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boundaries, distance, and movement that allowed us to elaborate how
the dynamic between openness and closure is shaped. Drawing on our
analysis, we revealed three spatial features — physical visibility,
strategizing artefacts, discursive designation - that play a role in the
dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing. We constructed a
conceptual framework that shows how these spatial features, and their
different combinations are associated with pivots between openness and
closure. Thus, our findings advance prior open strategy research by
providing potential explanations of why openness turns to closure,
despite the attempts to keep the strategizing process open. We argue
that taking space seriously provides a more nuanced understanding to
some of the contingencies and possibilities related to the dynamics of
openness and closure in strategizing.
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on our analysis, we revealed three sriital f at>‘es — physical visibility, strategizing artefacts,
discursive designation — that play a role ir' the dynamic between openness and closure in
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why openness turns to closure, despite the attempts = keep the strategizing process open. We
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For the future to be open, space must be open too. (Massey, 2005, p. 11)
The argument about openness/closure [...] should not be posed in terms of abstract spatial
forms but in terms of the social relations through which the spaces and that openness and

closure are constructed [...] (Massey, 2005, p. 165)

R<cer’ ~esearch has shown open strategy to be a multifaceted and highly dynamic phenomenon
(Seidl vos singh, & Whittington, 2019) highlighting that openness in strategizing also entails
closure (Dobysch, Dobusch, & Miiller-Seitz, 2019). Focusing on the two dimensions of
openness, namely 7. spz ency and inclusion (Hautz, Seidl, & Whittington, 2017; Whittington,
Cailluet, & Yakis-Douglas, 20 1) research has already examined the dynamics of openness in
terms of who should be incluc :d or excluded in the strategy process at the organizational (Mack
& Szulanski, 2017; Vaara, Rantakari, & "olstein, 2019) and inter-organizational level (Seidl
& Werle, 2018); what kind of infoima<a s’.culd be shared and to what extent (Malhotra,
Majchrzak, & Niemiec, 2017); and how open esc.an be promoted or impeded (Whittington
& Yakis-Douglas, 2020). However, the question o.'‘wliere’ has gained less attention and left
the role of organizational space untheorized in open strate_y “ese2=: 1. Thus, we need to build
a more nuanced understanding of the ways in which material w.nd.soc:al production of space
shapes the dynamic between openness and closure in open strategizing

In this paper, we address this question of ‘where’ of open stiategiting. Recent
scholarship on organizational space (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Beyes & Steyaert, 2012 Si »phenson,
Kuismin, Putnam, & Sivunen, 2020; Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019) has conceptualized .puce'as
a social and relational phenomenon as much as a material or physical location. These studics
draw from Lefebvre’s (1991) idea of space as a process that is both a social product and
produces social relations. In this vein, we refer to organizational space as the location that

emerges constitutively from organizational activities, objects, arrangements, and social
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practices (Beyes & Steyaert, 2012; Stephenson et al., 2020). Embedded in this understanding,
we examine the use of space through its three key building blocks: boundaries, distance, and
movement (Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019) that allows us to elaborate how the dynamic between
openness and closure is shaped. We ask the following research question. How does the use of
space shape the dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing?

Co answer this question, we draw on the Danish TV series Borgen. Borgen is a political
drama< <. 1c'lows the rise and fall of a politician Birgitte Nyborg, first as leader of the
‘Moderates” thcn of her new party the ‘New Democrats’. The TV series tracks her path to
Prime Minister, su*( :qu’ nt defeat and exit from politics, and then her return. Borgen is the
nickname of Denmark s/ _hri; tiansborg Palace, which houses the Danish Parliament, Prime
Minister’s office, and Supieme Court. Borgen depicts open strategizing with diverse
stakeholders and reveals openness.in La? 2gizing procedures (Dobusch et al., 2019; Hautz et
al., 2017). In our analysis of Borgen, wewce visual fiction to examine the connections between
openness and the use of space, because spac: is :latively difficult to textualize with more
conventional research approaches (Holt & Zundel, 20'; Panaviotou & Kafiris, 2011). Visual
fiction is fiction that is dramatized through entertainment r'cdi'«, su? as TV or film. Moreover,
visual fiction is relevant since it lends openness to our researci. praces:. Our analysis reveals
three spatial features — physical visibility, strategizing artefacts, discur.ive ' 'esignation — that
shaped the dynamic between openness and closure. Our findings sugges! that .nese spatial
features, in different and varying combinations are associated with pivots that arc petential
turning points in the dynamic between openness and closure.

