborhood 
including references to lot size, grid or street layout, similarity to “ideal” 
(subdivision, downtown neighborhood) types 

U 

Age of housing 

Anything that referred explicitly to age, either positively or negatively 

G 

Care and Maintenance 

Comments making a judgment about the level of upkeep of properties, yards 
and the neighborhood in general (whether positive, negative, comparative, 
etc.). Includes statements about dereliction and neglect. 

C 

Charm, character, “cuteness” 

Comments that reference generally positive normative judgments about the 
homes or built environment that do not make explicit reference to specific 
material characteristics. 

Cc 

Economic and social characteristics  

Economic class 

References to the wealth/poverty level of residents, including explicit 
references to class (“middle class” etc.)  

E 

Emotional responses 

Any explicit references to “feelings” including of safety, homeliness, fear, 

M 
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comfort, discomfort, etc.  

Individuals’ characteristics or personality 

References to the perceived characteristics of the neighborhood’s residents 
beyond explicitly economic indicators. Including race, age, diversity, 
“friendliness”, etc. whether expressed in positive or derogatory terms  

F 

Amenity elements  

Stores/facilities 

References to the availability or otherwise of grocery stores and consumer 
opportunities  

S 

Transport and proximity T/P 

References to availability (or lack) of transportation whether public or private . 
This category includes references to proximity (to downtown or other 
locations of interest) when the comments refer to the amenity value of such 
proximity rather than to the urban form associated with such a location. 

 

Walkability/cyclibility 

References to the friendliness or otherwise of the location to cyclists and 
pedestrians 

W 

Outdoor recreation and environment 

References to parks, green space, trees and “natural” environmental amenities 
or deficits. Excluding comments more directed towards urban form 
(large/small lots) or population characteristics (green, sustainable, etc.) 

R 

5.10 Concluding comment 

In this chapter I situated the present research within the context of 

methodological/theoretical literatures within geography concerned with subjectivity and 
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This success does not imply either the potential for complete aestheticization of place or 

that nothing outside the aesthetic, no points of tension, or no transgression of the aesthetic 

norm exists. Indeed, I would suggest that the presence of transgression from the 

normative aesthetic order – or a very real sense of the continuous possibility of 

transgression – produces the sense of mission and, above all, of insecurity on which the 

enactment of landscape aesthetics relies. Richard Schein’s (1997) framework for 

interrogating landscape as discourse materialized, useful in many ways, here guided me 

toward the following observation: Discourses are always incompletely materialized 

through landscape; we – we the geographer or we the resident – can no more 

circumscribe the set of relevant discourses operating in and through a particular 

residential landscape than can we delimit the spatial, ideological, or historical content or 

extent of a particular discourse. Duncan and Duncan had a reason for including The 

Politics of the Aesthetic in the subtitle of Landscapes of Privilege. As one component of 

an overlapping and indeterminate polyphony of discourses drawing from and extending 

beyond the material landscape itself, the aesthetic is inherently political, contested, and 

enacted.  

Thinking seriously about and addressing methodologically the ways in which landscape 

aesthetics are contested and enacted implies taking seriously parts of the more-than-

representational theory critique of the privileging, even in post-structural landscape 

studies, of (textual) representation and rational analysis. Examining the visuality of 

locative media, and particularly the embodied practices of/with locative media, is central 

to this task.   
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6.2.1.2 Aesthetics qua property ownership? 

I have argued elsewhere that the successful materialization of the landscape aesthetic is 

necessarily predicated on a proprietary conception of property ownership in which 

aesthetic concern extends beyond the private property line to the semipublic space of the 

street and the broader neighborhood. I stand by this basic claim, even as I call for a 

broadening of the purview of landscape aesthetics, within the cultural landscape studies 

framework I have outline thus far in this chapter. Property as a key vector through which 

landscape aesthetics are enacted (materialized) in the landscape is an important part of 

the landscape aesthetics story, but it is one that need not be privileged over the aesthetic 

preferences and experiences of others who become-knowledgeable in different ways, 

specifically through ambulatory or remote engagements with place via locative media.  

The argument about the preeminence of real property in securing landscape visions 

proceeds thus (paraphrasing Boulton 2011): In the landscape-as-epistemology moment 

the landscape aesthetic may stand apart, heuristically, from the materiality of the 

landscape for example, in narratives, texts, traces, or unrealized disposition but it 

nevertheless relies on real property qua the tangible, visible scene for its successful 

articulation in and through everyday enactments and the built environment. The aesthetic 

is inherently material, as well as spatially and temporally specific. At its most basic level, 

the proprietarian aesthetic is partly about the view of, and the view from, one’s property, 

which, in a dense residential neighborhood, necessarily entails the view of and the view 

from others’ property too.  

In addition to formal, legal code – literally, via zoning and development restrictions –  the 

visual integrity of the idyllic scene is a product of, and produces, a particular proprietary 
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conception of property ownership (Blomley 2003; Blomley 2004; Blomley 2005; 

Blomley 2007). To specify more concretely what a proprietary model of property entails I 

note that stakeholders in the “old Bedford” aesthetic are concerned not only with their 

own private enjoyment of their own private land but also with securing – and enjoying – 

the fruits of a broader visual regime incorporating the view of and the view from their 

own and each other’s property. In short, theirs is an aesthetic – with a concomitant 

proprietary conception of property – experienced, in rather esoteric but suggestive 

language, as “teleological space” (Jakle 1987, 153). An aesthetic is constantly becoming, 

cumulative, continuously defended, and lived everyday as pedestrian streetscape, 

automobile vista, as “the view,” as a way of being/seeing, and as an immersive 

experience of “aesthetic satisfaction” that exceeds the visual (Howett 1997, 86). Thus, in 

Bedford newcomers attract scorn by erecting privacy fences and protecting their property 

via security gates. Nicholas Blomley’s work is important in examining the ways in which 

the balance of privacy – that which is asserted through the often literal building of 

personal, individual, and material boundaries – and proprietary orientations finds 

expression in the material landscape. In Bedford the assertion of privacy via security 

gates and fences runs counter to the dominant aesthetic, changing – visually obscuring – 

that aesthetic and, moreover, communicating an unwarranted fear of crime and a 

suspicious disposition toward the wider community that is exclusionary in all the wrong 

ways. 

The types of proprietarian property enactments tied up with the materialization of an 

aesthetic have historically tended to be associated with individual and rather defensive – 

“proper” – claims to property (Blomley 2004). That is, proprietary claims to property –to 
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own, to defend, to protect, to improve property as rights held against others – necessarily 

imply an outside (and outsiders) excluded from the care, the order, and the ownership 

characteristic of the inside. The concept of defensible space, a staple of privatization 

discourse in the context of public versus private home ownership, is closely associated 

with an iteration of the proprietary orientation in which ordered and cared-for private 

homes are delimited from an unruly and dangerous public outside (Newman 1972; 

Hackworth 2005). Thus, the proper care of/for property can be and has been associated 

with private and individual claims to responsibility, control, stewardship, identity, and 

pride. Proprietary, versus private, conceptions of property are therefore far from radical, 

but they do, at least, recenter property from an individual claim to the exclusion of 

others’, to a more social set of practices conferring responsibilities toward and in relation 

to others (even if, problematically, those others are other property owners, sharing some 

set of commensurable values).  

As Blomley (2007) points out though – and this might be the basis of liberal property’s 

“redemption” in a liberal/progressive moment – proprietary property attitudes can work 

in more communitarian ways, as a vector through which collective claims to ownership, 

identity, community, and, I would add, aesthetics are made. Blomley’s work on 

gardening in the suburbs of Vancouver is exemplary of this lens: Residents garden for, 

and in relation to, others’ efforts and make claims about proper use of private property 

and the correct “look” of their and others’ private property, while asserting individuals’ 

rights to privacy (Blomley 2004; Blomley 2007). Similar processes in Kenwick, I show, 

work in and through the front porch as a key site in the enactment of the proprietarian 

aesthetic. Shared aesthetic visions about proper style and appropriate taste therefore work 
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in and through landscapes seemingly far removed from the extreme, elite landscapes of 

gated communities, wealthy historic districts, and the idyllic rural commuter-belt 

(Duncan and Duncan 2004). I might go so far as to suggest, therefore, that processes of 

gentrification that proceed – albeit in a charitable enframing – relatively consensually in 

the absence of outright and explicit displacement can scarcely be understood without 

reference to proprietary  conceptions of property, contained within and exceeded by a 

landscape aesthetic. Alternatively, we might suggest that a qualitatively different, or at 

least more complex, kind of gentrification proceeds not only through the “pricing out” of 

previous working-class residents but also through an evolving social-aesthetic 

displacement.” 

