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Mapping heterotopia: Enjoyment as practice
in two alternative spaces


Abstract
Heterotopias are spaces at the margins that disturb the system from within. They offer a vantage point to explore the affective practices which animate projects existing to challenge the dominant order. In this paper, we are interested in the relationship between heterotopia and enjoyment, specifically the ways in which heterotopias can be sources of enjoyment, while relying on enjoyment as a driving force. Our discussion draws on an immersive ethnography of two alternative projects – the first against urban inequalities and the second against technological dystopia. Data collection involved more than 800 hours of observation, attending dozens of meetings and events, conducting 29 formal interviews and collecting emails and online exchanges. Through our empirical accounts, we identify three types of heterotopic processes that are linked to specific practices of enjoyment; experimenting, articulating and seizing. Placing these in the context of theories of heterotopia, we show how enjoyment acts as a source of strength and potential in the development of alternative imaginaries.
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Since we can’t extract beauty from life, let’s at least try to extract beauty from not being able to extract beauty from life. Let’s make our failure into a victory, into something positive and lofty, endowed with columns, majesty and our mind’s consent. If life has given us no more than a prison cell, let’s at least decorate it as best we can – with the shadows of our dreams, their colourful patterns engraving our oblivion on the static surface of the walls. 
(Aesthetics of Discouragement, Fernando Pessoa, 1921) 

Introduction 
The severity of on-going economic, environmental, political and societal crises has sparked a renewed interest in the concepts of utopia and dystopia (Bhatt, Qureshi, Shukla, & Hota, 2024; de Cock, Nyberg, & Wright, 2021; Gümüsay & Reinecke, 2022), in line with the search for viable alternatives to the established order. For Foucault (1986) however, utopias do not constitute the answer inasmuch as they are sites with no real place, built in extrapolation or opposition to society. In contrast, there are places in society that correspond to ‘sorts of actually realized utopias’ (Foucault, 1998, p. 178) and which may present an answer – heterotopia. Heterotopias are essentially places of otherness that express an alternate/alternative ordering of society through their contact with the society that they despise (Foucault, 1986); in so doing, they bring to the centre those at the margins. The notion of heterotopia has received some interest in Management and Organization Studies (MOS hereafter) (see Beyes & Michels, 2011; Champenois, Drakopoulou Dodd, Hjorth, & Jack, 2025; Kjaergaard et al., 2024; Vidaillet & Bousalham, 2020), but ‘is still in need of strong conceptual foundations’ (Bazin & Naccache, 2016, p. 225). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK35][bookmark: OLE_LINK36][bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]	Alternative projects seeking to disrupt the dominant order, of which heterotopias are one emblematic manifestation, are typically framed as forms of resistance against management control (Parker, 2002a; Sanson & Courpasson, 2022) globalized capitalism (Courpasson, Dany, & Martí, 2016; Starr, 2005) or racial and gender discriminations (Fotaki & Pullen, 2024; Mir & Toor, 2023). In other words, heterotopias are typically marked by a certain degree of fatalism that paints a gloomy picture of the prospect of such spaces or initiatives (Parker & Parker, 2017; Parker, 2023). Against this view, various authors highlight the importance of enjoyment in spaces constituted against the dominant order (Alexandersson & Kalonaityte, 2018; Hjorth, 2005; Marsh & Śliwa, 2022; Resch, Hoyer, & Steyaert, 2021; Stavrakakis, 2008; Toraldo & Islam, 2019). Heterotopias, which can simultaneously represent, contest, and invert other spaces, create unique environments where the usual rules and routines of life are suspended or altered, fostering opportunities for the materialization of enjoyment (Martí & Fernández, 2015). Yet, the relation between enjoyment and the constitution of heterotopia remains unclear. Against this backdrop, we here ask: How do heterotopias give rise to practices of enjoyment through the production of alternative projects?
	To address this question, we conducted an ethnographic study of two spaces: an old theatre occupied by activists, and a hackerspace, both located in the South of France. Overall, the empirical research involved over 800 hours of observation, attending many meetings and events, conducting 29 formal interviews and collecting emails and online exchanges. We chose to analyse these two spaces in particular since both were conceived in the struggle against the increasingly capitalist, managerialist and hegemonic standardisation of existing spaces (Harvey, 2015; Lefebvre, 2003 [1970]; Parker, 2002b; Sassen, 2014), but also in the prevention of a dystopia leading to ever greater standardisation of space and ever more precarity for marginalized individuals. As such, these two spaces speak for those who cannot, that is, who are absent (Höllerer, Meyer, & Lounsbury, 2017). 
Through our two cases, we empirically explored the coming together of a multitude of spaces, practices and temporalities within the old theatre occupied by activists and a hackerspace. As they coalesce within the same space, so to speak, these spaces, practices and temporalities create the conditions for the materialization of something different, an alternative. Our paper shows that it is in enjoyment that these projects find their strength and progressive momentum. Significantly, we argue that with heterotopia, enjoyment is not merely symbolic; it is more than a disruption or distortion of discursive signification (Böhm & Batta, 2010; Müller, 2013). Heterotopias constitute places where enjoyment, as a practice, is truly expressed. This enjoyment is materialized, experienced and maintained through three types of heterotopic processes, namely experimenting, articulating and seizing.
Our paper makes two main contributions to the literature. First, it advances our understanding of the role of heterotopias in generating alternative projects, by examining the coalescence of diverse spaces, practices, temporalities and intentions in one physical space. We show how heterotopic alternatives, characterised by specific practices, can disrupt the established order and open a window of experimentation with alternative projects and ideas. Second and relatedly, it shows the role of enjoyment as a driving force that can transcend the pessimism associated with the ephemeral nature of alternative projects and organizations. We solidify this contribution through the construction of a framework of heterotopic processes through which enjoyment, as a practice, is both enacted and generated. 
This paper is structured as follows. The following section presents the theoretical framework of the paper, where we explore the concept of heterotopia and its links to the notion of enjoyment within the MOS literature. In the third section, we provide a detailed overview the methodology and research design underlying this paper. We then present our empirical accounts, structured around the analytical themes that we identified. Finally, we discuss our findings highlighting the processes through which heterotopias can materialize alternative projects and the role of enjoyment in such process. A brief conclusion summarises the main contributions.