Our study contributes to research on open strategy (Hautz et al., 2017; Seidl et al., 2017;
Whittington et al., 2011) and open organizing (Kornberger, Meyer, Brandtner, & Hollerer,
2017; Tkacz, 2012) by examining how the use of space shapes the dynamic between openness

and closure. While strategy practice research has already suggested how the use of space both
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enables and constrains strategizing (Hydle, 2015; Jarzabkowski, Burke, & Spee, 2015) our
study provides a potential explanation as to why, despite the attempts to keep the strategizing
process open, open strategizing eventually turns towards closure. Second, we provide a
conceptual framework that elucidates how spatial features and their use, in different

combinations, are associated with pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure.
Taesvetical Background
Openn':ss c:nd space in organizing

Openness has become increasingly pervasive as a new form of organizing (Puranam, Alexy, &
Reitzig, 2014) not lea. due to the development of new technologies (Zammuto, Griffith,
Majchrzak, Dougherty, & Fara:»2007) since technology plays a key role both in terms of who
is included and what is the cawer’. 01 information shared (Faraj, von Krogh, Monterio, &
Lakhani, 2016; Kornberger et al., 2017, As an organizational concept, openness is connected
to notions of participation, collaboration, ar d t= ..isnarency (Tkacz, 2012) and associated with
collaboration both inside and outside organizaiuc s to .ncrease knowledge, creativity, or
scientific discovery (von Krogh & Geilinger, 2019). Hox ¢ ver, from the perspective of
organizational space, openness is mainly mediated through di :ial <. virtual spaces that provide
the architectures and affordances of openness (Chesbrough, 2003, Pur .nam et al., 2014).
With the focus on digital and virtual spaces, open organizing reses.chlias empirically
examined open source software development, webpages, and digital foruni: (O vichony &
Bechky, 2008; Puranam et al., 2014; von Hippel & von Krogh, 2003). On the one hund, ' his
research has shown how even in the absence of physical space, hard to codify knowledge such
as competence and experience can be shared (Faraj et al., 2016). On the other hand, schola,
have shown the limits of this knowledge sharing in virtual spaces, as the principles of openness

clash with more traditional forms of organizing (Kornberger et al., 2017). However, in open
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organizing, consideration of space and particularly physical space has still largely been

addressed implicitly (Kornberger & Clegg, 2004).

Open strategy and space

Strategy scholars have similarly interpreted openness as a new mode of being (Seidl et al.,
2019) and defined open strategy as a ‘dynamic bundle of practices that affords internal and
e terruinactors’ greater strategic transparency and/or inclusion, the balance and extent of
which‘res sond to evolving contingencies derived from both within and without organizational
boundaries’ (Yiautz et al., 2017, p. 298). As a dynamic phenomenon, openness in strategizing
also entails closur«"« 507 1€ extent (Dobusch et al., 2019). By focusing on the two dimensions
of openness, transparerc’ and inclusion (Whittington et al., 2011) open strategy research has
already elaborated questions >f wno narticipates (Vaara et al., 2019) or is included (Hutter,
Nketia, & Filler, 2017; Mack & S=uar_ii, 2017), what information should be visible and
available (Malhotra et al., 2017), and how uper.ness is enabled (Gegenhuber & Dobusch, 2017).
A few studies have also distinguished betweet. pai «cination as gathering informational inputs
from stakeholders and inclusion as fostering the coi.;itment ¢ participants to organizational
strategizing (Mack & Szulanski, 2017; Quick & Feldman; 207 1)

However, open strategy research has dealt with the questi-.z.of space implicitly rather
than explicitly, not least because open strategy research has mainly” foc’ sed on openness
mediated through digital and virtual spaces (Dobusch et al., 2019; Hutter eta , 20./: Luedicke,
Husemann, Furnari, & Ladstaetter, 2017). Nonetheless, digital and virtual spacec.h: ve layed
a key role in dematerializing structural and social barriers of openness, thereby promoting er ual
opportunities for both participation and idea development (Mount, Clegg, & Pitsis, 2020). For:
example, Luedicke et al. (2017) examined email participation as a form of radically open

strategizing and showed how virtual spaces may promote transparency, although not
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necessarily inclusion. Similarly, Hutter et al.’s (2017) study of online crowdsourcing projects
showed that virtual spaces alone were insufficient to create senses of community or belonging.