6.3 A Kenwick Bungalow aesthetic29 

In order to examine the ways in which non-residents’ stories about the neighborhood’s 

aesthetic qualities corroborated or diverged from residents’ expressed preferences, it is 

helpful to establish some aesthetic baseline. Methodologically, establishing such a 

“Kenwick bungalow aesthetic”, a kind of stable, agreed upon aesthetic essence for 

Kenwick’s residents, against which to compare the expressed preferences of individuals 

exploring the neighborhood via a) Google Maps, Street View and selected sets of 

placemarks and b) an augmented reality Layar application is clearly problematic. As I 

note elsewhere: an “antimodernist conception of aesthetics rejects essences and stable 

cores. Indeed, within this framework asking what the bungalow (aesthetic) is does not 

29 This section draws heavily (but not verbatim) on material published in Boulton (2011) 
but initially developed for this dissertation. 
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about the practicality of having what you need in a well-crafted 
and beautiful home, without being excessive. 

 (quoted in Boulton 2011, 235) 

 

In a conversation with local businessman/resident David, I (AB) asked about the 

definitive characteristics of the neighborhood: 

David: Right here [the first block] is the high-dollar neighborhood. 
Fifteen years ago nobody wanted to buy here but it’s gone crazy. 

AB: Why would that be? 

David: I guess because it was cheap but you get good, solid house 
for less than a subdivision. 

AB: What are the houses like? 

David: Bungalows. Different kinds of bungalow. Smaller, older 
homes. The architecture is amazing, the detail. 

AB, pushing him: What detail?  

David: They don’t look like much to some, I guess, but they don’t 
build them like this today. The porch is the main thing. . . . This 
one here [pointing] is a typical bungalow. It’s got the porch,  the 
gable. Look at the columns. Solid. See the windows. You know 
how I can tell they’re original? [Describes the windows.] I like the 
way they sit in the street, they don’t draw attention to themselves. 
The colors. Some of them are brighter colors, or some are brick but 
they just fit in. The homes fit together. It gives a sense of 
community.” 
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Other residents talked about the definitive characteristics of the neighborhood in terms of 

the architectural characteristics of its homes: 

Jill:  

I like that I can see into my neighbors’ yards. Their homes are so 
pretty. 

 

Mark:  

Their [our neighbors’] porch will be so pretty when they’re 
finished stripping that awful plastic siding. 

 

Jay:  

My favorite part of the neighborhood, from an aesthetic 
perspective, are the first blocks of Victory and Richmond avenues. 
Both have many diminutive homes that are well kept and colorful, 
and many of these also have interesting gardens and front porches. 

 

These passages bring out the more-than-visual nature of an aesthetic that has as much to 

do with a way of life and a social milieu as it does a strictly visual regime or architectural 

ensemble. I would emphasize though that there is no clear division between the visual 

elements of an aesthetic and the more-than-visual sensuousness of its enactment. To posit 

such a delineation is to affirm the occularcentric of a privileged hegemony of vision 

(Ingold 2000) in which a rational, seeing mind supersedes a grounded, perceiving body 

(cf. Ingold 2010). The visual qualities of the neighborhood, as evidenced by the handful 

224 



of online participants describing the neighborhood as “friendly”, “neighborly” and even 

“a great place to hang out!”, entails a point of entry and not a rationally perceived 

destination within a “multidimensional world of intertextual dialogism” (Shohat and 

Stam 2002). 

When they talked about socializing with neighbors, the pretty front porch was the stage; 

the friendliness of the neighborhood was not purely a social quality of its residents. The 

visual appearance of the neighborhood was evocative of and conducive to particular 

(positive) social interactions, which were described by residents by way of 

anecdotes/examples, such as: 

We like the scale of the neighborhood and proximity to neighbors. 
We spent over a year looking for our “dream home” and finally 
found it. Little did we know that we would meet most of you 
neighbors out on the porch within a few hours of moving and even 
received coffee cakes. How idyllic! Our neighbors are wonderful 
people, all in different ways. All their homes are equally unique 
and interesting, inside and out. I cannot say we have lived 
anywhere else where we have been so close with our neighbors 

 

Thus a “sense of neighborhood” and community inheres in the material landscape – the 

“nicely detailed homes” – and in the act of sitting and interacting on/from the porch. The 

porch comes, arguably, to stand for social and physical proximity and, more generally, 

neighborly interaction. 

6.3.2 Outsider aesthetics: Online neighborhood exploration 
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If Kenwick’s residents exhibited a consistent level of knowledgeability about their 

neighborhood, drawing on common enframings of the social character of the community 

(friendly, tolerant, diverse) and the commensurable qualities of its built environment 

(humble, neat, historic, etc.), outsiders – my survey and interview participants – 

expressed a far broader range of views. 

I would stress that the Kenwick residents with whom I spoke are not necessarily 

representative of the entire Kenwick community (defined geographically) so much as 

representative of a subset of residents who vocally and actively enact a particular 

aesthetic code and associated lifestyle. It is unsurprising to find a low level of dissent, 

within this group, from established narratives and normative framings around the 

aesthetic and other qualities of the neighborhood. Although there are, as I have argued 

(Boulton 2011), specific iterations of a bungalow aesthetic operating (through real 

property and social networks) within Kenwick, a more generalized valorizing in an anti-

modernist, ecologically sustainable, reactionary (etc.) moment of the old, the historical, 

the characterful and the humble is a motif that runs far wider than Kenwick (Lewis 2003). 

The type of historical preservation, sustainability and other arguments expressed by 

Kenwick’s residents find expression in the valorization, preservation and revitalization 

(gentrification) discourses surrounding communities far less (and more) modest than the 

middleclass Kenwick. As such, the insider aesthetic discourse expressed so consistently 

by the neighborhood’s residents had clear resonances with the understandings of survey 

respondents who found sufficient evidence in the visual and textual clues provided by 

way of placemarks and Street View imagery to make statements such as: 

“…offers a range of historic Craftsman homes” 
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“…group of nice bungalows” 

“eclectic…lots of character” 

“artistic craftsmen style little neighborhood” 

“older bungalows with character” 

“very eclectic with lots of energy!” 

 

Context matters. Each of these statements was made in response to a single question: “if 

you were to describe the neighborhood to a friend, what would you say?”, and, in 

common with neighborhood residents, it was the architectural style of the housing that 

figured centrally in these responses. Several other respondents made specific reference to 

neighborhood’s architecture (versus urban form or mere “age”, as I set out in the “code 

book”; see section 5.9.1), but the level of architectural “literacy” was variable. Thus, in 

response to this same question, three respondents stated: 

“Typical 1950’s and 1960’s houses in urban sprawl. Don’t go 
there” 

“old 1940s ranches, some not updated” 

“typical exurban postwar bleh” 

 

Thus, there was significant opposition among survey respondents to the relatively stable 

notion among neighborhood residents (and the “outsiders” exploring the neighborhood in 

person) that the neighborhood is aesthetically appealing. Some 14% of respondents 

provided with the aesthetic-themed annotations described the neighborhood’s architecture 
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example, to the economic, racial, political or any other characteristics of the 

neighborhood’s residents – or, for that matter, the arguably even less “remarkable” homes 

elsewhere in the neighborhood.) A similar kind of engagement with the annotations can 

be read from my interview participants’ responses too, a handful of whom contradicted a 

placemark’s claims to significance, even as their responses worked within the same 

discursive territory (see section 8.2). As I discuss in section 8.2, therefore, it is significant 

to note that in both Street-Based and Remote exploration, the content of placemarks was 

engaged more-or-less critically by a range of participants.  