Conceptual framework
From non-space to other space: Characterising heterotopia
Foucault began his 1966 lecture on heterotopias by presenting utopias as ‘countries without place and histories without chronology; cities, planets, continents, universes, the traces of which it would be impossible to find on any map or in any sky, simply because they do not belong to any space’ (Foucault, 1986, p. 23). Utopias thus console, reassure but remain untouchable; they flourish ‘in a marvellous, smooth space; they open up cities with vast avenues, well-planted gardens, easy countries, even if their access is chimerical’ (Foucault, 1966, p. 7). Utopias are nothing more than fantasies, a fable unfolding in an imaginary space, and in this respect, they are ‘in line with discourse’ (Foucault, 1966, p. 9) and antithetic to the embodied nature of our existence.
Amongst ordinary places of daily lives, some are ‘absolutely different kinds’ of spaces (Foucault, 1986, p. 24). Foucault is here referring to the ‘counter-spaces’ created within existing spaces, such as a shed in the garden or a kids’ tipi standing in the middle of the attic. The body, a sort of antithesis to utopia, becomes the medium through which other spaces may come to existence; those spaces are heterotopias. For Foucault (1986, p. 24), heterotopias are ‘real places, actual places, places that are designed into the very institution of society, which are sorts of actually realized utopias in which the real emplacements, all the other real emplacements that can be found within the culture are, at the same time, represented, contested, and reversed, sorts of places that are outside all places, although they are actually localizable’. In two of his lectures (‘Les corps utopiques’, December 7th 1966 and ‘Hétérotopies’, December 21st 1966 – see Foucault, 2009) and his conversations at the Society of Architectural Studies, Foucault produced a plethora of examples of heterotopias, as well as a taxonomy setting out the principles for a systematic description of these other spaces.
Interpretations of Foucault’s work on heterotopias have followed two main lines of inquiry (Defert, 2009). The first sees heterotopias as neutral and steady spaces of power, which is reminiscent of the strong link that Foucault (1982) sees between these two dimensions. Hospitals and prisons were considered by Foucault to be heterotopias. As other spaces in which marginalised individuals were housed; they underwent a rationalisation of their processes and equipment in order to achieve their aims in an efficient manner. Whether we are talking about ‘healing machines’ in hospitals (Foucault et al., 1979) or the architectural setup of prisons to incorporate panoptic surveillance (Foucault, 1975), we witness the purest and most total form of power; internal, omnipresent and invisible (Foucault, 2004). Research in MOS has carefully investigated the relationships and entanglements between the dissemination of a utopian vision, the structuring of physical or digital spaces, and the control of behaviours (see Clegg, e Cunha, & Rego, 2012; de Vaujany, Leclercq-Vandelannoitte, Munro, Nama, & Holt, 2021; Vidaillet & Bousalham, 2020).
The second sees heterotopias as spaces of incongruities (Defert, 2009) in which individuals with different characteristics are compartmentalised across various spaces. From this perspective, it is the use of a taxonomy to classify individuals or activities that designates a space as heterotopic; heterotopia is not just an other space but the space of/for others. An example of this is the organization of health in the city of Caen during the 18th century, where the city’s hospital system was structured as a grid of eight spaces, each housing a different type of individuals (Prisoners by royal ordinance in box 2, Poor children between the ages of two and nine in box 3, Common condemned and suspected individuals in box 5, etc.) (Teyssot, 1998). Similarly, popularised in the 19th century, the circus was a place for others, where marginalized individuals could exist, albeit following a strict taxonomy of differences – clowns, ‘freaks’, psychics, etc. (see Beadle & Könyöt, 2006; Parker, 2011). 
For Defert (2009), these two lines of inquiry prolong the discourse of capitalist hegemony and, as such, miss a potential third which concerns the potential for space to refer to itself, ‘in the thickness of a formal and symbolic play of contestation and reverberation, in a fragmentation that is never segmentation’ (Defert, 2009, p. 55). The affirmation of a genuine alternative vision of spatiality, embodied in Foucault’s heterotopias, challenges a conventional and organized vision of spatial thought. Heterotopias are not just ‘other spaces’ to be added to the imaginary and to the geographical catalogue, they are also ‘other than’ (Soja, 1996, p. 163) the established ways of thinking about space. Soja (1996) refers to this as ‘Thirding as Othering’, which comes from the intentional ambiguity of heterotopias, presupposing a system of opening and closing which isolates and makes them penetrable (see Foucault, 1986) by principle(s) radically open to an additional otherness. This third line of inquiry sees heterotopias as spaces constituted through practices; heterotopias can thus be analysed in their capacity to produce other modes of organization, which are constantly redefined. This paves the way for the exploration of the practices of otherness that sustain the existence of heterotopias. One such practice that seeks to transcend the pessimism associated with the ephemeral nature of alternative projects and organizations (Parker, 2023) is enjoyment.

Enjoyment as a practice of othering
Within MOS, a limited but significant body of literature has examined the practices underlying the constitution of heterotopias, notably considering the ability of actors to destabilize norms rather than openly opposing or rejecting them (Beyes & Michels, 2011; Graeber, 2023; Kjaergaard et al., 2024), to observe practices of prefiguration and the possibility of imagining alternative organizational practices (Hjorth, 2005; Vidaillet & Bousalham, 2020), to analyse other spaces as catalysts for emancipatory practices (Pouthier & Sondak, 2021; Steyaert, 2010), or their ability to sacralise and memorialize historical characters (Bazin & Leclair, 2019; Bell & Taylor, 2016). Significantly, the romantic and resolutely other(ing) narrative of heterotopias is accompanied with a sense that they are in essence ephemeral. Lefebvre speaks of ‘moments’ (2003 [1970], p. 98-99) of rupture where alternative social forces break through and burn out – ‘the ephemeral space opened by the crack, through which the “other organization” can achieve being’ (Champenois et al., 2025, p. 43). For Harvey (2015, p. 22), ‘any spontaneous alternative visionary moment is fleeting; if not seized on the fly, it will inevitably fade away’ – this rings true for heterotopias, nested at the very heart of the spaces they contest. 
The ephemeral nature of heterotopia does not mean that they are condemned to misery and anguish – Böhm & Batta (2010, p. 257) note, in the context of alternative projects, ‘it is this lack that must be understood as a struggle for enjoyment and pleasure, the outcome of which is never completely predictable’. In fact, many authors have highlighted the importance of enjoyment, for spaces constituted against the ‘dominant’ order (Alexandersson & Kalonaityte, 2018; Marsh & Śliwa, 2022; Toraldo & Islam, 2019). When in 1936 Weil visited striking metalworkers occupying a factory in Paris, she was struck by their cheerful, calm and resolute demeanour; ‘They know full well that, despite the improvements they have achieved, the weight of social oppression, which has been lifted for a moment, is going to fall back on them. They know that they will find themselves under a harsh, dry and inconsiderate domination. But what is unlimited is present happiness. They have finally asserted themselves. They have finally made their masters feel that they exist. To submit by force is hard; to let others believe that you are willing to submit is too much’ (Weil, 2016 [1936], p. 23). In a different context, the Temporary Autonomous Zone (TAZ) of Notre-Dame-des-Landes, set up against a planned airport in western France, also became an experimental area for living in common, where anti-conformism and struggle went hand in hand with joy and pleasure. As Verdier has it (2018, p. 412), ‘the (often cynical) humour that pervades the huts, barricades and everyday objects contributes to the density of the communicative exchanges that weave together an experience marked by the (heterotopic) happiness of a human community that progresses together, helps each other, where everyone learns from everyone else, tinkers, writes, plans, without the shadow of a boss, with the only prospect being the joy that it all brings’. 
Importantly, enjoyment is not the exclusive preserve of alternative organizations. Capitalism has masterfully reappropriated it to fuel relentless consumption and intensify labour, epitomized by the images of the happy consumer and the contented worker (see Ahmed, 2010; Cederström, 2018). In that sense, enjoyment can emerge as a by-product of capitalism itself (Böhm & Batta, 2010), as exemplified notably by the wellness syndrome (Cederström & Spicer, 2015). Yet, within alternative organizations, enjoyment takes on a more intrinsic role, that is not one which is planned and organized but rather one that emerges organically (Kociatkiewicz, Kostera, & Parker, 2021). Here, we understand enjoyment as consisting ‘in a certain harmony between three elements: the activity or experience itself; the concepts which this activity or experience causes you to believe to apply to it; and a certain desire in which these same concepts figure’ (Warner, 1980, p. 514). From this perspective, enjoyment appears as a practice that disregards any form of calculation (Cederström & Spicer, 2015) and which conveys a somehow internal and phenomenologically-oriented dimension (de Vaujany, Aroles, & Pérezts, 2023; Podilchak, 1991). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14] Himanen (2010, p. 23), amongst others, has highlighted the fundamental importance of enjoyment for hackers; ‘the hacker’s activity is also a source of joy, a state that has its origins in his playful explorations’. The idea that hacking is its own end, and that enjoyment is an integral aspect of their activities, is highlighted by Coleman in the studies of Anonymous hackers (2015) and in Lallement’s observation of the Noisebridge hackerspace in San Francisco (2015). For instance, Coleman (2015, p. 4) notes that Anonymous has matured in political form over the years, yet initially it had a ‘quasi-mystical’ dimension in Lulz, ‘a spirited but often malevolent brand of humor etymologically derived from lol [laugh out loud]’. 
Returning to the notion of heterotopias, for Hjorth (2005, p. 396), they can be conceived of as ‘the required space for play, set against the place for production appropriated by management, in which needs for actual communication would be generated from the inventions of new practices’. As such, even if the transformations are short-lived and bound to disappear, the power linked to enjoyment is in itself a victory against the dominant orders. To understand the process through which heterotopia might materialize an alternative to and within the dominant order, it seems insightful to analyse enjoyment in terms of its power to resist, just as one might analyse the intentions explicitly claimed by the citizens of heterotopia. Before interrogating the empirical data, we turn our attention to the methodological approach underlying our research.

Methodology
Using an ethnographic design to the study of two spaces designed in response to dominant capitalist practices, our data sources comprise 29 semi-structured interviews, over 800 hours of observational data and a broad range of organizational documents. More details on the context and design are below.