As one of the pivotal studies of open strategy research, Dobusch et al. (2019) examined
how open strategizing practices enact ideals of organizational openness. They studied how the
use of Wikis promoted the involvement of actors, both internal and external to the organization,
alungs’ ‘e their access to sensitive information. As virtual spaces of open strategizing, Wikis
repres: at<. co'laborative workspace of interlinked webpages, where all actors could amend and
modify text, bsch 11 terms of content and structure (Dobusch et al., 2019). However, their study
showed how open=_ s ir shaping strategy content was also dependent on forms of closure.
Moreover, Dobusch et.l.. 201 ") argued that openness should not be interpreted simply in terms
of a lack of organizational ¢ ructure since unstructured openness may lead to exclusion in
strategizing. Last, in one of the rore vwries examining open strategy beyond virtual spaces
Splitter, Jarzabkowski and Seidl (20z%)7she'wed that even with the intention to increase

articipation in strategizing, o ess remains cha! enging an uires closure.
rticipation in strategizing, openn e ha!' engi d requires closure

Space and strategizing
While the notion of space has not yet received explicit a.cer.ior+i: open organizing or open
strategy research beyond virtual space, strategy process and practico=es¢ arch has touched upon
questions of organizational space more broadly (Healey, Hodgkinson, ¥ hitti .gton, & Johnson,
2015; Hydle, 2015; Jarzabkowski et al., 2015). Conceptually, space both ena’ les <.1d constrains
strategizing since physical surroundings impact how we perceive and respond to st ni'uz (Lé
& Spee, 2015) and plays a role both in enacting and setting out future strawcgiz.ng
(Jarzabkowski et al., 2015).

Strategy process studies have addressed how spaces designed for strategizing purposes
such as boardrooms (Hodgkinson & Wright, 2002) and strategy workshops held off-site

(Healey et al., 2015; Johnson, Prashantham, Floyd, & Bourque, 2010) shape strategizing. These
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spaces allow multiple participants to influence strategizing especially by challenging current
strategies, innovating, and focusing on future needs (Concannon & Nordberg, 2018;
Hodgkinson, Whittington, Johnson, & Schwarz, 2006; Johnson et al., 2010). By distancing
participants from the constrains of everyday surroundings, boardrooms and workshops may be
considered liminal spaces for strategizing, namely ‘in between’ and ‘unstable’ (Concannon &
Nordk =0, 2018; Johnson et al., 2010). However, this liminality comes with a caveat since the
outcor.es urc mot usually integrated within every-day strategic decision-making (Johnson et
al., 2010).

Strategy prrC 1ce research has shifted attention to everyday spaces of strategizing.
Jarzabkowski et al. (20'0>) ¢:amined how actors constructed strategizing spaces through
orchestrations of bodily, m iteria., and discursive resources. By focusing on spaces as
multimodal, social accomplishmei ts. sar7 sbkowski et al. (2015) illustrated the processual and
fluid use of space. They revealed vaiious.an<.on points in the use of space and showed that
the construction of spaces-within-spaces is c itic:. to accomplishing strategic outcomes. In
addition, Hydle’s (2015) study of spatiotemporal lir-Cnsions.examined the use of space in
shifts between deliberate and non-deliberate strategizing« Ck'a &7 olt, 2006). Hydle (2015)
showed that when actors share the same physical space their intcras*ion. tend to be more social
and informal and inform non-deliberate strategizing. In contrast, wiier actc s are in different
physical spaces but share temporality, interaction requires more facilitation and -.1anagement,
informing deliberate strategizing instead.

In sum, strategy process and practice research has elaborated various ways 12wvh'Cii
different spaces and their use may influence strategizing and its outcomes. More specifically,
studies have shown how spaces such as boardrooms and off-site locations are planned and
arranged to support strategizing, and how these spaces are used by strategists (Healey et al.,

2015; Hodgkinson & Wright, 2002; Johnson et al., 2010). Thus, we suggest that to build a more
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nuanced understanding of the connection between the use of space and strategizing, we also
need to look at spaces that are unexpected and not prearranged for a strategizing purpose.
Similarly, while open strategy research has taken the distinctive step to explicitly examine the
dimensions of openness, namely inclusion and transparency (Seidl et al., 2019) this openness
still needs to be considered in terms of space. Given that openness unfolds through the dynamic
b<we< » openness and closure (Dobusch et al., 2019) what remains to be explored are the
variov. w.ys ‘he use of space may shape this dynamic. These are not just theoretical gaps per
se, but also r.sscd opportunities to deepen our understanding of the contingencies and
possibilities of ope=" tra‘ 2gizing more broadly. This is why we next take a closer look at the

izatior.al' s 2.
concept of organizatioi.al spac

The concept of organi.atioral space

Outside studies of open organiz.2g ar’. -open strategy, the intimacy between space and
organizing more generally is broadly acxiov.edged (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Beyes & Steyaert,
2012; Stephenson et al., 2020; Taylor & Spiccr. 2007 Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019). We draw
from this organizational literature and refer to space o= 'he loca* on that constitutively emerges
from organizational activities, objects, arrangements, anc so' 1al.: ctices (Stephenson et al.,
2020; Taylor & Spicer, 2007).