While it is relatively straightforward to extract these occasional examples – from survey 

responses – in which participants rejected or contested in explicit, verbal terms the claims 

made in specific placemarks, the responses to closed “rating” questions in the survey 

offer valuable insights too.  

We should note that the rating questions did not ask for participants’ 

agreement/disagreement with the claims of specific placemarks, but rather with 

qualitative statements about the nature of the neighborhood in general. On a series of 

questions related to the aesthetic quality of the neighborhood, the survey recorded 

significant differences in attitudes amongst the aesthetic-themed placemark group 

compared with the baseline group (the group receiving an annotation-free Remote 

Interface). Similarly, when questions were asked about the amenity value of the 

neighborhood,  those participants exposed to the amenity-themed placemark set were 

correspondingly more willing to express an opinion about the amenity-value of the 

neighborhood compared with the baseline group.  
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zooming/panning actions within the browser. As such, they conclude, even in these very 

specific cases, certain visual characteristics of the neighborhood are impractical or 

impossible to measure. This, of course, is quite apart from those characteristics of the 

neighborhood that might vary with time of day, season, etc. (to say nothing of the non-

visual and subjective variability of places that far beyond the measurable/quantifiable 

dimensions of interest to Rundle et al.).  

One might suggest, though, that it is only by degree that the disciplining requirements of 

a neighborhood audit differ from the casual, free-form online exploration implicit in 

every day interactions with Street View emulated in this study. Indeed, any particular 

technology and specified task – measure walkability, describe a neighborhood, choose a 

restaurant – is tied up with a particular, normalized way of seeing, a specifically 

circumscribed visuality. Nonetheless, the supposed detached, rational visuality signaled 

by the remote viewing (via Street View) of a neighborhood was explicitly rejected by a 

number of my survey participants who felt able to glean – and moreover were compelled 

to relay – insights about “fear” and “enjoyment”, emotional insights that by far exceeded 

the merely visible elements of the medium. This is why, I would argue, it is so crucial 

that we not eagerly leap to simplistic conclusions about the types of (God’s eye view, 

detached, masculinist, etc.) visualities always and everywhere implicit in remotely 

viewed digital representations of place (chapter 7).  

6.4 Methodological coda: doing research in your own back yard 

Because several of my interviewees were recruited from existing social networks, some 

were already aware – or, in the course of our conversations became aware – that I live in 
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the neighborhood in which research the research took place. On several occasions, when 

participants were speaking favorably about the neighborhood and their preference for the 

kinds of built environment, “community”, etc. they had experienced/perceived during the 

walk in Kenwick, for example, it is likely that this perception of a shared sensibility, view 

or lifestyle might have encouraged the expression of such views. Comments such as “as 

you know…”, or occasions when participants would ask implicitly for approval or 

clarification were relatively frequent. Only occasionally did I perceive that my role as 

“insider” within the neighborhood hindered the participants’ free expression of ideas. In 

an exchange presented above, Jim, added the proviso “no offense” when declaring parts 

of the neighborhood “sketch”. Likewise, in the following exchange, Judy, a graduate 

student at the University of Kentucky marginally acquainted with the neighborhood, felt 

her way around, and perhaps ameliorated slightly, her negative opinion of the 

neighborhood (and its residents) based on her knowledge of my association with it: 

Judy: you live somewhere around here though? 

AB: right… 

Judy: not right around here? 

AB: oh, no, no. This is the – No, we live over, back… That way. 

Judy: OK, that’s what I… Yeah, I am not in love with the people to 
tell the truth [laughter]. The – 

AB: oh really, what about – 

Judy: yuppies, you know: “I’m green and here’s my SUV but it’s 
Subaru so it’s all good”. I don’t know [laughter]. Not all, most, I 
mean – too many for me like that. Know what I’m saying? 
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Thus, having first confirmed – incorrectly, as it turned out – that I was not a resident of 

the neighborhood, and apparently comfortable that any criticism of the neighborhood’s 

residents would not, therefore, be construed as an attack on personally, she was more 

willing to throw her arms in the air and mimic the hypocritical yuppies she associated 

with the neighborhood. I would note here, however, that the personal dynamics between 

me (the interviewer) and my participants can not easily be declared helpful or prohibitive, 

even in a circumscribed example such as Judy’s. By this, I mean that any interview 

process is necessarily productive. Although my participants may have existing strong 

preferences or opinions, it is also clear, I would argue, that the stories told and the 

opinions expressed during the interviews were as much a product of the interview 

dynamic as of a pre-existing “well” of information to be tapped by the interviewer. Most 

basically, although I perceived my residence in the neighborhood to be a significant 

factor influencing the nature of the exchange and thus the resultant data – indeed, in two 

cases (Jim and Judy) in particular, the issue was alluded to explicitly by the interviewee – 

there are innumerable other more subtle social interactional components that can not be 

so readily explicated.  

In terms of my various participants, I imagine that in several cases questions of (relative) 

race, class, gender, sexuality and age – as well as potentially myriad other axes of 

difference – might have impacted in more-or-less subtle ways the conduct and analysis of 

these interviews. No amount of reflexivity can account adequately for these possibilities, 

but acknowledging the possibility of their significance does at least recognize, I think, the 

limited and modest nature of the truth claims I make on the basis of these data. 
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Acknowledging the need to be attentive to the uneven power dynamics between 

researcher and informants requires (at least) some reflection on key variables in the 

conduct of the interview – the location, or “place of”, the interview being a crucial 

element (Elwood and Martin 2000). Since one of the prerequisites for the conduct of 

these interviews was pleasant weather (individuals walked for anywhere between a half 

hour and two hours), the majority of interviews took place outdoors. I always asked the 

interviewees for their preference, and ended up on two occasions in locations up to a half 

mile from my “target” location around Wilson’s Grocery: a barbeque restaurant and a 

bakery. Several participants chose to converse in the yard of a nearby church, rather than 

the store forecourt, which depending on the time of the day (or the participant’s tolerance 

for such a “public” location) was impractically loud and/or crowded. One of my 

interviewees, Amanda, in particular stands out as having a particularly strong preference 

that the interview should take place in a more private location – in this case, a bakery 

several blocks away.  

AB: is here OK? Where should we talk? 

Amanda: Far, far away [laughter]… I don’t want people to 
overhear us talking about technology and geography and who 
knows what. I’m not sure they would appreciate it [gesturing 
towards the customers coming and going from Wilson’s] 

 

“Safely” away from the grocery store, en route to the more formal interview location, we 

discussed (briefly) her strong reaction against Wilson’s and in favor of the bakery: partly 

she was hungry, partly there were too many “truck people” coming and going from the 

grocery store – a reference to the numerous almost exclusively male workers (many in 
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pickups!) known to gravitate to Wilson’s for the hot lunch specials. Allowing 

interviewees some flexibility to select the interview venue clearly does not mitigate the 

inherent imbalance between interviewer and interviewee; one party benefits in terms of 

useful research “data”, new understandings of the research topic, and insights into others’ 

understandings and narratives (Kvale 2006; McDowell 2001), while the potential benefits 

accruing to the interviewee are hard (impossible in this case?) to identify. Moreover, 

interviewees are not necessarily as inclined or comfortable as Amanda to assert their 

preferences, however strong their doubts or discomfort might be with the “default” 

interview setting. The majority of interviewees expressed no preference (“wherever”, 

“whatever works for you”) in terms of interview site.  