Research context
Our first case is a hackerspace founded in 2013 in the South of France by a group of twenty or so hackers. Embedded in an ambivalent political imagination, hackers have always been a source of both fear and fantasy in the collective consciousness (Coleman, 2015; Gunkel, 2001; Lallement, 2015), portrayed alternatively as heroic figures of the computer revolution, able to overcome all kinds of obstacles or ‘as a threat to national security and to intellectual property’ (Halbert, 1997, p. 369). In our case, the founding members operate in the tradition of the ‘community-operated physical places, where people share their interest in tinkering with technology, meet and work on their projects, and learn from each other’ (hackerspaces.org). Hackers have organized themselves in the pursuit of two main goals: (i) promoting intellectual emancipation and (ii) encouraging citizens to carefully consider their relation to technological abundance. Their activities are varied, ranging from the organization of conferences on freedom of expression and media independence, to the set-up of data encryption workshops, to the running of classes on computer languages, to hacking objects of all kinds.
Our second case concerns the occupation of a former theatre and cinema by activists in 2016 in the heart of the city in the South of France. The occupation of empty places can be traced back to the start of the 19th century (Péchu, 2010), and intensified in the 1970s when youngsters from working-class districts and activists occupied social centres abandoned by the municipality in Italy. The occupation of empty spaces can be motivated by the intent to provide housing to those in need, the desire to preserve a cultural and historical heritage, or the pursuit of political ambitions (Pruijt, 2013). Péchu (2010) distinguished between two forms of squatting: a ‘classist’ logic oriented towards obtaining the right to housing and a ‘counter-cultural’ logic seeking to change the lives of the inhabitants of the occupied place or the broader neighbourhood. Our case aligns with the second approach. The occupation of the former theatre and cinema was embedded in two local activist movements: the ‘Standing Night’ movement in protest against new labour legislation and workers’ precarity, and the TAZ movement in protest against city-level policies replacing green spaces with buildings. Those who initiated the occupation won a court case, just a few weeks after their installation, allowing them to occupy the cinema for over ten months. The former theatre and its new occupants managed its programming (documentaries, dramas, free lectures accessible to all on the promotion of non-market logics and reclaiming urban space) and also hosted associations, becoming a place where different forms of struggle converged.

Data collection
Both cases fall under the umbrella of a three-year long ethnographic research project on the development of alternative, utopian-oriented initiatives and forms of organizing (de Rond, Holeman, & Howard-Grenville, 2019; Smolović Jones, Winchester, & Clarke, 2021) that the lead author began in 2016. As noted by Foucault (1986, p. 26), ‘Heterotopias always presuppose a system of opening and closing that both isolates them and makes them penetrable. In general, the heterotopic site is not freely accessible like a public place. Either the entry is compulsory, as in the case of entering a barracks or a prison, or else the individual has to submit to rites and purifications’. Reflecting this analysis, entering the collective does not necessarily mean staying there, being accepted, and integration is a long-term process (Geertz, 1973; Van Maanen, 1981; Wacquant, 2005). SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre, although they may be hidden at first, are not inaccessible or even invisible places. Nevertheless, going through the doors is only one stage in the study of alternative organizations. Ethnographic research reflects the need for the researcher to become more deeply involved (Geertz, 1973) to gain the trust of the actors, but also an understanding of their activities and intentions. The paradox of these two spaces is that while they are open to the public, going below the surface, so to speak, is far from straightforward. Access was first negotiated with the hackerspace – this was a complex process and it took a few weeks before the hackers accepted the presence of the lead author. One of the hackers then acted as an intermediary to help the lead author gain access to the occupied theatre. Overall, the process required many negotiations with a broad range of people. 
	As well as helping to organize events, the lead author had the opportunity to talk to people using these two spaces, thus getting to know them better. Throughout the SouthHackSpace fieldwork, he sought to adopt a hybrid posture. He first situated himself inside the collective, spending most of 2016 and 2017 living with and like those he was trying to understand (Adler, Adler, & Fontana, 1987; Van Maanen, 1981). He then adopted a more external position, trying to fulfil the role of abstraction (Van Maanen, 1979) as he led conferences in the hackerspace or increased the number of exchanges on questions around the preservation of values over time. During the course of the research, he learnt the fundamental codes of hacking. This was crucial to grasp the rationale behind the set-up of SouthHackSpace and the specific motivations driving each of the founding members. An ethnographic approach thus proved essential to produce an in-depth study of the daily lives of hackers, for whom personal and activist-oriented actions often intersect (Geertz, 1972; Wacquant, 2005). Overall, the ethnographic research entailed over 400 hours of both participant and non-participant observation. In addition, 17 semi-structured interviews were conducted face-to-face in informal settings. All interviews were recorded and transcribed. The lead author also attended 34 meetings and participated in 28 events dedicated to the space and the broader context of hacking. Finally, he also studied a wiki and a cloud dedicated to the projects carried out within the hackerspace. This amounted to studying 182 reports, 67 pages of meeting reports and 238 email exchanges. This documentary evidence was also critical to understand the implementation of different activities within the place as well as the organizational dynamics of the space and its relation to broader movements. Altogether, this amounted to a large dataset comprising observations, interviews, attendance at meetings and the systematic study of a wide range of both internal and external documents. 
In parallel, the lead author started a ten-month ethnographic study, following activists involved in the occupation of OccupyTheatre (a former theatre and cinema downtown), aiming to produce a space against property rights and cultural hegemony. Prior involvement in the hackerspace was a prerequisite for being invited into this newly occupied space. With potential issues around the legality of the occupation, leaders of the movement were suspicious of newcomers. The researcher spent many hours in the space, helping to organize different events and, above all, partook on an almost daily basis in the running of the space. He was able to talk at length, at all hours of the day and night, with the more or less regular occupants of the space, about squat practices, social movements, capitalism, as well as philosophy, art and poetry. He conducted 371 hours of direct observation, participated in 79 meetings and events connected with the occupation, and collected many (>500) press articles and internal documents. Observations were recorded daily in an ethnographic notebook, both digital and paper-based. The factual verbal and non-verbal elements of analysis were noted in the journal, but also the feelings of the researcher in the field. To complete this ethnographic study, he had the opportunity to interview some activists involved in this initiative (12 non-directive interviews) enabling us to understand the aims of their movement as well as the functioning of the community day-to-day. The table below (Table 1) gives an overview of our data sources.
	
	SouthHackSpace
	OccupyTheatre

	Ethnographic fieldwork
	March 2016 - June 2018 
(26 months)
	July 2016 - May 2017 
(10 months)

	Attendance to/participation in meetings
	34 meetings
	27 meetings

	Attendance to/participation in events (e.g. workshops, film projections, gig, etc.)
	28 events
	62 events

	Hours of observation
	+800 hours

	Ethnographic notes
	300 pages (paper and digital)

	Interviews
	16 interviews (+1 group interview)
	10 interviews (+2 group interviews)