In early research, space had been used as an umbrella construct: dirs: h & Levin, 1999)
that referred only to the various physical locations of organizing and was th' refe ¢ understood
as a fixed, dead and immobile concept (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p. 325). Howevir - elvizo on
the work of Lefebvre (1991) current organization research has conceptualized space as «'se ial
and relational phenomenon as much as a material and physical one, produced and reproduced
in everyday practices of organizing, a context in which material, bodily, and discursive
exchange is constructed (Beyes & Holt, 2020). Thus, space is now seen both as a social product

and a generative force (Beyes & Steyaert, 2012; Stephenson et al., 2020; Taylor & Spicer,
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2007). In other words, space is more than just a thing or mere physical platform on which
organizational agents act, it shapes organizing (Massey, 2005; Stephenson et al., 2020).

Organization research has examined space from various perspectives. It is argued that
space controls organizational processes by placing people and things in particular locations,
enchanting people with meanings and emotions, and constraining how people conduct
workr’ice activities (Dale & Burrell, 2008). Space also constitutes the boundaries of
organi_in, an the interaction within it, defining where, who, or what is included or excluded
(Beyes & Hol* 2020). Furthermore, space connects, separates, and sorts organizational actors
(Dale, 2005) as we''(s e’ courages and discourages their behaviour (Fayard & Weeks, 2007).

Despite these cun’.1but ons, we argue that organizational scholars need to unpack some
of the links between space and opnenness. In a recent review on organizational space,
Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) icenticies three key conceptual building blocks of space:
boundaries, distance, and movemer... \»se Luilding blocks provide an analytical lens that
considers the materiality and physicality o' sp<ce. while acknowledging its social and
processual nature. More importantly, we argue .thic this 'ens is useful in examining
organizational openness, since boundaries, distance, and.nc’ eme: ~may also be considered
constitutive of openness.

Boundary conventionally refers to the physical and material struc ure of space, its
barriers and borders (Stephenson et al., 2020) thus providing physical stru’ ture.or openness
in strategizing. However, boundaries are not solely fixed entities, but a 0 _.social
accomplishments (Langley et al., 2019). Boundaries isolate physical spaces and distriorte e
positions of actors in them (Rodner, Roulet, Kerrigan, & vom Lehn, 2020). The notion ‘of
boundaries helps to elaborate openness through the demarcation of distinct organizational
spaces that can shape both the inclusion or exclusion of participants and their actions

(Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019).
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Distance allows us to pinpoint the type and extent of physical, material, and social
connections and relations between various actors (Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019). With distance
we can elaborate how various actors use space either to isolate themselves or connect with one
another (Rodner et al., 2020). In terms of openness, distance helps us look at the degree of
inclusion and transparency. However, distance is also not a fixed category, but should be
casid red a dynamic between distance and proximity. This dynamic may manifest via the
distrib.aets 07 positions in space, but also through discourse and symbolism (Lefebvre, 1991).

Mover ent can be considered in two ways. First, how actors move in and between
different physical 2. _m: cerial spaces (Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019). Second, space itself may
be in a continuous stat: ¢« m¢ vement through the actions, practices, events, episodes, flows,
trajectories, and performances tha. create, maintain, and transform it (Beyes & Holt, 2020;
Stephenson et al., 2020). The meaing of snace may change if different actors alter how they
use it and talk about it (Lefebvre, 1991 ,+7 n1., movement as a spatial concept is particularly
helpful when examining the dynamic betwee oy nness and closure in strategizing and the
pivots therein.

Consequently, we ask: How does the use of space s’.ap > the<2 namic between openness
and closure in strategizing? To answer this question, we turn nioxt o ocr empirical case.
Research Design
The Empirical Material
Introduction of Borgen. Borgen illustrates everyday strategizing in Danish coaliti<a 2 /oiitics.
Created by Adam Price, Jeppe Gjervig Gram and Tobias Lindholm, Borgen first aire’. in
Denmark in 2010, running for a total of three seasons, across 30 episodes or ‘chapters’ and
broadcast between autumn 2011 and January 2013. Season one traces the rise of Birgitte
Nyborg from relative obscurity to the position of Prime Minister. Season two focuses on the

challenges she faces and her attempts to introduce controversial reforms, and ends with Birgitte
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leaving politics after losing the election. We focus on season three, which depicts her return to
politics. Birgitte Nyborg’s old party, the Moderates, had moved to the political right amid the
increasingly polarized debate around immigration. Discouraged from re-joining, she
establishes a new political party, the New Democrats, with a core team comprising two serving
politicians Jon Bethelsen and Nete Buch, her former mentor Bent Sejre, Erik Hoffmann as the
fe me vice-chair of the conservative New Right party and Katrine Fonsmark as head of PR
for the ne s porty.