While there is no way to circumvent entirely (or satisfactorily) the unevenness between 

researcher and researched, especially in a research project that does not seek (however 

problematically) to “empower” participants or contribute to any particular political 

agenda or movement, neither does it necessarily make sense to dismiss qualitative 

interviewing as inherently “one-way”, “instrumental” and otherwise undemocratic as 

critical accounts of the power relations in social science research have, on occasion, 

claimed (Kvale 2006, 483). I attempted at all stages to involve my research participants in 

a dialogic process of knowledge production by, for example, inviting survey participants 

to provide their contact information in the event that they wanted to be kept updated 

about the course of the research project. Many of my interviewees expressed a level of 

interest in the broader research project, which is not surprising given the self-selection 

component inherent in any group willing to commit a significant amount of time (always 
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in excess of one hour, excluding any travel to or from the study location). Two people 

explicitly requested to see the completed dissertation, and I will provide copies to them.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright © Andrew J. Boulton 2013 

253 



7. Findings: Visual media and more-than-visual experience: navigation, 

emotion and locative media 

7.1 Chapter summary 

• Locative media invoke and represent embodied and emotional engagements with 
places more complex than those suggested by simple metaphors of detached 
“God’s eye view” visualities. 

• Whether viewing the neighborhood remotely, via locative media only, or 
experiencing the neighborhood in person, participants drew on emotional, 
aesthetic (etc.) discourses that exceeded by far the mere visual/textual content of 
the provided media. 

• The particularities of the technology platforms used in the present study were 
directly related to the embodied experiences and reported emotions of 
participants. For example, the use of an augmented reality application entails a 
particular bodily orientation with respect to the street – an issue explored by/with 
several participants. 

• Similarly, the visual seamlessness of Google’s Street View represents a 
deliberately “realistic” and dynamic simulation of walking through place. 
Participants were used to forming, and comfortable reporting, their emotional 
reactions to the “feel” of a neighborhood based on the visual discourses presented. 

• Visual images – such as the annotations provided in the two locative media 
interfaces – do not exist in a vacuum. Participants inferred meaning and 
significance from images by working through the intertextuality of these 
discourses with pre-existing external understandings, and other representations of 
place. As such, work in visual studies and methodological literatures on photo-
elicitation techniques are useful resources for emerging geographical works in 
locative media. 

• The interviews revealed differentiated experiences of emotion, and particularly of 
fear, in negotiating this urban residential landscape. Though there was no clear 
quantitative male/female division in (reported) fear, there are strong gendered 
dimensions to the ways in which particular participants reported feeling 
comfortable/uncomfortable in engaging in particular aspects of the research 
activities. 
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• These lessons about the emotional aspects of fieldwork are important 
considerations for future studies of locative media which should attend not only to 
the theoretical gendering implicit in digital dérives (and the like) but also the very 
practical matters of male/female differences in comfort with exploration of/in 
locative media and the city.  

It is unsurprising that residents with direct firsthand experience of Kenwick should frame 

their commentary on the neighborhood’s qualities in terms of experiences and emotions – 

friendships, community pride, fear of crime and so forth – of everyday life (Boulton 

2011). However, even without extensive, sensual resources to draw upon, online-only 

participants (as well as my non-resident interviewees) felt able to make qualitative 

judgments about feelings of comfort, safety, etc.  

As with photo elicitation methods, which have been deployed extensively across the 

social sciences, the photographic representations of the neighborhood (provided by way 

of Google Street View) seemed to provide a useful stimulus for individuals to articulate 

their emotional and attitudinal responses to the built environment, in a way that purely 

textual surveys might not have. Typically, photo elicitation is used in conjunction with 

other documentary devices, such as diaries or logs, to document everyday lives and/or 

provoke discussion about places and practices, especially those that may otherwise be too 

seemingly banal to warrant conscious reflection (Latham 2003). In a more-than-

representational moment, the use of photographic imagery within a qualitative research 

methodology may be characterized as a radical departure from the primacy of the written 

word as authoritative representation in modern social science research (Ibid.). And while 

the occularcentrism of photography and visual media may be critiqued as sensually 

limited in the same ways as verbal representation, there is evidence that visual images 
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work as an effective prompt for talking about often taken-for-granted everyday practices 

and for sensitive or traumatic issues with vulnerable populations such as the homeless 

(Johnsen, May, and Cloke 2008) and children (Epstein et al. 2006).  Geography has 

frequently been described as a visual discipline (for example: M. Rose 2002), which is in 

part a critique of geographers’ privileging of images at the expense of other sensual 

qualities (with the “silences” and privileges that such a bias entails), but also in part a call 

for critical engagement with the significance of visual images to understandings of place.  

Although the Street View and annotative imagery provided to the online participants was 

not contributed by the participants themselves – a clear departure from classic 

photographic elicitation as a method – it is significant that similarly thoughtful and 

emotional responses were reported. But, also in a departure from codified photo 

elicitation methodologies, the images were presented to my participants – both within the 

Remote Interface and Street-Based Interface exercises – in a naturalistic, familiar digital 

format. The follow-up surveys and interviews (respectively) were used to probe 

individuals’ experiences and understandings of the neighborhood based on the imagery 

and other cues, but the viewing of the imagery took place on the participants’ own terms 

– either at a time and place of their choosing (the Remote Interface) or self-directed 

within the neighborhood (the Street-Based Interface). This is a significant methodological 

point given the ways in which practices around the consumption (and production) of 

contemporary geographically referenced images/media differ from previously existing 

contexts of authorship, audience and display (see Rose 2003, 214).   

Frequently, geographers deploy visual images in their conference presentations, 

classrooms and books to capture the essence of the glacier, the street, or the manuscript. 
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Decontextualized, these images “have no framing that suggests any kind of technical or 

aesthetic—let alone social, economic or institutional—constraint on the image” (G. Rose 

2003, 215). Devoid of critical commentary, photography is presented and read as a 

faithful representation of reality, as luminous “jewels of disciplinary data” (Ibid.). The 

critical moment suggested by Rose is the problematization of the relationship between the 

viewer and the image, compared with the relationship between the photographer and 

captured scene. The former, whether the viewer is an academic presenting her findings to 

an enthralled audience (Rose’s example) or a student browsing an unfamiliar part of town 

using Street View, is one of confident assertion and, above all, “authority” (Ibid., 216). 

By contrast, the relationship between the image’s (Street View’s) referent (the street) and 

the photographer may be far more ambiguous, steeped (perhaps) in the bemusement, 

indifference, and so forth of placing one’s body where visual knowledge can legitimately 

be recorded.  

I would suggest that, based on my participants’ reports of their emotional responses to the 

Street View imagery, the purported confident visuality of remote, screen-based viewing – 

the power of the individual viewer over the scene he/she surveys – is less absolute than is 

suggested by Rose’s schema. Rather, as I show below, Remote participants grappled to 

an extent with the anxieties and complexities – the emotions – of street-based 

exploration, even as, locationally speaking, they observed the neighborhood, in Rose’s 

(2003) analogy, with the cool detachment of the lecture theater rather than the embodied 

entanglement of the field.  

Indeed, Rose’s account of geography’s disciplinary images, and according to Lapenta 

(2011), the broader production/consumption binary frameworks by which social theorists 
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have understood the economy of visual images, may be useful but incomplete in the 

context of locative media. The tension between on-site versus remote consumption of 

digital representations echoes the discussion in Jonathan Culler’s (1981) work on tourism 

semiotics wherein he notes the irony of the productive role markers play in constituting  

sites as objects of “authentic” tourist experience (1981, 5). Significantly, Culler notes that 

markers, or claims to touristic (historical, cultural) significance, may be either on-site, 

such as historical plaques and signs, “mobile”, as in the case of guidebooks and maps, or 

“off-site” as in the case of representations explicitly designed for consumption elsewhere 

(“souvenirs”, art works, advertising products). Drawing on the Situationists’ notion of the 

spectacle and Baudrillard on simulacra, Lapenta argues that what we are seeing with 

locative media is, finally, a reconciliation between image and reality. Whereas Debord 

(and the Situationist movement) lamented that, under what they characterized as 

autocratic capitalization of production, the “unity of life can never be recovered” from the 

primacy of “representation” over “living” (Knabb 2006[Debord, chapter 1]), Lapenta 

(2011) reads from the emergence of locative media a “geolocational reunion” in which: 

“the image is finally recognised for what it has always been; a representation of 

interconnected physical and social relations, and a system of informational relations 

(spatial and temporal) among people and the objects of their worlds” (Lapenta 2011, 16). 