	External documents
	3 video reports (produced by the media)
	54 press articles

	Internal documents (statements, meeting minutes, etc.)
	182 reports
	205 reports



Table 1. Data sources

Data analysis
We used a thematic analysis approach (Terry, Hayfield, Clarke, & Braun, 2017) to analyse our data, with the view of ‘identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 6). For Riessman (2005, p. 3), ‘the thematic approach is useful for theorizing across a number of cases – finding common thematic elements across research participants and the events they report’. We thus chose to analyse the two spaces together given that they share the same socio-economic environment, the same urban setting and are part of the same political context. In addition, it is not unusual for hackerspaces and squats to converge and for their members to mingle. During the fieldwork, it became clear from the various observations, interviews and analyses of the documents produced by squatters and hackers that they had not only set up a space in response to forms of domination they sought emancipation from, but also there was a strong belief in ‘doing’ as a mode of resistance and organization. In that sense, the occupation of a derelict private building and the renovation of a garage, both without any precise idea of their content, duration or organization, became the building blocks of an alternative experiment in organizational space and practices. The analysis was performed by the lead author of this paper with regular team meetings in order to discuss the emergence of the data structure. 
The analysis started with our explicit interest in the relation between heterotopic spaces and enjoyment as a practice. Initially, this entailed exploring how the materialization of heterotopic spaces could be fuelled by but also generate enjoyment. Through our data, we found that there was a strong connection between the practice of resistance (‘difference’, ‘subversive’, ‘activism’, ‘threat’, ‘against the dominant order’, etc.), the spatio-temporal conditions of heterotopic spaces (‘ephemerality’, ‘intensity’, ‘instability’, ‘living the present’, ‘multiplicity’, etc.) and the theme of enjoyment (‘fun’, ‘friendship’, ‘humour’, ‘play’, etc.). These emerged from our interviews as well as ethnographic observations, which we contextualised and framed during discussions among the authorial team and ‘checked’ through our documentary data. In essence, the documentary evidence that we collected through the research helped us make sense of the interview narratives as well as the copious ethnographic notes that resulted from the three-year long ethnographic research underlying this paper. 
In the next stage of the thematic analysis, we returned to our data and essentially looked for patterns of meaning that would allow us to make sense of the relation between heterotopic spaces and enjoyment. This process entailed an iterative process of moving ‘back and forth’ between our raw empirical data and the insight that emerged from our initial analysis. As part of this process, we explored three main interconnected streams of literature: conceptual work on the Foucauldian notion of heterotopia (Foucault, 1966, 1986), empirical research in MOS on heterotopias (Bazin & Leclair, 2019; Beyes & Michels, 2011; Kjaergaard et al., 2024; Vidaillet & Bousalham, 2020) and research on the role of enjoyment in alternative organizations (Alexandersson & Kalonaityte, 2018; Marsh & Śliwa, 2022; Resch et al., 2021; Stavrakakis, 2008; Toraldo & Islam, 2019).
	This led us to the articulation of three themes through which we identify three types of enjoyment practices linked to different heterotopic processes. The first relates to the attempt to disrupt (by occupying or hacking) the dominant order through initiatives revolving around the social relations and a spirit of community. While it was originally the idea of fighting against something that prompted individuals to instigate and join these movements, it later emerged that positive feelings shaped their continued involvement in them. This process of experimenting allows enjoyment through the production of an illusion within/against the established order by the reappropriation of spaces and practices. The second describes the materialization of multiple spaces within the same place and the affordances this generates. This diversity and multiplicity, inherent to heterotopic spaces, meant that there was essentially something for everyone; the hackerspace and the occupied theatre became spaces of and for passion where any project can be pursued. Here, the process of articulating allows enjoyment through otherness, therefore materializing spatial multiplicity. Our use of the term articulating takes inspiration from the concept of articulation as developed by Laclau and Mouffe (1985, p. 105) to refer to ‘any practice establishing a relation among elements such that their identity is modified as a result of the articulatory practice’. Finally, the third theme centres around the temporal and temporary dimension of enjoyment in heterotopic spaces. With the threat of the ephemeral, akin to the sword of Damocles, the desire of individuals to come together to live and organize themselves differently produces a form of enjoyment that became both the means and ends of the collective. This process of seizing heterotopias allows enjoyment through renouncement, while, faced with a fragile and short temporality, the actors involved turn the means they have put in place into their own ends.
Our findings section is organized around these three main themes. We selected a series of ethnographic vignettes (featured as boxes) and interview quotes to illustrate our findings. We chose to use boxes as a way of emphasizing and zooming in on some particular moments of the ethnographic research that we felt were key to the unfolding of events at SouthHackspace and in the OccupyTheatre movement. Vignettes have a strong illustrative power and can help to reveal hidden dynamics (Langley & Abdallah, 2011).

Findings
Experimenting through the occupation/hacking of the dominant order
SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre set out respectively to order and disorder space, in an attempt to resist the dominant norms of late capitalist social organization that are grounded on ever greater privatization of places and ideas, crystallizing in a very specific managerial and hierarchical way of organizing people in time and space. With SouthHackSpace, there is an attempt to challenge the system by ordering and formalising a collective around the fight against technological monopolies. For OccupyTheatre, the rationale is to disorder the public space by temporarily materializing a multiple and heterogenous zone that does not respond to the norms of the system. 
SouthHackSpace was created by a handful of hackers who wanted to create a physical space that would be conducive to the development of free projects and debates on issues broadly related to personal data and intellectual property. Conceived of as a place where ownership and profitability have no presence, the members of SouthHackSpace are oriented against private property, whether intellectual, cultural or commercial. They are challenging a culture of ownership which they believe is at the root of monopolies (Microsoft, Google etc.) and the standardisation of practices (the ‘ways of doing things’ with digital technology). The appropriation of production, whether intellectual or cultural, is denounced by hackers; “That's why I like the Sci-hub initiative. You see, that's exactly the point: the convergence between the availability of knowledge, of [confronting] intellectual property and controlled publication” (Interview with Hacker #1). Speaking to the spirit of the space, Hacker #3 explained that “SouthHackSpace is the proletarian tool for technological (re)appropriation. You've got an electronic tag and you want to know how to get rid of it? You find someone who can get rid of it for you. I think SouthHackSpace is the seed of that today”. Notwithstanding this, hackers are aware of being part of the system (even if on the fringe), noting how their own technologies, premised on the open-source logic, can be re-appropriated by large corporations.
All the activities at SouthHackSpace are aimed at educating the general public, raising users’ awareness of the risks inherent to the over-consumption of both technological tools and data. This hackerspace’s activities focus on technological emancipation, including reclaiming the tools of digital production. They organize workshops aimed at understanding how technological devices work by opening up computers and analysing their components. These workshops raise awareness of planned obsolescence and the ecological impact of digital technologies, cloud computing for example. SouthHackSpace seeks to move beyond divisions and the idea of specialist knowledge in order to foster a different kind of collective intelligence, where everyone can take part in any kind of tasks, with no particular conditions other than a willingness to contribute and share knowledge. It is a place where everyone must be able to understand each other, and where everyone’s experience can be used to solve common problems in the simplest way possible, giving organizational power to “doing” – the do-ocracy[footnoteRef:2]. To do this, SouthHackSpace has to create links between people, to overcome the asocial side of certain practices and personalities. This particularity creates “a society within society, with its own mode of management” (Hacker #9). As explained by Hacker #3, the goal is to “open up people who tend to be very withdrawn. These are people who have a lot of technical knowledge and abilities, but who through play and the social context in which they find themselves are able to connect with the collective purpose of SouthHackSpace: it connects people who are different”.  [2:  This is the founding principle of the Noisebridge hackerspace in San Francisco. It is embodied in slogans such as ‘If you want something done do it but remember to be excellent to each other while doing so’ or ‘Do-er's Decide, Non-Do-er's Stand Aside’. https://www.noisebridge.net/wiki/Do-ocracy. The term Do-ocracy is defined in John Baichtal’s lexicon of hacker vocabulary as ‘the power granted to those who have the time and energy to put their ideas into practice. Do you want to put that table there? Do it, it's a do-ocracy’ (Baichtal, 2012, p. 284).] 

Despite the ethereal nomenclature, online data storage actually depends on servers that consume huge amounts of energy. The collective also help users to understand how technologies work, so that they can (re)appropriate them. Against this backdrop, Hacker #1 gave their take on peer-to-peer production: “It’s a happy mishmash in which the common thing is sharing. You come in with something, you don’t come out with a closed thing, not only do you share, but you document. […] One example of peer-to-peer production is Wikipedia. As long as you guarantee that as many people as possible will have access to knowledge, then it’s worth it”.
The occupation of OccupyTheatre, a place of historical significance in its hometown, embodies the fight against property speculation (indeed bourgeois property in principle) and the local public authorities; “Squatting means occupying an abandoned building without asking permission from the ‘owner’. It means not paying rent to landlords who own more than one property when we own none. Squatting means taking action to criticise a system that wants the rich to continue getting richer at the expense of the poor.” (extract from ‘the squat from A to Z’ 2019). For months, its inhabitants managed all activities at OccupyTheatre, hosting the production of documentary films, theatre performances and lectures accessible to all, with the objective to promote a non-market culture and collective initiatives to reclaim urban space. 
The occupation of the vacant cinema is the result of a social movement in which activists, students, unemployed individuals, musicians, painters, workers and artists of all kinds decided to appropriate the place, with the aim of providing shelter in the city centre to those who do not have it, to provide a space for social movements, but also to produce a space where non-market counter cultures and struggles against capitalism thrive. This convivial space, free and accessible to all in the very heart of the city centre, manifests a strong sense of polyvalency. It is a place where, under conditions of mutual respect, one can come with/for a beer, smoke a joint, bring along a pet animal and at the same time fight against the compartmentalization and corporatization of culture. Occupants make connections with each other and the wider community, by screening movies, organizing popular ballets, rap parties, dramas, music recordings, film shootings, boxing classes, games of chess, lectures on Marxism... the list goes on. The new occupants are looking for a real ‘other’ space; a living space where they enjoy life in an authentic way, where everyone is accepted regardless of their social background, political or sexual orientation. A group of people aspiring to recreate a place within the dominant system that pushes them to marginalization. 