Why Forgen? We chose Borgen because it illustrates the key dimensions of
transparency and i+ 'si¢ 1in open strategizing (Hautz et al., 2017) and portrays both the extent
and procedures of opcarzss 1 om the perspective of a variety of stakeholders (internal and
external) (Dobusch et al., 2079). Eorgen also depicts a case where openness is a requirement
of strategizing due to the multi-par.v nciit: al system. We considered Borgen a revelatory study
of open strategizing as follows. First, BGrgon eiibits transparency since it shows how political
parties must reveal their positions regularly. . eccr d. Borgen portrays on-going dynamics of
inclusion and participation since political parties ai> »“emberskip organizations that sustain a
community of interacting stakeholders (Hautz et al., 2017,. Taird, e extent of transparency
and inclusion vary according to the political issue, which “Change: periodically. Fourth,
decision-making here must be democratic, procedurally and actually (IWobus :h et al., 2019).

A Strategic Episode of Open Strategy in Borgen. At the beginnin ; of ~cason three,
Birgitte Nyborg had to develop a new strategy for her political comeback. At iaat point. the
staging moves from Christiansborg to a shabby warehouse that became the headqua=*ars or
Birgitte’s new party. We were intrigued by this move. Initially, the warehouse served as a space
for the core team to strategize. However, the action soon expanded to include a multitude of
volunteers and stakeholders, and the warehouse then became the centre of strategizing during

three chapters (22-24).
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First, we conceptualize this relocation and the strategizing in the warehouse as a
strategic episode, given the clearly defined initiation, conduct, and termination pattern (Hendry
& Seidl, 2003; Jarzabkowski & Seidl, 2008). Also, strategizing there was important and
consequential for the new party to develop its strategy (Jarzabkowski et al., 2015). Second, it
showed the following features of open strategizing. There was broad involvement by
st.keb  ‘ders (Baptista, Wilson, Galliers, & Bynghall, 2017) inside and outside the existing
boundiiies oF the new party (Whittington et al., 2011), and transparency of strategic
information sk.rea (Mack & Szulanski, 2017) to which the participants had access (Baptista et
al., 2017). Third, th<" tra‘2gic episode involved a discrete spatial aspect, both in the beginning
with the relocation to a w'.reh¢ use and at the end when the volunteers were asked to leave, the

whiteboards were dismantled and'he core team returned to Borgen.

Visual Fiction

Our empirical material was video aawa /Gylfe, Franck, LeBaron, & Mantere, 2016;
Jarzabkowski et al., 2015) in the form of visu:l fictien (Holt & Zundel, 2014; Panayiotou &
Kafiris, 2011) in a TV series. Prior organization resca-_h has ar -ued that fiction contributes to
our understandings of work, organizations, and managemeut (">ell 2+ J8; Dale & Burrell, 2008;
Holt & Zundel, 2014; Savage, Cornelissen, & Franck, 2018). fi-an s largely grounded in
social and organizational practice and never simply told from the specif : viewpoint of a
scriptwriter or author. Instead, the observer as much as the author is implic ated'in_the telling
(Eco, 1981; Savage et al., 2018). Moreover, texts in whatever form may b> «op~idered
expressions of human meaning, constructed simultaneously between an author and an acuie’.ce
with a subject and actions, events, characters, experiences, and situations (Kiipers, Mantere, &

Statler, 2013). Thus, fiction can hold real power over people by shaping how they make sense

of organizations.
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Visuality (Quattrone, Ronzani, Jancsary, & Hollerer, 2021) and particularly visual
fiction dramatized through visual means, such as TV or film, has additional expressive power
because it portrays and attempts to understand behaviour where life is being lived, without the
airbrushing rendered by high-grade abstractions of theory, even if the status of such
representations is complex and ambiguous (Holt & Zundel, 2014; Zundel, Holt, & Cornelissen,
2713)« =urthermore, visual fiction is a vehicle for understanding organizational space since
space <5 ¢“wniseen solely as a platform of organizational life and has thus remained relatively
difficult to tev.ualize (Panayiotou & Kafiris, 2011). In our view it is because visual fiction
provides a clearly < terr ible account of organizing that we can, through the study of film or
TV, better examine how/spaci frames meaning in organizing. Last, it offers openness to the
research process since the cha acteis, events, and meanings are all there on the screen, available

for everybody to view and re-view (Hcit © Zundel, 2014).

Analysis of the Empirical Maier 1o’

Here we outline how we worked through (Zun el ¢. al.. 2013) the strategic episode in Borgen.
The nature of the material meant that we each watcii=u Borger independently as many times
as we wanted, focusing first on what we considered impc.tar ¢ fo<» penness and then making
notes. To discuss the material we held Skype meetings approximat« ;b1 monthly over a twenty
four month period. In these meetings we reviewed the material col’cctiv: ly and identified
discrete moments of action and dialogue that could be categorized as'oper  strategizing
involving multiple participants in different spaces. The first author watched the se iesin the
original Danish with English subtitles. The second author also watched the series in the Giig.ial
Danish with both English and Finnish subtitles and with some understanding of the original
language. This allowed us to compare the accuracy of the translations. For example, the broom

cupboard was translated as ‘boardroom’ in the English subtitles rather than as ‘meeting room’
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in the original Danish. In addition, we had several informal meetings outside the set piece
material review sessions.