Equivalently, the intrinsic relationships between image and referent in an era of 

ubiquitous connection to and interaction with digital content seems to imply, for several 

participants – those noting that they would be uncomfortable visiting parts of the 

neighborhood, that they suspected certain kinds of criminality to prevalent, that 
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placemarked information seemed incomplete (and so forth) – a keen sense of the social 

and technical processes surrounding the image’s production.  

It is worth noting here that the very concept of emotion – what I am taking to refer in this 

context to a fairly broad swathe of qualitative judgments about the reported “feel” of a 

place – is far from an unproblematic concept within geography.  In a notable editorial, 

Anderson and Smith (2001) were able to argue that “emotions have been banished from 

social science” (7), attributing this omission, by design, to the masculinist basis of social 

science research. Where emotion was written of, they suggested, it was by explicitly 

feminist geographers (and the occasional cultural geographer). Such work on emotional 

geographies from the 1990s onwards engaged emotion in a range of theoretical and 

substantive contexts, frequently dealing focusing on the emotional dimensions of actually 

engaging in fieldwork (see: Sharp 2009), the interview process, and various facets of the 

research experience. These feminist and, more broadly, poststructuralist works have not 

always engaged directly with emotion as a concept, but the “emotional turn” in 

geographic research is inextricably tied up with the more generalized appreciation of the 

social nature of social science research. 

Writing about emotion, or more accurately, reading emotion from participants’ utterances 

or typed words is no less problematic. While a feminist inspired agenda of breaking down 

the binary between the rational and the emotional in cultural geographical research is a 

laudable goal, methodologies for doing so are less clear. As I have suggested above, 

classic qualitative analytical tools such as discourse analysis run the risk of reinscribing 

these very rational/emotional binaries in terms of their insistence on rigor and 

reproducibility of method (Fairclough 1995). The irrational, emotional, subjective (etc.) 
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words of the research participant are rationalized, ordered, coded and made sense of by 

the expert researcher and “his” toolkit. There are real potential dangers then in taking 

texts (spoken or written utterances) as transparent representations of emotions, and then 

applying to those texts systematic tools or codes for emotional identification. If emotion 

is a “subjective and non-verbal phenomenon of human consciousness” (Bingley 2003, 

330), it is necessarily problematic to presume that individuals’ words offer a direct 

window into an instinctive, metabolic psychological, etc. basis of emotion. Given this 

realization there are several possible “ways out”. I will mention two, before making a 

more explicit statement about my interest in emotion in the context of locatively 

mediated landscape. Thereafter, I turn to a more empirically grounded account of some of 

the ways in which emotion played a significant role in the conduct of this research 

project. 

It is arguably around this base level “crisis of representation” realization of the 

inadequacy of (verbal) representation of complex social phenomena that the study of 

emotion in geography has, to an extent, been supplanted by a more-than-representational 

focus on affect. In contrast with emotion which is inherently social, reflexive and 

intersubjective, affect is frequently characterized as escaping the play of signs and 

discourse, as something purer, even “prediscursive” (Dewsbury 2003). Emotion is 

potentially too tied up with self-conscious reflection and socially constructed 

understanding because it is tied up with self-conscious reflection and socially constructed 

understandings grounded in a pervasive popular, psychological, sociological discourse on 

emotion.  As such, because affect relates to such basic reactions and originary emotions, 
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writing about affect raises a suite of problematics around the politics of representation – 

not least, the possibility of representation in general.  

By contrast, many critical (particularly feminist) geographers choose to engage emotion 

as a necessary component of epistemologies that reject not just enlightenment ideals of 

masculinist reason (Parr 2012), but also elision of the social in more-than-

representational or “transhuman” work (Thien 2005). Echoing Thien, Sharp (2008) 

suggests that the turn to affect in human geography is one that may work to reinscribe old 

binaries between mind and body and (thus) between masculine rationality and feminine 

emotion. Thien (2005) makes a parallel argument, suggesting that a turn to affect 

(rational on the basis of its physiological reality) versus emotion (irrational, feminized, 

based on its nebulous, self-conscious character) further works to perpetuate a “false 

distinction between ‘personal’ and ‘political’ which feminist scholars have extensively 

critiqued” (3).  

For example, in her dissertation research on Hope VI housing, Ellen Hostetter (Hostetter 

2008) makes an argument (for example pp. 42-5) about the possibility – which she then 

puts into practice – of writing critically about emotion on the basis of textual data. 

Reading her interview and archival material through sociological, psychological and 

philosophical literatures on emotion, she treats emotion(s) as non-essential but 

nevertheless identifiable sets of characteristics that are meaningful to people and thus 

affective (in that case, in the housing policy arena). Establishing a “code book” (Hostetter 

2008, 44) based on established definitions of emotions, her discourse analysis of texts 

proceeds by way of two linked methods, equivalent to the content analysis and discourse 

analysis moments in the present study’s methodology: a content analysis involving the 
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counting/identification of key words and phrases (the coding element), and an 

“interpretive” method wherein texts are read for their emotive or  emotionally loaded 

content.  

By recognizing that objectively reading emotion from texts is an impossibility – and 

simultaneously acknowledging that any interpretation of the emotional content of texts 

will necessarily be partial and situated – we nevertheless enable the possibility that 

emotions matter.  

It is in this spirit that I reflect on what Hostetter describes as the “emotive” content of my 

participants’ narratives. Specifically, and consistent with an anti-essentialist notion of 

emotion, I want to reflect on two broad types of emotional response reported by my 

participants: emotional ideas related to fear and trepidation, and emotions around 

familiarity and comfort. These two heuristic categories of emotion are not intended to be 

all encompassing, but I am particularly interested in the ways in which interviewees 

described navigating, emotionally and spatially, these “poles”. Survey respondents 

similarly reported impressions of the neighborhood that drew on notions of fear and 

comfort, even as these analyses lacked some of the depth and nuance of the interview 

narratives. 

7.2 Locatively mediated narratives of fear and comfort 

When Microsoft patented its “avoid ghetto” technology for smartphones, commentators 

reacted angrily (and approvingly) to the transparency with which the software giant chose 

to demarcate for  users safe versus “ghetto” areas of the city (see: M. Graham, Zook, and 

Boulton 2012). Slated for use in a range of locational applications including GPS 
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Jane’s case, however, it is not the inherent inaccuracy of crowd-sourced data – a 

problematic raised by Goodchild (2008) – that is the concern, but the supposed biases of 

agendas of those predisposed to contribute consumer locative annotations. Examining the 

extent to which locative media users, in general, distinguish between crowd-sourced 

information, and “official”/authoritative data in making value judgments around digital 

representations of place, is a question deserving of more sustained attention. Such 

research might usefully build on the present study’s attention to the differences the 

content of locative annotations make to users’ perceptions of place. Moving beyond a 

landscape-as-locatively-mediated-landscape lens, a stronger focus on users’ 

understandings of questions of authorship (versus theoretical explorations of authorship, 

or a focus on the dynamics contributor communities) might entail critical geographers’ 

usefully directing attention towards accenting our understandings of the political 

economy of locative media production. Minimally, beginning from an empirical 

understanding of locative media consumers’ experiences and understandings of 

authorship, geographers might begin to explicate in more (theoretical and empirical) 

detail the potential for transformative (or other) political agendas inherent in consumer 

locative media platforms. 

8.3 The temporality of locatively mediated landscape 

the more one examines close shots of the crowd, the more one is 
reminded of early-nineteenth-century photography, where long 
exposures often resulted in ghost figures. These fugitive figures 
emerged from the gaze locked within three-point perspective and 
subject to the limits of early photochemical emulsions. [Here] a 
different mechanism is at play: the tolerances of algorithmic 
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Then, as you take a couple of hurried left turns, to explore the back side of the block 

something strange happens. The rubble disappears, the sun comes out, pedestrians walk 

the previously torn up sidewalk. Looking back down the blocked street, buildings have 

reappeared. The parking meters beside the jewelry store are occupied; business and life 

go on as normal. You turned away for less than a minute to circle to the far side of the 

block, and in that time the architecture had been reconstructed, businesses relocated, and 

the weather transformed. 