Box 1. F—k, Friends and Enjoyment
Ethnographic notes, February 17th 2017: I'm outside the Court at 8: 20am for the trial, and there are already about twenty people waiting in support of the squat [OccupyTheatre]. Occupiers arrived with leaflets, and set up a table with literature about squats, consent and health in alternative spaces. As time went by, the number of people grew, and by 9am there were around a hundred of us in front of the Court. For the duration of the trial, it's open fields, music and free radio. I bump into hackers from the SouthHackSpace, occupants from other squats. Squatter #8 takes the opportunity to make a pitch on the purpose of the squat and the fact that it's just the tip of the iceberg and that squatting is a fight against property in action. Some are in disguise, others are dressed up, I'm thinking in particular of Squatter #2 who has even put on make-up for the occasion. The occupants finally emerge from the trial to the applause of all the supporters. They then take a moment to sit on the steps and enjoy the moment, you can see on their faces that they are proud. They are applauded by everyone, including the lawyer who is applauded. It's actually quite funny to hear people shouting "justice nowhere", "justice doesn't love us", or "fuck justice", but also applauding the militant lawyer, the difference between disembodied justice and those who are trying to embody it once again. But the most impressive moment was Squatter #12 speech, halfway up the steps, when everyone fell silent to listen to him. He took a deep breath and said that “we're here to do the right thing, that we'll continue to celebrate, and that justice, fuck this bitch!”

Denizens of OccupyTheatre share basic principles to make the place work. Those were made very tangible through writing on the walls which read: “Hello to you, some definitions to guide you: Anti sexism – We try at all times to fight the patriarchy and hetero-normative standards. Be careful of your words and those of your friends. And if a girl tells you that you’re an idiot, she’s right and you should question yourself! Anti-racism – shit jokes at the expense of Blacks/Arabs/Muslims/Asians, you can keep them to yourself. If you behave like a racist, you’re going to go out and never come back (and maybe lose a few teeth)”. Beyond the acceptance of all forms of identity and affiliations, they all promoted autonomy and independence. It was after all a desire to self-manage which first led the activists to rehabilitate the old cinema that had been disused for two years, clean the whole place, do electrical work, plumbing and set up an internet network.

Articulating multiple spaces within
Hackerspaces and occupation movements are distinctive, not only because they experiment with a different way of living and organizing, but above all because they allow different worlds to co-exist within the same place. SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre are spaces of difference, accommodating internal diversity and contrast. Unlike forms of resistance that tend to produce a reform of the dominant order or the proposal of ‘another world’, they materialize a space for everyone and ‘others’. SouthHackSpace was launched right in the heart of a booming French-Tech ecosystem. And so, the hackers’ materialization and enjoyment of difference were confronted not only by economic constraints, but with uncertainty about their identity, role and activities. The words of one of the founders capture the controversies that arose around the hackerspace: “When I have to explain the idea of hackerspace to someone, it’s a real headache […] Where I can’t be clear is that I can’t explain to a guy that we’re doing free software and that we’re learning how to tie sailor’s knots” (Co-founders’ speech during a conference). Characterizing the hackerspace, even after several years of existence, remains complex: the composition of SouthHackSpace, as well as its workshops and their projects, are polymorphous and constantly being redefined. The hackerspace is not just a place to learn; it is a space of conviviality where you come to share things and knowledge, meet passionate people, drink beers, etc. SouthHackSpace thus embodies a space in which all experiences are possible and all passionate people are welcome: “SouthHackSpace is your hackerspace” and “SouthHackSpace is your raft” are the mottoes of the place. Hacker #4 emphasized this conception of autonomy and self-activation: “There isn’t an objective for the hackerspace, it’s the objectives of the people inside”. Hackers feel excluded from a system that they think is incapable of valuing other ways of thinking and working. Hackers therefore founded a place where they interpret their own notions of work and life in a way which actively integrates enjoyment of both. Although conceptions of enjoyment are rarely mentioned in most hackerspaces, they are explicit in the self-understandings of SouthHackSpace and its members.
In SouthHackSpace, we encountered individuals from very different walks of life: retired workers, musicians, managers, students, graphic designers, employees, entrepreneurs, unemployed people, squatters, teachers, punks, to name but a few. Each would find their own interest and reason for coming to SouthHackSpace. In turn, part of the enjoyment of being at SouthHackSpace was derived from this diversity; “There are so many people around you doing different things. People who are in suits and ties, others who are barefoot and lousy because they’ve just come out of a squat. Regardless, they also meet, communicate, share about anything and everything. In any case, however people contribute to SouthHackSpace, they contribute in some way. The fact that they’re already here is cool” (Hacker #8). 
Occupants of the former theatre are motivated by various reasons – political, artistic – or simply by necessity (i.e. having a roof above one’s head). The squat is a living place, with people coming from everywhere. It is a place where one can meet extreme activists, unhoused people, refugees, the unemployed, families, music and cinema students, and even someone completing a PhD in organization studies. It is a place where all projects are accepted so long as they are respectful and non-commercial. It is a place where all lifestyles coexist, from downtown hipsters driven by curiosity or in search of avantgarde enjoyment, to those without a home in search of a little comfort and human contact. Significantly, the strength of the occupying place is to offer a space of acceptance but above all, a space of reflection. There is no explicit drive to create a counter-hegemony, but rather a place outside the system, within the system, where social relations, school, sexuality, male/female relations are deconstructed.  Various events took place along those lines; for instance, in September 2016, the pro-LGBT Order of Perpetual Indulgence set up an event dedicating to educating people on questions of sexuality and identity. As, literally written on the walls, “We do not come here to empty our heads but to fill them up, without getting worked up about things”. Occupants fight for the right to housing, but they also fight for a place dedicated to counter-cultures. With regards to the former (housing), they see the squat as a symbol of the fight against private property, seeking to give visibility to comparable initiatives at local and national level. As for the latter, this crystallises around a more long-term promotion of all forms of cultural expression in a move to break down ideological barriers. 
The daily management of the site and its five rooms, the organization of events, and the growing media coverage of the occupation reveal underlying tensions, with on the one hand, the desire to occupy the cinema in order to make it a symbol of broadly anti-capitalist struggles and on the other, to make it a genuine place for countercultures that promotes alternatives. These tensions surfaced regularly in the positioning of the collective vis-à-vis the type of events to facilitate. The venue hosted a succession of parties attended by several hundred people, with performances (Brazilian songs, jazz, rap, electro, etc.) and free drinks and donations to help finance the venue and the various local and national struggles, but also much more ‘militant events’ (such as lectures on Marxism, receptions organized by the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence, screening of films on Squats or housing for precarious people) aimed at providing the collectives with a base for regrouping and tools to help them resist. Between all these events, the squatters did not forget to work on welcoming more and more people in precarious housing situations: notably by setting up a dormitory. Finally, when not used for events, the place converts/reverts to a living space, in which the occupants sleep, eat, play games, talk, cook and tidy up. It is during these daily moments that it is possible to observe the multiplicity of the lives of the inhabitants, as well as the diversity of their temporality. Students prepare to go to school, while activists prepare for the various demonstrations and the court case against the owner, while some of the occupants continue their evenings, or some decide to start a new construction in the building. All these temporalities collide daily, without ever converging on a collective norm. Breakfast, lunch, dinner and bedtime are everyone’s own business, and different timelines and lives intersect within the same space (see Box 2).