Our analysis consisted of 233 minutes of running time in the above-mentioned strategic
episode. We excluded scenes that focused on personal lives of the characters or revolved
arcund the media. This left approximately 60 minutes of continuous strategizing across the
thice < :apters that we transcribed for in-depth analysis. We agreed on 53 scenes or discrete
visual:sequeices, from which we selected 309 stills and placed them in a PowerPoint
document, thv* maintaining the video sequencing.

We constr=i 4 a’iarrative timeline (Langley, 1999) to identify the key strategic events
of the episode and the spuces 'n which those took place (see supplementary material). From
the timeline we then examir :d the dynamic between opening and closing (Dobusch et al.,
2019) by distinguishing different phascs o~ strategizing characterised by openness and closure,
and the pivots between these phases as+“Cile vy by looking at the changes in the number of
actors and different levels of involvement. V’e 7 :ntified inclusion at the beginning of the
strategic episode when everyone who so desired cot.'d “articipate and contribute their strategic
ideas on the whiteboards and where strategic informe .or was' ransparent to everyone.
However, this inclusion turned into participation as the core tea.n=ovid to other spaces, then
keeping pieces of strategic information with them. Participation contiued ' 1 the main room,
but became a lesser form of engagement (Mack & Szulanski, 2017; Quick . Fel“man, 2011).
Last, we noted exclusion when the core team either explicitly or implicitly rejccte 1 inout or
sought refuge from the multitude of volunteers, for example when participants were rec .y
denied access to the broom cupboard, or when the core team no longer shared all strategic
information with everyone.

To distinguish the spaces where strategizing took place and how these spaces and their

use evolved, we undertook a detailed analysis of 53 scenes within the timeline, which we
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timestamped. We identified six spaces in use in the warehouse, but only three distinct spaces
for strategizing in order of appearance: the main room in the warehouse, the broom cupboard,
and the bike shed. The timeline shows what strategic issues were discussed and in which
spaces. In our detailed micro-analysis of the spaces (Jarzabkowski et al., 2015) we focused on
bonndaries, distance, and movement (Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019) in two steps. First, we
e~ ami” 2d the physicality and materiality of these three spaces, and second we focused on their
social .nd prosessual aspects.

For phrsical boundaries, we focused on the existence, absence, and transparency of the
physical barriers 27.C be ders (Stephenson et al., 2020) that would shape inclusion and/or
transparency and thereuy .heir materialised openness. We observed boundaries, such as doors
and walls of each space to el iborace how actors were able to enter and/or exit the space and
how the space was demarcated. A'so, we noted the transparency of boundaries, for example
windows, and whether the actors cGulc==Ce 2. be seen in a space. Concerning physical and
material distance, we focused on the physica a1.” material gap between actors within each
space and between spaces. By looking at how Giffelent actars positioned themselves we
elaborated the connection between actors to reveal their d*,car ce fre a each other (Stephenson
et al., 2020; Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019). We examined how tl.is Aista ce between the actors
was shaped by the material features of spaces for example by looking .t the artefacts used as
tools for strategizing and how they favoured, shaped, invited, and constraine( acti< a (Zammuto
et al., 2007). Last, we focused on physical movement by looking at how different act rs moved
in and between the spaces and how the layout of each space enabled or constraicad s
movement.

Second, we focused on the social and processual aspects of spaces, namely their use.
With respect to the use of boundaries, we focused on how actors strategically created, removed,

and renegotiated boundaries both sociomaterially and discursively, how they opened spaces
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for participation by inviting or disinviting others and how actors created new barriers, for
example by referring to a booking system. In terms of distance, we focused on how actors
adjusted social distance to each other either to enable or hinder social connectedness or create
isolation for strategizing purposes (Rodner et al., 2020). We did this by looking at how crowded
the spaces were, the number of actors and strategizing artefacts present, how often and how
ac.ors :<ed these strategizing artefacts, for example when they placed something on the
whitekLarss, ond which actors did so. We examined how the actors used movement in two
ways. First, w. focused on why actors moved in and between the spaces for example, when
they apparently lef* . °ro' vded space to seek refuge and how they referred to that movement in
their talk. Second, we “07asec on how the actors gradually altered the meaning of the spaces
(Beyes & Holt, 2020) by putti1g them to different uses, for example by bringing in strategizing
artefacts or taking them out and/or 2ow h< 7 referred or changed how they referred to the spaces
in their talk.