In a forthcoming Transactions paper, Mark Graham, Matt Zook and I began to develop 

some thoughts around the temporality of locatively mediated landscapes in terms of 

timeless power. We do so in the context of what we refer to as “types” of power within a 

broader discussion about the power-laden landscapes of/in augmented realities and 

locative media in general. Here, I want to touch on  some of those ideas in light of my 

empirical findings in Kenwick.  

We introduce timeless power – along with distributed power, communication power and 

code power – to characterize the complex flattening or eliding of chronology in the 

production of of-the-moment augmented reality representations.  Recall that timeless 

power (see section 2.4.1.4) refers to the ways in which digital representations of place 

reconfigure temporal relationships, particularly sequence and duration, between people 

and events. Part of this temporal problematic lies in the conflation – necessary in the 

context of products such as augmented reality applications – of presence (qua presence of 

annotations) with the present (i.e. that the present annotations describe the current nature 

of that location). The participant who described his excitement at learning the 

neighborhood was brass-band-friendly, on the basis of a placemark illustrating a brass 
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band performance, playfully recognized – even as he gained emotional satisfaction from 

– the ephemerality of locative annotations.  

Mike: Yeah, they have a brass band… 

AB: …where?  

Mike: First thing I wanted to see. In the front yard, over there.  

AB: Oh, in the placemark?... [referring to one of the placemarks, 
pictured below, provided to subsets of participants in both the 
online and face-to-face components] 

Mike: …the yellow house, yeah. The sign said refreshments but I 
saw the brass band playing. 

AB: Right. 

Mike. I thought that was pretty neat. They allow brass bands which 
makes it a good neighborhood to my mind [laughter] 

 

Presence/present is a useful heuristic because there is evidence both that it successfully 

describes users’ engagements with temporally ambivalent locative annotations (presence) 

and current (present) exploration, and that participants playfully, and cognizantly, engage 

with questions of time. At a broader level it flags the significance of power in locative 

media – particularly distributed power and code power – in conferring relative 

permanency to particular locative annotations vis-à-vis other, more fleeting 

representations of place.  

Two interviewees “admitted” to having preempted their walks around Kenwick by briefly 

exploring the neighborhood online (using Google Earth or Google Maps). While both 

mentioned that their impressions of the neighborhood were generally more favorable 
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following in-person exploration, one participant suggested that the specific timing of the 

Street View imagery was significant in conferring a particular impression of the 

neighborhood: 

The first place I landed online there was trash out on the sidewalk. 
… I didn’t see any of that today [during the walk]. I don’t know if 
it was maybe trash day or something else? But that definitely 
skewed what I was thinking, expected, and it wasn’t like that. It 
was a lot more cheerful. 

 

Asking in more detail about what specific markers of “cheerfulness” were absent in the 

online exploration, she suggested that the overcast conditions at the time of the images’ 

collection might have been a factor: “everything was gray; there was no color or so it 

seemed but the reality was flowers, and colors, well, it’s summer and that would account 

for it”. The Street View imagery of Kenwick, at the time of writing (Spring 2013) 

appears to comprise a composite of images from at least two separate occasions, one in 

July and one in September of 2007. While parts of the neighborhood are pictured under 

the bright blue skies of a late summer’s afternoon, significant portions are pictured under 

a drab midsummer haze. Adding a third temporal layering, Google’s satellite imagery of 

the neighborhood (used in both Google Maps and Google Earth) is a much more recent 

data set depicting the area on a clear, late summer morning. Construction projects, 

ongoing in the Street View imagery are long since complete in the satellite view, 

buildings present in the 2007 data set torn down or severely modified by 2012, but to the 

casual observer these images comprise a coherent view of the neighborhood that simply 

“is” as presented. In the case of both Street View and the satellite imagery, these data sets 
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travel outside of the confines of the delineated Google Maps and Google Street View 

interfaces to be integrated in various dynamic and static presentations online (realtor and 

other property-based services being prominent examples) where they contribute in more-

or-less powerful ways towards available representations of places. It remains an open 

question the extent to which the temporal “fixing” of a place at a moment in time (with 

associated lighting, weather, seasonality, image quality, etc.) within ostensibly current or 

real time visual representations works to frame perceptions of a place. The limited 

evidence available from this study suggests that, on occasion at least, interviewees 

engaged explicitly with these questions of temporality, specifically as they related to the 

observable differences between represented and actually-existing neighborhood features. 

Recall that even in the online exercise, one participant stated that imagery “from different 

times of day and the changing of the seasons” would provide a welcome enhancement to 

the online interface.  

8.3.2  (Dis)placing memory: memorialization, locative media and Benjamin’s 

city 

I am not the first person to suggest the use of Walter Benjamin’s work with reference to 

Google’s mapping products, but the intention here is rather different from that of 

Kingsbury and Jones (2009). I want to place Benjamin (Benjamin, Eiland, and 

MacLaughlin 1999) in dialog with de Certeau (1984) to explore the city as a site/sight of 

ghosts, echoes, relics – in short, as a site of memory placed and displaced. Benjamin 

speaks very directly to the materiality of memory, and to the affectivity and agency of 

material fragments – buildings, artifacts, sounds, smells, texts – within the city: to their 

agency to call the past into the present, to awaken the “dead” into the living. All the time, 
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the mundane relics of modernity’s “prehistory” (Savage 2000, 39) – facades of buildings, 

abandoned furniture, tabletop ornaments, dilapidated railway stations – are “exploded” 

(Buck-Morss 1989, 95) out of their time, or any time in particular, to do their (affective, 

imaginative, memorial) work here, in the “present”, temporally and spatially.  

In general, I think there is value to thinking through (mercenarily?) Benjamin’s notion of 

time and temporality as nonlinear and non-narrative, as it relates to an urban experience 

shot through with “invocations”: that is, with echoes of times and experiences past, 

arguably, I suggest, including locative spatial annotations as codified remnants of past 

experience. I want to suggest that, in (re)asserting a sense of memory that is both “about a 

place” and “not localizable”, de Certeau (1984, 108-9) echoes Benjamin’s analysis of 

memory as at once placed and displaced, actual and imagined and points to the complex 

ways in which locative placemarks are not simply “read” as data but may, in practice, 

combine with other affective/embodied experiences.  I will return to the idea of 

displacement below, but for now I will define (dis)placement as the ways in which 

memory is at once anchored and free-floating in respect of its original (spatial-temporal) 

location. In parallel, I would argue that the memorialization moment inherent to place-

marking (annotation) has a similarly ambivalent status in respect to its placement in time 

and place; that is, temporally distant annotations work with one an another and with other 

markers, cues, memories and temporalities (referencing this place and others, 

produced/consumed in this place and elsewhere) within the “excessive”, over-coded 

event of being in the landscape (Edensor 2005). 