Box 2. Sharing the place, not the pace
Ethnographic notes, September, 22nd 2016: A resident yells out about recycling: "We're capable of organising struggles and running a cinema, but we don't know how to recycle". There follows a discussion on how to recycle, and in particular how to reuse cooking oil, which is an important resource in the squat. Squatter #2 is also fed up with the noise that some residents make after lam, since he has to get up early and with the loud music in the evening and at night, he just can't sleep. Occupant replies that he goes to bed at lam and doesn't complain about those who make noise during daytime. Everyone lives at their own pace. In the kitchen, one of the occupants also suggested that they should have some get-togethers, why not on Mondays when everyone eats together. Another replied that it wasn't necessary to set up social occasions as everything happened naturally.

The place is alive and kicking all the time, wearing down the building as much as its inhabitants, operating at high intensity at all hours. What’s more, while some of the squatters have been occupying the site for several months and intend to stay as long as possible, others are just passing through. Some of the occupants live constantly (if not perhaps ‘permanently’) within the occupied theatre, others come and go as and when they need to, depending on what they are doing outside. The squat exists in a happy state of organized chaos, which makes it difficult to set up collective gatherings, whether it is to plan an event or set up a dinner with all the occupants. Across this maelstrom, small groups are constantly forming and breaking up to organize and keep the place alive.

Seizing an unsettled space
These two spaces are characterised by their openness to people and perspectives, by their detachment from the dominant institutions, but above all they are characterised by the threat of the ephemeral: the difficulty of enduring over time. Both SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre evolved in a complex and even hostile political and economic context, with hackers and squatters having to constantly rethink and adapt both their physical location and their organizational practices. This state of instability, of fluidity, of being unsettled, combined with the juxtaposition of sometimes contradictory injunctions, gives rise to enjoyment as an alternative organizational practice. Contradictions and instability are not seen as anomalies to be ironed out or problems to be solved but rather as productive forces through which enjoyment can manifest itself.
Squatting is in itself a strong but temporary protest. It is strong inasmuch as it attacks one of the foundations of modern society (property), and temporary since squatters are subject to the rule of law and will eventually be evicted. The mediatization of a place against the system makes it possible to give visibility to local struggles, but also to the public decisions, made at the local level, concerning precarious people. Even if the outcome of the fight is known (that the squatters will be expelled and the squats emptied), members of the collective see in the fight a subversive means of effective protest; “We are no messiahs, we are nobody. We just want to live and if by living, we block the system, so much the better. If, by chance, we inspire people, that’s cool. But, our first vocation is, first of all, to live among ourselves because we love each other. We are a collective and we aspire to nothing other than living” (Squatter #6). 
OccupyTheatre is a self-managed space – ‘living’ in multiple senses of the word. It is socially and politically activated to include and co-produce with, students and those on the margins of urban life – people who encounter what the activists see as the ennui of a gentrifying urban centre. Notably, this sense of urban alienation is to be countered not only by activism, but by enjoyment: “That’s why we’re here, to embody this counterculture. You see, at the TAZ, we were creative, we had fun, we built shelters, we had meals, we organized concerts, we held demonstrations. […] They’ve got buildings, shopping centres and nightclubs, but it’s all boring. In the alternative spaces we really have fun” (Squatter #11). Here, we find that the more serious political goals of squatting are framed within a desire for a more enjoyable way of organizing. Once through the door of the squat, the concepts of space and time become blurred. The costumes of the inhabitants, the projection of films, the staging of dramas, the historical courses on Marxism and Anarchism transport occupants to another space, another temporality. Squatting, while temporally bound, encompasses an enjoyment of intensity; “…living in the full sense: being free and responsible in one’s place of life. It is being able to do what one wants without referring to an owner that does not live here anyway” (Extract from the collective work, Squat from A to Z, 2019). Even in the face of adversity, there is room for an undeniable form of enjoyment (see Box 2).
	Unlike OccupyTheatre, where the building is, essentially, emblematic, SouthHackSpace was first set up in a garage, replicating the computer culture of past decades, before relaunching its activity in a former bank with a start-up. The hackers ended up in the basement of a Dojo, a cellar that used to be a clandestine bar, whose entrance is now reminiscent of a ship’s gangway. As a result, from the outset, hackers have always had to make do with limited resources, whether technological or financial. This is in keeping with the Do-It-Yourself movement (Lallement, 2015) which is embodied in the construction of the hackerspace and intrinsic to its workshops. If someone comes into the place with an idea, they are encouraged to put it into practice with a positive, ‘just do it’ attitude. 
In the same space, you will find people enjoying themselves while working on free photography development methods. They laugh when they set up concerts using Game-boys. They derive enjoyment printing on old manual presses. Time spent observing, talking and participating at SouthHackSpace showed that hackers are people who above all, come together in one place to enjoy themselves and share. It is a place where all kinds of experiments are possible and where anyone with a passion is welcome. Hackers want to demystify the technical nature of projects so that production tools can be reappropriated. The hackers who visit the site on a regular basis share a self-definition as people who want to share their knowledge while respecting the Free Software philosophy, the peer-to-peer exchange system and the copyleft movement – whilst knowing that this does not protect their practices from being re-appropriated. By opening-up the ‘black box’ of technologies, the hackerspace aims to be somewhere people can explore and reclaim what is possible. Hacker #2 commented on how “People are losing their independence, especially when it comes to production tools”, noting metaphorically that “nowadays, even clementines come ready peeled”. 
When part of a machine stops working, the hackers’ philosophy involves opening up the machine, understanding how it works and seeing whether it is possible to change the part. In this respect, this is not a place where you can drop off your computer and pick it up in a better state. Members define it as a citizen’s laboratory, in which “doing” is omnipresent: this essentially means that all projects are welcome (from Python programming to astronomy, circuit bending, 3D printing, making tools accessible to the visually impaired, or even craft beer production). Tasks must have two ends: curiosity and enjoyment; “They’re friends, there’s that affinity thing. There’s also that thing of sharing knowledge that we like. Learning new things is really important. That’s my main motivation. You learn lots of things from the people around you. I especially love talking, explaining things, especially about photography, I love it.” (Hacker #10). According Hacker #1, “the hacker is the one who doesn't take much, so as not to do much with it”. It’s with this philosophy, that hackers meet up every year for an international hackers’ conference at the Toulouse Hackerspace Factory (THSF), with no real aim other than to get together and exchange ideas on their practices and values (see Box 3).

Box 3. Not doing much, without much
Ethnographic notes, May 24th - 26th 2017: On my last day at the Toulouse Hackerspace Factory (THS), which lasted several days, I was able to see the impressive amount of work accomplished by the hackers. While Hacker #4 toiled for several hours to get the radio working, I followed Hacker #13 and Hacker #I in setting up a 3D printing workshop. After a few hours of installation and preparation, the machine is up and running, giving Hacker #13 the ability to demonstrate all his skills and technical jargon. At the start of the night, I had the opportunity to witness a surreal conversation between him and a visitor: for several dozen minutes he explained the technicalities and particularities of 3D printing before the visitor asked him what he was printing, to which he replied with a satisfied smile: "a Yoda with a big d*ck". This is a good representation of the activities of the hackerspace, which are structured around fun. Individuals who travel hundreds of kilometres, using great technical skill and a huge amount of work to print a blasphemy of Star Wars.