We returned to the narrative timeline (O tio e the various uses of spaces in relation to
the dynamics of openness in strategizing. We thet..loiked for-any explanation in the use of
these spaces that could have played a role in shaping <uno‘e dvi mics. At this point, we
identified three distinct spatial features: physical visibilit,, ~fratigizing artefacts, and
discursive designation. These features and their different combinaiiors pli yed a role in the

pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure.

Findings: The Spaces and Phases of Open Strategizing

We present our findings in four sections. First, we present the different phases of opeiiics: in
strategizing related to the use of space and the pivots in between them, to provide an overview.
of the dynamic between openness and closure during the strategic episode. Second, to show
the connections between this dynamic and space, we describe the spaces and elaborate their

strategic use in terms of boundaries, distance, and movement. Third, based on this elaboration,
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we note three spatial features, the use of which plays a role in the dynamic between openness
and closure: physical visibility, strategizing artefacts, and discursive designation. This allows
us to look at how these features and their different combinations are associated with the pivots
in the dynamic between openness and closure. Last, we present our conceptual framework to
describe the connections between different combinations of these spatial features, the patterns

th_y f=-m, and the pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure.

Phases of openness and pivots in opening and closing

The first phas. in the strategic episode was the increase of openness in strategizing. It started
when Birgitte firstci tec a warehouse as the headquarters for the new party. While this was a
conscious choice on her part it was also a necessary move. The new party needed mass
membership and a location wi ere members could easily meet and develop the party. Following
an open invitation, there was a rapil.incre .22 in the number of participants. In addition, a space
that was initially empty soon incorpotrawed. “ables, chairs, multiple whiteboards, a printing
station, and a coffee area, enabling both partic nat.sn.inclusion, and transparency of strategic
information in the strategizing process. Once Birgiii= opened.~» the warehouse, it became a
space for mass participation.

The second phase in the strategic episode was partial .=criasing of openness in
strategizing. The pivot from increasing openness to partial decreasin, of ¢ penness occurred
when the core team initially became frustrated with the mass participation’ n th_ main room.
Jon asked Birgitte to retreat to a broom cupboard (Chapter (C) 23-01.08-03.04 s ying*We
just can’t talk here [in the main room]’. He was in turn followed by one of the voluntecis, ¥ no
was refused entry: ‘Sorry. We’re in a meeting’ (C15-01.08-03.40). The door was closed while
the mass participation continued in the main room. This was the first spatial manifestation of
decreased openness. At this point it was significant that the core team toasted their success in

creating ‘a mass movement’, although Jon thought it was more like ‘a mass of movements’
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(C23-01.08-10-03.04). Strategizing by the core team in the broom cupboard again increased
once it was designated as a meeting room with a meeting table and chairs (C23-09.58-10.43)
and thus explicitly recognized as a strategizing space. As the strategic episode progressed the
broom cupboard gradually became more crowded. Movement from the main room to the broom
cunboard and back became more frequent, allowing the members of the core team to be more
se.ecti = about who participated, what information was shared, and to what extent.

[+C wird phase in the strategic episode was an acceleration in the decreasing of
openness 1n strategizing. The pivot from partial decreasing to an acceleration of the decreasing
of openness occur==_ wk :n Nete and Katrine first sought refuge in the bike shed to continue
their discussion after buin 2 evi sted from the broom cupboard by Jon (C23-11.54-13.15). These
moves to the bike shed first ' rom ‘he broom cupboard, later from the main room, ultimately
became a back-and-forth movemi:nt Uet'zeen these spaces. For example, when the broom
cupboard was double booked (C23-29.12°29,3) and Jon failed to find a space in the main
room to meet with Birgitte about party fundin_, ho'moved to the bike shed saying ‘I might as
well move my desk out here’. These moves often «»r<ared unintentional, for example as the
core team left the main room on their way home and contir .ec to di< uss the integration expert
in the bike shed (C23-19.30-20.28). However, these shifts back’ar<.tor h illuminate how open
strategizing seemed to be the aim of the core team, despite the observab!. dec ease in openness.

Despite all this, the increased number of participants seeking to <ontribute to
strategizing and the growing diversity of perspectives and agendas continued in t.\e 1 1air.room
until the very end of the strategic episode. The fourth phase was increasing clossre
strategizing. The pivot from an acceleration in the decreasing of open strategizing to increasiug
closure occurred when Birgitte noticed that the mass participation had become unmanageable
and called the core team to the broom cupboard, where she announced: ‘It is time to do the

political work and put the summer camp glee behind us’ (C24-53.51-54.34). The fifth phase
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was closure. The pivot from increasing closure to closure in strategizing occurred when the
core team moved from the broom cupboard to the main room, and when Birgitte climbed onto
a chair, drew the attention to the whiteboards and said ‘in many ways our party resembles that
notice board. You could say that right now our party is that notice board. Now it’s time to slim
down and set its course’ (C24-54.35-58.10). The strategic episode was closed and mass
p-«tic’. =tion ended when Birgitte thanked the participants, asked them to leave, and undressed

the whiekuarls. These different phases are illustrated in our conceptual framework (Figure 1).