Describing the coffee houses of his youth, Benjamin asserts the primacy of “the place 

itself” in conferring memory: the power of sights and smells, the spatial arrangement of 

293 
 



the cafés, their booths and hidden recesses. “Just as in general, here more than elsewhere, 

the human figures receded before the place itself” (Benjamin 2009, 24). Lamenting the 

building’s subsequent “renovation” – and its becoming a place of business and pleasure – 

there is an implicit appeal to authenticity, to a richness and wealth of sociality recorded, 

somehow, in the material palimpsest of the landscape itself. But once authenticity is 

claimed, named, is reified, the object(ified) ceases to exist outside of its representation; it 

descends, in other words, to simulacrum, to the hyperreal or in the language of Wilson 

(2011): when codified, claimed, converted to “data”, locative spatial annotations are 

stripped of the subjective content both of their production and of the conditions they seek 

to document.  But, I would argue, this incompleteness, this lack of “social metadata” (i.e. 

the conditions of the production of the spatial data), could be read, more optimistically as 

a productive gap into which and from which other readings, experiences and futures 

might flow. Indeed, as Lowy (1985) notes, the biggest thing Benjamin does in terms of 

time is precisely to reject a linear, progressive, chronological view of history. This is 

important because in the fragments of the past –the sounds that remind Benjamin of 

school, the annotation that claims this is a fun, crime-ridden or significant place and thus 

evokes an emotional/memorial response from the “consumer” – are futures to be realized 

rather than (and as well as) pasts to be recovered. The past(s) and present become 

copresent, temporally and spatially. In my reading, rather than simply seeking to return to 

the (precapitalist? Premodern?) past – although antimodernist, anticapitalist sensibilities 

are part of Benjamin’s politics – these historical fragments are animated in and brought to 

bear on the present. In that sense, disrupting progress becomes not about freezing time, 

but rather, about seeing in these relics of the past the traces of other pasts and the 
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glimmers of other possible futures. As a political moment, his method of “awakening” – 

this very individualized, subjective engagement with materiality and memory – is less 

than straightforward; there is no teleological outcome sought, no correct way to 

read/perceive the landscape. In this context, control of the availability (and means of 

production) of those materials available for individuals’ consumption – digital images, 

annotations – becomes central to the politics of representation and memorialization. 

If place is central to Benjamin’s autobiographical recollections – in the sense that place 

forms both the substance of memory and the stage on which it is (s)played out, taking 

precedence over the interpersonal/intersubjective relationships one might more typically 

associate with autobiography – it is interesting to consider this place-memory dialectic in 

more detail. Memory is placed – in the recollections of cafés, school rooms – in the sense 

that, for Benjamin, material contexts appear as more than a backdrop against which life is 

played out; places become the very stuff of memory, the definition of autobiography. 

Whilst place is linked inextricably with the performances it permits, engenders, 

encourages, for Benjamin the power of place is unrelated to the duration of acquaintance 

with it (Benjamin 1955, 27). Rather, the affective power of place is the product of a 

denser, less tangible (emotional, psychological) effects. Thus, in a sense, memory is also 

displaced. By displaced I mean that the affective power of memory – its ghosts, 

placemarks, traces, echoes, whether visual, haptic or otherwise – need not refer to any 

particular place (as in location), in the same way that place need not correspond to any 

particular time (as in present versus past). For example, as Benjamin notes, the emotion 

inherent in his performance – endurance – of the school building does not rely on a return 

to that particular (locational) place. Rather, its smells, its sights – appearing years later 
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and miles apart – conjure up that same loathing, fear and helplessness “in ever-new 

places” (Ibid., 26)”. It might be useful to distinguish heuristically at this point between 

“recollection” and “memory”: in Proustian terms, the former would refer to the 

“voluntary memory” of the codified annotation, the autobiography; the latter, to the 

“involuntary memory” triggered through the event of perceiving in situ that codified 

memorialization in conjunction with emotional unpredictability of being (for example: 

Crang and Travlou 2001).  

This is perhaps the aspect of Benjamin that I find most instructive: the idea that we (he) 

may be accosted – interpellated – by these involuntary memories, by traces of past 

experiences both in the form of codified, official discourses and spatial annotations, but 

also in the highly personalized and embodied practices of/with locative media that are 

irreducible to reading. In de Certeau’s terms the material object, the “trace” can be 

thought of as synecdoche – where the fragment is made to “play the role of the whole” 

(1984, 101); the Yelp.com review stands in for the totality of “worst food ever” and the 

social conditions and memories elided and evoked by such a codification; the “damp 

odour” (1955, 13) of the school hall stands for the school, for childhood, for hell. This is 

the sense in which de Certeau’s (1984) conceptualization of “memory” adds to 

Benjamin’s: Amongst the layered cartographies of planners, maps, and the “strange 

toponymy [of place names] that is detached from actual places” (104), floats another 

immanent field – of memory and affect: “the memorable”, he says, “is that which can be 

dreamed about a place” (109). What can be dreamed about a place?: that which has 

already been experienced, and increasingly that which has been experienced is captured, 

however inadequately, as a digital marker – a Tweet, a review, a piece of georeferenced 
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detritus. In this way, memorialization via annotation becomes “anti-museum” in de 

Certeau’s words; cyberspace has no specific time and no particular place, or existence (an 

echo, a ghost, a shadow) beyond its embodied articulation with the materiality of 

experience. If we embody – and in our engagements with the materiality of the city it 

embodies – traces of past encounters, past experiences, past fears and past decisions, then 

the present, not to mention the future, becomes far less stable, less given and less natural. 

By considering those intangible, affective elements of spatial practice, Benjamin offer us 

the prospect of an experience of place outside of the contrived spectacles of the 

(post)modern city – an individual, emotional experience of ghosts, echoes, and relics that 

goes far beyond the visual. More pragmatically, it suggests the need for geographers to 

consider with more theoretical complexity the politics of memory and memorialization in 

an era of ubiquitous geocoded traces of individual (and aggregated) lives. Besides 

questions of authorship and ownership – who creates and controls the mechanisms by 

which particular discourses are concertized as digiplace – this speaks to broader questions 

of privacy in an era of merciless memory wherein potentially limitless voluntarily- and 

involuntarily-contributed geocoded data about individuals’ movements, proclivities, etc. 

may be stored and recombined continuously (Dodge and Kitchin 2007a) 

 

 

8.4 Concluding thoughts 

To date, studies of locative media have been broadly distributed across the social 

sciences, and critical accounts of the practices, representations and institutions implicated 
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on this broad terrain have shed considerable light on these emerging phenomena. This 

dissertation project is directed primarily towards asserting the essential role that 

geography and geographers play, and must play, in these substantive and theoretical 

endeavors.  

Because locative media is such a broad topic and encompasses – rightly – a broad range 

of disciplinary and commercial concerns, we must be cautious of broad, overarching 

claims and meta-theories that attempt to account for the totality of locatively mediated 

experience. We must be equally cautious, I would suggest, of those accounts of locative 

media technologies and digital representations of place, however eloquent, subtle and 

sophisticated, that proceed largely on the basis of assertion and with recourse to critical 

literatures extant to characterize the fundamental novelty or paradigmatically different 

terrain of digitally mediated (versus “traditional”, cultural) landscape. There is a vital 

place for theory-building, but I subscribe to an old-fashioned view that lived experience – 

or verstehen as the phenomenologists might have it (Schutz 1954) – and not armchair 

pontification might be a more appropriate basis for such generalization as is sustainable. 

Humanistic geographies, writ large, insist on the fundamentally social nature of 

knowledge and the research process – processes from which more broadly applicable 

processes or analytical constructs may be abstracted.  It is the texture and diversity of 

lived experience that motivates my argument that particularity matters. 

Particularity matters in terms of locative media technologies which vary according to the 

subjects by which they are consumed and produced, the platforms and devices through 

which they are delivered, and the places in which they are put to work. Particularity 

matters in terms of place given the wildly divergent ways in which different locations are 
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represented in digiplace. Augmented reality usage in San Francisco or Disney Land or 

Central London has no necessary equivalence with a Google Maps representation of 

restaurants in Milwaukee, or community activists’ participant GIS representations of their 

Seattle neighborhood (Wilson 2011). No necessary equivalence, but to the extent that 

there are commonalities between the power-laden cartographic, embodied, (gendered, 

racialized, etc.) practices around cartographic representations in each case, critical 

geographers’ crucial role is to explicate the ways in which the digital matters in the 

production and experience of landscape.  

This dissertation research illustrates, above all, the need to situate locative media within 

the theoretical and substantive purview of geographies of lived places and everyday life: 

specifically, cultural landscape studies. The specific findings of this study highlight the 

significance of locative media in mediating subjective experiences of a particular 

residential landscape. To that extent, I was able both to elaborate a conceptualization of 

landscape aesthetics that builds on and refines earlier poststructuralist landscape work on 

aesthetics, but also to elaborate a methodological approach to locatively mediated 

landscape with broader applicability. 