The hackerspace represents a stage for projects to be enjoyed, always with the aim of questioning citizens about their digital practices. The hackers base their protest on holding conferences to raise public awareness and organizing workshops to enable people to reappropriate production tools. While the values defended and the battles fought are very serious (i.e. predicated on grand principles), the actions undertaken by the hackers are based on enjoyment. This starts as soon as they connect to the Internet. When users ask members for their password, they reply with a smile, “cestpascompliquéputain” (it’s not fucking complicated). It is a humorous way for hackers to demonstrate the need for a password that is easy to remember, but hard for software to crack. Teasing of Mac and Windows owners is also rife in hackerspace. Hackers use humour to denounce private software and data capture. It is also around serious subjects that the hackers demonstrate humour in form. For example, when the members set up a first aid workshop (thus touching on serious topics), they could not resist making pop culture allusions, personal jokes and targeted banter. This serves to question technical practices and tackle complex or dramatic issues from a different angle. Ultimately, this is the main driving force behind collective action at SouthHackSpace.
The hackers use enjoyment a way to encourage self-activation and development and, ultimately, as a way of resisting what they see as the tightening of the control exerted by large corporations. This was illustrated by their participation, in 2013, in a hackathon co-organized with local government and a private IT school. They created software which enables users to find out where they can park without paying. The aims were clear: they wanted to use their skills to highlight issues around access to public and private data, to challenge stereotypes about ‘hackers’, and to problematize the exploitation of digital skills for commercial ends. In case anyone could miss the subversive, humorous nature of the hackers’ work, the software was named Original Open Pervenches Statistics (OOPS), a pun incorporating the French slang term for traffic warden, and with an acronym which speaks for itself.

Discussion: Enjoyment as a heterotopic practice
As our findings show, heterotopias both operate through, and constitute, an experimentation oscillating between order and disorder, embracing external and internal conflicts without ever formalising into an instituted spatial arrangement. Our study of SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre reveals that enjoyment is a practice that is constitutive of other spaces in which anything else is possible (Defert, 2009; Soja, 1996), whilst also being fuelled by those spaces as they assemble. Through our cases, enjoyment, as a practice, materializes through three processes, namely experimenting, articulating and seizing. Because hackers and squatters organize themselves to occupy places and hack organizational practices, they thereby create a joyful illusion of another (and other than) possible order. In doing so, they manage to generate a space that unifies without ever synthesizing a multiplicity within and around the place; producing through joy an alternative space (of others). Finally, understanding their interstitial position, they incorporate their inherently unsettled nature into their modalities of activation – seizing fatality as an opportunity. The table below (Table 2) provides an overview of these practices which we detail in the sections below.
	Heterotopic process
	Practices of enjoyment
	Materialization of enjoyment
	Level of implication
	Main objective
	Mode of resistance
	Spatial dynamics

	Experimenting
	Enjoyment through the projection of an illusion
	Re-appropriating space and practices
	Collective
	Resisting from within the system by spatially bringing individuals together
	Direct challenge to dominant norms and practices
	Transforming neglected or underused spaces into alternative, visible sites

	Articulating
	Enjoyment through the promotion of otherness
	Embracing and enacting spatial multiplicity
	Organizational
	Enabling the co-existence of diverse, contrasting identities and practices
	Multifaceted resistance that emphasizes and seeks to protect difference
	Creating (micro-) spaces within a (macro-)space, meshing physical and symbolic boundaries

	Seizing
	Enjoyment through the cultivation of the unsettled
	Framing means as ends
	Individual
	Empowering individuals by rejecting and reconfiguring dominant norms
	Subversive renouncement whereby abandoning conventional structures creates new possibilities
	Dissolving fixed spatial boundaries to open paths for re-emergence elsewhere



Table 2. Three types of enjoyment as practice in heterotopias

Experimenting heterotopia: Enjoyment through illusion
This first process – experimenting – allows for the materialization of enjoyment through the production of an illusion, if only for a ‘moment’ (Lefebvre, 2003 [1970], p. 98-99), within/against the established order by the reappropriation of spaces and practices. Heterotopia is concerned not with modifying the space around it, but of building another space inside the given ‘realities’ – a space to be in, to enjoy in for a while. Constituted at the epicenter of a specific order, heterotopias momentarily occupy the ordered space, bringing together the centre and the margins, the near and the far, the place and the non-place, the order and the disorder (Hetherington, 2003); ‘thus takes form (that is, reveals itself as form) the dialectical movement of the punctual and the colossal, of place and non-place (of elsewhere), of urban order and urban disorder’ (Lefebvre, 2003 [1970], p.182). Our two spaces are not hidden; they are in the heart of the city, whether occupying an iconic 2000sqm building downtown or navigating the very heart of ubiquitous technologies to hack them. They are for all to see, their doors are wide open so that anyone can share in an alternative experience, ‘but to tell the truth, once you’ve entered it, you realise that it’s an illusion and that you haven’t entered anywhere’ (Foucault, 1984, p. 26), and that this is only the beginning of a long road.
	Hackers and squatters experiment by collectively reappropriating spaces and practices, which is how enjoyment is practised. Squatters (re)open abandoned buildings to occupy and reclaim them, while hackers also find neglected, under-utilized places, set up a network connection and launch projects. Hackers and squatters alike manifest themselves through contested practices. They embody a form of social critique that seeks to produce a counter-power, even anti-power (Parker & Parker, 2017), through a form of positive enjoyment. Reporting Linus Torvalds’ comments that “the computer is a pleasure in itself”, Himanen (2010) explains that Linux was born out of small experiments carried out with the computer and emphasizes the role of enjoyment throughout the process. By occupying/hacking spaces, the hackers and squatters are acting out a form of resistance within the contested system, but also allowing new ways of organizing, occupying and living collectively to be envisaged. If hackers represent a subversive class that wants to break away from this domination, the relation between hacking and large corporation (and their practices) is complex, marked by many instances of re-appropriation and borrowing, and unexpected collaborations (Massa & O’Mahony, 2021; Von Hippel, 2016).
Experimenting is crucial, then, for the ability of individuals to move beyond the despair of unattainable horizons (Parker, 2022), by producing not just another space, but an ‘other than’ space, and we conceptualize heterotopia as a spatial form of resistance through othering which builds alternativity through experimentation (Soja, 1996). As Kjaergaard et al. (2024, p. 9) have it, ‘Working through a heterotopic lens thus means that subtle activists both engage with their surroundings and try to reconfigure them’. This is because, at the same time as having to cope with a state of non-desirability on the part of the dominant institutions, the actors are constantly experimenting with and reconfiguring their own desires. It is thus no longer a question of confronting the dominant order to produce a counter-hegemony, but rather to experiment with a freedom to negotiate with our dependency without the need to destroy it (Mouffe, 2014; Parker & Parker, 2017). 
In this line of thought, ‘heterotopia opens up avenues for the deconstruction of sameness and its subversion, becoming the antidote to the erasure of difference implicit in the progression of the cultural logic of late capitalism’ (Sohn, 2008 cited in Miller, 2015, p. 72). The construction of spaces by hackers and squatters is an experiment, both in conceptual and practical terms. Exploring other spaces is no longer so much about ‘illustrating the diversity of organizational forms as it is about studying possible changes in organization and management’ (Barlatier, Chauvet, & Morales, 2017, p. 17), fuelling and fuelled by enjoyment.

Articulating heterotopia: Enjoyment through otherness
The second process – articulating – allows for the materialization of enjoyment through the fostering of otherness in the everyday life of these heterotopias (Farias, 2017; Fernández, Martí, Farchi, 2017). Our two heterotopias are characterized by a juxtaposition of spaces that are never static, always in movement and in conflict. Enjoyment therefore produces a space of multiplicities that members of those space embrace and nurture. It is not a space of synthesis of powers or of a single power, nor a space of incongruity (Defert, 2009), but a space where individuals and practices are both concentrated and articulated in different ways. As argued by Dehaene and De Cauter, (2008, p. 94), ‘Heterotopia implies a process that is always hesitant, incomplete, without synthesis, a dialectic at a standstill, an unstable interruption or suspension’. In turn, it is in this unsettled and incomplete space that enjoyment manifests its promise and power. Occupants of these other spaces manage to create a place for all, in which each (sub)culture is accepted and claimed; a place in which worlds coexist and therefore a democratic space: urban in an almost classical sense (Dennis/ICAA, 2019). 
The dilemma posed by the construction of these other (micro-)spaces stems from the fact that they are only made possible by the existence of a dominant order that they contest and from which they reconfigure a form of resistance from within. These spaces are in constant friction, constantly diverting and reorientating the institutions within which they are located, meshing physical and symbolic boundaries. They change the social relations of a city by making its inhabitants aware of the absence or presence of a cultural space accessible to all free of charge, and at the same time making precarity visible. They connect actors in an alternative economic and social world by forging informal and ephemeral partnerships with militant electricity suppliers to bring light to the place and the machines, with local restaurants and shops to organize collections of unsold food and feed the occupants, with businesses or public institutions to recover used technical equipment and give it another life, and with associations interested in these alternative initiatives, however ephemeral, to connect all the others. The multiple spaces within the heterotopia overflow its boundary and resonates across other spaces and practices in the wider ecosystem in which they are located.
By being places for everyone, heterotopias become places for others, for people and things that are sometimes marginalised and that for a moment are alongside those considered ‘normal’. The entrepreneur questions the hacker, the bourgeois rubs shoulders with the proletarian, the new settles in alongside the worn, the useless questions the useful, the beautiful and the ugly merge, all for the sake of a show, a party, an ephemeral coming-together which could become the space’s purpose. For however fleeting their actions may be, they make an impact through media coverage and by virtue of their positioning, putting the margins back at the centre. By opening up heterotopias to the world, the occupants reject a single moral order, whatever it may be, and re-establish the actors’ capacity to (re)imagine new organizational modes and to enhance differences and the in-between. In this respect, the experiments of SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre carry with them the attempt at a new organization that makes it possible to interweave individual contribution and collective activity, in which freedom, sharing and enjoyment are at the heart of the collective process. By re-politicising the everyday (Courpasson, 2017) and practicing enjoyment, the occupation of the old theatre and the hackerspace instils the example of another possible world, and a space where all worlds are possible. 
In this space made up of gaps and in-betweens (Jullien, 2005), enjoyment lies in the ability of individuals to find each other and live together, without allowing one of the parties to take over from the others. Enjoyment derives its symbolic power from its proximity to forms of resistance that do not make any particular demands, and from the more total commitment that they imply. Because they are rejected, fought against, by prevailing social and spatial forces, they become spaces of activism in themselves, making the everyday a site for activism (Steyaert, 2010). This second process is essential to maintain a space for ‘others’, in all its singularity and multiplicity.

Seizing heterotopia: Enjoyment through the unsettling
The third process – seizing – allows for the materialization of enjoyment through unsettling. While faced with a vulnerable temporality, the actors involved make the means they have put in place their own ends. As heterotopias are constantly under threat from economic and legal forces, stakeholders are acutely aware of the difficulty of sustaining their practices long term, so they make the most of enjoying them in the moment, through their daily practices. It is the renouncement of a settled counter-hegemonic proposal for a ‘new other space’, in favour of a relative harmony in which the trajectory of all those who have been involved with those projects is nourished by the organizational event they experience. This enjoyment, which characterises the other space, means that the disappearance of the space can be seen not as a failure, but as a relative continuity, the promise of the development and materialization of another space, somewhere, sometime and somehow. As such, they can take full advantage of the richness of the collectively (re)produced other space (Defert, 2009; Soja, 1996). If squatting such as OccupyTheatre, is a way of challenging the principle of property ownership, rather than an obvious fight against precariousness, then squatters embody a means of survival that de facto calls into question our way of life, our relationship with work, collective living and criticism of everyday life. According to the squatters themselves, their action cannot be considered a goal, but at most a means.
As such, our two heterotopias do not stand the test of time and repression, constantly disassociating and relocating, in the process forming new collectives inspired by past experience of an alternative and otherness. Once evicted, hackers and squatters alike seize the skills they have acquired and the social relationships they have forged to build new places, elsewhere, accompanied by others, thus giving rise to a network of alternative practices and places with ‘all that they contain of joy, of overcoming individual resourcefulness, of tangible reality that defies the daily grind of order and work’ (Comité Invisible, 2007, p. 122). As such, enjoyment does not live in the perpetuation of the alternative organization (as entity) but in its other(ing) practices. What emerges is not despair at being unable to create a long-term alternative, but an even greater hope of indefinitely reproducing a possible alternative elsewhere. Thus, the renunciation of the establishment of a counter-hegemonic process that would endure over time produces the enjoyment of a multitude of projected future alternatives. Aware of the coercive force of dominant praxis, and of the ephemeral nature of counter spaces, heterotopias must be seen not as an end in themselves, but as a constant alternative of configuration and reconfiguration (Soja, 1996), enabling the enjoyment of more democratic and innovative social processes and relations (Hjorth, 2005). In their consciously unsettled and unsettling state, these heterotopias joyfully mock utopias and their claims to legitimate authority. 
These heterotopias are nevertheless understood as spaces of significance – they have a role to play in the transformation of capitalism by producing new forms of organizing, both in terms of their purposes and of the means they put in place (Parker, Stoborod, & Swann, 2020). Like pirates, our heterotopians can be seen not as ‘a revolutionary movement but rather an insurrection that is always aborted and constantly renewed, since it is permanently located outside the field, that is to say outside the map’ (Durand & Vergne, 2011, p. 71). Hackers and squatters temporarily occupy a territory, in space, time or imagination, and dissolve as soon as they are being mapped, ‘appearing-disappearing’ (Bey, 2003) to better escape the dominant orders. As the digital era continues to unfold, such forms of ‘insurgent decentralization’ find new expressions in the virtual world (see for example Vergne’s (2020) discussion of the blockchain as an organizational form reminiscent of piracy). They veer between metaphor, organization and utopia; making displacement simultaneously literary, literal and poetic.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
Of course, our study is not without limits, and we understand the study of two other spaces does not exhaust the richness and scope of the heterotopology proposed by Foucault (1986). With this article, we are encouraging further committed study of hackerspaces and occupation movements around the world (Coleman, 2015; Graeber, 2004; Lallement, 2015; Péchu, 2010), while favouring a longitudinal and ethnographic approach to these alternative spaces. Future trajectories of research could focus, for example, on the relationship between political economy and the formation of heterotopias. From a spatial point of view, we call on the organizational research community to investigate the spaces constructed in resistance to established orders, whether patriarchy, capitalism or imperialism, with a view to contesting them, but above all with a view to producing another way of living and organizing (Parker, 2023). In terms of temporality, the notion of the ‘lifespan’ of specific heterotopias could be extended into research that examines in greater depth the mechanisms of genesis, establishment, decline and dissolution of utopias. 

Conclusion
Our two heterotopias show that, although interconnected in the same social, political and economic context, the technological laboratory and the hackerspace are worlds apart, as are traditional cultural institutions and the occupied theatre. Our aim has been not to define a new, particular or more effective form of activism, but rather to explore initiatives set up right at the heart of the dominant norms and institutions, which are trying, in a complex political, social and economic context, to experiment with other ways of living and organizing. Heterotopic spaces are not constituted by the establishment of an organized order, but rather by a daily animation of the conflicts experienced both inside and outside. As such, the value of heterotopias goes much deeper than the possible destabilization of the dominant order caused by their existence.
Whilst capitalism may have found ways of appropriating so-called enjoyment for the purpose of ever-increasing consumption and the intensification of work (Ahmed, 2010; Cederström, 2018; Marcuse, 1986), this does not mean that, as a practice, enjoyment has lost all its power as a critique of the dominant model of production. If space can create enjoyment, enjoyment also creates and nurtures space (Segal, 2017). If only for a moment, heterotopias create the conditions for an alternative form of organizing by interweaving spaces within a space and, in our cases, by positioning enjoyment as an ethics of life. In so doing, they offer a means of resistance to the politics of despair, between the looming horizon of capitalism, unattainable hopes and predicted dystopias. Unlike forms of resistance that tend to produce a reform of the dominant order or the proposal of an ‘other world’, these alternative organizations are part of the paradigm of a ‘world in which many worlds fit’ (Starr & Adams, 2003, p. 20). It is this aspect that makes heterotopia the space of all resistance. As a space within space, heterotopias carry the potential to instigate change through enjoyment, transforming cultural practices as they permeate the public discourse.
So, when it seems difficult to construct a counter-narrative powerful enough to contradict that of capitalism’s inexorability, it is the stories of which SouthHackSpace and OccupyTheatre are a part, the biographies, and actions, of the activists who live there, that constitute the fragments of a new narrative and sow the seeds for social change. Recalling nautical metaphors to which these activists often cleave, the last word belongs to heterotopia’s most prominent theorist: ‘…The ship is the heterotopia par excellence. In civilizations without boats, dreams dry up, espionage takes the place of adventure, and the police take the place of pirates’ (Foucault, 1986, p. 27).
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