As a methodological framework, this study suggested at least three more generally 

applicable axioms for the reading of contemporary cultural landscapes under the auspices 

of ubiquitous locative media. The empirical bases of these proposed axioms are 

illustrated and, I think, flagged clearly throughout the methodological-empirical 

components of this study. In this summary section I seek only to provide examples, in 

general terms, of the broad claims made and, more importantly, to suggest outstanding 

topics that require further elucidation by critical geographers on the basis of future 
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empirically grounded work. These axioms are provided, in the spirit of Pierce Lewis not 

as transcendent truths always and everywhere applicable but as propositions that might 

form the basis of thorough, empirically grounded and subtle accounts of the actual 

workings of cultural landscape qua locatively mediated landscape in spatially and 

temporally particular contexts. 

Locative media comprise/are important actors in the cultural landscape through which 

individuals seek and create information about landscapes. For example, my participants 

(both “online” and offline”) engaged directly with locative annotations of place, 

assuming their claims to be authoritative, or at least warranting discussion, vis-à-vis other 

sources of information. What practices, politics and biases govern the production of the 

locational annotations that form the (largely unquestioned) backdrop to locatively 

mediated experiences of place? Important questions in this vein remain incompletely 

addressed, despite geographers’ growing attention to the political economy of 

neogeographic and “big” data production.  

Additionally, geographers might profitably examine, comparatively, practices of locative 

media usage. How do the consumption practices of locative media technologies vary 

from place-to-place and subjectively? For example, in what ways are locative media 

gendered both in the visualities implicit in their authorship and display, and in terms of 

the embodied practices of their performance/consumption? 

There is no necessary distinction (i.e. incommensurability) between locative media 

representations of landscape and “established” cartographic, artistic (etc.) 

representations of landscape. The visualities implicit in locative media representations 

mirror, in particular cases, the orientations of power, control and synopsis inherent in 
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“traditional” representations of landscape extant (e.g. bird’s eye views). The empirical 

findings of this study suggest, however, that, even in the context of offline or Remote-

Based exploration of place, the God’s eye synoptic gaze of the omniscient, masculinist 

subject is not unproblematically experienced by participants. To the contrary, the 

embodied practices of/with locative media suggest more complex relationships between 

subjects and their (interpretations of) representations of landscape.  In what ways do 

specific locative media representations – in specific places, at specific times, for specific 

subjects – entail particular regimes of visuality? What commonalities join various, 

diverse, forms of locative media in respect of the politics of representation (writ large)? 

What opportunities exist for the subversion of dominant representations of place and how 

are these enabled or foreclosed by specific locative media technologies and practices? 

Time is an important and under-explored dimension of locative media. Specifically, as I 

mention in section 8.3, above, geographers can play an important role in tracing out the 

significance of “timeless’ representations of place such as those presented via dominant 

consumer locative media platforms.  

Finally, it is my hope and expectation that although (necessarily) novel now, the claim 

that landscape and locatively mediated landscape are one and the same, will, just a 

handful of years hence, seem unremarkable, commonsense even. The present study and 

the methodological framework it advances represent an evolution rather than a revolution 

in the conceptualization of the digital augmentation of landscape. Indeed, as I have 

illustrated at significant (perhaps laborious!) length, the argument about the intrinsic role 

of digital technologies in the construction of space is not novel; from a variety of 

subdisciplinary perspectives, the role of information technologies in mediating/producing 

301 
 



space has been explored at great length. The modification suggested here is, above all, a 

change of emphasis, and, specifically, a broadened methodology. If – and because – 

locative media are tied up in the power-laden geographies of cultural landscapes and the 

deep, subjective meanings attached to and derived from landscape, the critical tools and 

methodologies of cultural landscape studies are urgently required in this substantive 

arena. Empirical work on ordinary landscape is fundamental to this revivification of a 

cultural landscape studies tradition concerned with landscape as epistemology, as an idea 

and a tangible, everyday, experienced, lived materialization of discourse (analog and 

digital). 
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9. Appendix 

9.1  Complete survey questions 

How would you describe your gender? 
Male, female, 
other, declined 

How old are you? Number 

How would you describe your level of familiarity with [Google 
Maps?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

How would you describe your level of familiarity with 
[Browsing the Internet?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

How would you describe your level of familiarity with [Google 
StreetView?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• This neighborhood seems to have 
interesting architecture] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• The neighborhood seems to be historically 
significant] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• It seems that people take good care of their 
homes] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• The neighborhood seems to be well-served 
by grocery stores] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• The neighborhood seems like it would be a 
safe place to bicycle] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the neighborhood? [• The neighborhood seems well-served by 
public transportation] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 
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If you were to summarize what this neighborhood is like to a 
friend who had never been there before, what would you say? Text 
Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what 
seems in your opinion seems to be the best or most desirable 
characteristic or feature of the neighborhood? Text 
Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what 
seems to be the worst or least desirable characteristic or feature 
of the neighborhood? Text 
What additional types of information or features could be added 
to these maps/StreetView to allow you to gain a fuller 
understanding of the neighborhood? Text 
Thinking about your experience with Google Street View and 
Google Maps today, to what extent do you agree or disagree 
with the following [Google Street View and Google Maps are a 
good way of finding out about a neighborhood without visiting] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Thinking about your experience with Google Street View and 
Google Maps today, to what extent do you agree or disagree 
with the following [The additional information (placemarks) 
helped me to understand the character of the neighborhood] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Thinking about your experience with Google Street View and 
Google Maps today, to what extent do you agree or disagree 
with the following [After visiting this neighborhood “virtually” I 
am more likely to want to visit it in real life] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

How would you describe your level of familiarity with [Using 
the Internet/web?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

How would you describe your knowledge about? [The different 
neighborhoods of Lexington?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

How would you describe your knowledge about? [The Kenwick 
neighborhood?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

How would you describe your knowledge about? [Your own 
neighborhood?] 

Very familiar, 
somewhat familiar, 
neutral, somewhat 
unfamiliar, very 
unfamiliar 

Overall, how similar is Kenwick to the neighborhood/place in 
which you feel most comfortable? 

Very similar, 
somewhat similar, 
somewhat 
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dissimilar, very 
dissimilar 

Does Kenwick seem a more or less appealing place to live than 
your current neighborhood? 

Significantly more, 
more, equal, less, 
significantly less 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Walkable] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Vibrant] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Eclectic] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Peaceful] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Neat] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [High crime] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Diverse] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Poor] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Scruffy] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Family friendly] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately Strongly agree, 
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describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Historical] agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Attractive] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Suburban] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

In your opinion, which of the following words accurately 
describe the Kenwick neighborhood? [Boring] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

How long did you spend viewing the neighborhood using the StreetView tool and the 
map/placemarks? 

Your preferences [My ideal home would be a large, new house] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [My ideal home would have a large lot/yard] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [I prefer houses with "character" to newer 
homes] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [I would want to live close to downtown] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [Given the choice between an old house and a 
new house, I would always choose a new house] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [Older homes tend to be built more solidly 
than new homes] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [Subdivisions and urban sprawl are ruining the 
character of US cities] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [I like craftsman-style architecture] Strongly agree, 
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agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [I like Victorian-style architecture] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Your preferences [I prefer a back yard deck to a front porch] 

Strongly agree, 
agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly 
disagre 

Who made you aware of this research? 

9.2  Interview Guide 

• Please talk me through your route  

o Duration 

o Use GPS trace 

o Ask for reasoning 

• If you were to summarize what this neighborhood is like to a friend who had 

never been there before, what would you say? 

o Architecture 

o Familiarity/similarity 

o feel  

• Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems in your opinion 

seems to be the best or most desirable characteristic or feature of the 

neighborhood? 

o Why?  

o Personal preferences 

• Based on your exploration of the neighborhood today, what seems to be the worst 

or least desirable characteristic or feature of the neighborhood? 
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9.3 User Experience 

The included video file  
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