Spaces an:. their use

The main room. T'.C \2ai 1 room in the warehouse was a central space throughout the strategic
episode; it was visible an'1 des gnated as the party headquarters. The room generally appeared
shabby, with exposed electrical cavles. a concrete floor, doors patched with tape, and cracked
and dirty windows. In the beginn.2g b ain room was largely empty with no material or
social references to strategizing and ‘a ra: ¢, trom Borgen, huh’ (C22-40.54-43.42). Due to
this emptiness, the main room provided few mawri2!.cues about its use (Fayard & Weeks,
2007). As the strategic episode progressed it was sa°n furnis’ ed with strategizing artefacts
such as whiteboards, undesignated tables, chairs, lamps, 1ar.ons;  .xed telephone lines, and
photocopiers (C23-08.50-09.57). Each new day began with Birg .= e tering the main room
(C23-01.08-03.04) and although the core team moved into other spaces, the  always returned
here.

The strategic use of the main room was two-fold. Initially, it was used by ‘he corcteam
to strategize over formation of the party. Once the new party was launched, the main roGin s as
used as an open strategizing space for mass participation, the core team, and a variety of
volunteers and experts. Here, participants advocated for several different and sometimes
contradictory strategic issues. As in a conventional setting, strategizing was manifested in

strategizing artefacts where ideas and information were shared.
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With respect to boundaries, the main room was first used as a space for strategizing by
invitation when Birgitte invited Katrine (C22-1.21-13.52) and later other participants (C22-
31.54-33.50 and 38.36-40.52). Thus, Birgitte’s invitation permitted others to cross the first
boundary. Later, the main room lacked explicit boundaries and participants could come and go
as they pleased in an open invitation (C23-01.08-03.04).

‘n terms of distance, first the main room was initially only inhabited by the core team.
There<va< souvial distance to some extent since Birgitte manifested ownership over the space
by inviting aru suowing it to others. However, as the main room was filled with mass
participation, soci2’" ust’ ncing diminished physically, materially, and socially between all
actors, including uninvitcd pa ticipants. Moreover, when mass participation peaked the core
team appeared bothered by tk : lack of distance and sought refuge elsewhere.

Concerning movement, a" thc Y=ginning of the strategic episode practically all
strategizing took place in the maia 1esin <ven though it contained only a few explicit
strategizing artefacts. At this point, increasii g 12 vement in the space occurred when the
number of participants noticeably grew and the sp.ce<was subsequently furnished with more
strategizing artefacts. Although the core team continued t< us’ the« ain room for strategizing
throughout the strategic episode, they progressively moved tc other soaces. In addition, we
observed movement in the meaning of the main room. Even though the r.ain1 yom was a central
space throughout the strategic episode, its importance to core team strateg zing uecreased as
the strategic episode progressed, while it remained open and mass participation cont wued until
the end of the strategic episode.

The broom cupboard. The broom cupboard was the first space used by the core team'.o
escape the mass participation, although it was not initially set up or designated as a strategizing
space. First, it was full of cleaning products, mops, and buckets and lacked any reference to

strategizing. Because it was separated from the main room by a frosted glass door and had glass
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windows to the main room, it was visible to all participants. As the strategic episode
progressed, the cleaning products were replaced by strategizing artefacts, including a table with
four chairs and a flipchart. It became discursively designated ‘the meeting room’ (C23-11.20-
11.53).

The broom cupboard was the only space with explicit physical boundaries for example
a‘.ock nle frosted door and windows with blinds. Like a meeting room, it was a space
appare .t vicible to all through windows and a door that controlled access. The door and
windows weres alsu social barriers, allowing the core team to select by invitation who could
participate (Seidl #+7 ‘er’ 2, 2018) thereby regulating the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion.
Thus, while the main rcor « wa portrayed as open and allowing inclusion and participation, the
broom cupboard was portraycd as vxclusive and enabling strategizing by the core team only.

Regarding distance, the bi~on. cvboard was physically close to the main room, but
due to the physical and social boundarice<C w25 socially distant from all but a few participants.
In relation to other spaces the broom cupboarc wa aused by the core team to increase distance
by physically isolating themselves from other part.cinunts (Redner et al., 2020), but also by
discursively designating the broom cupboard as a meeting .oc¢ n. T* room itself was cramped
without much opportunity for physical distance between actoi, e=ce ey were in the space.
Despite this, Birgitte created a sense of hierarchy by sitting on the tablevher she chastised Jon
about the nature of funding he had secured (C23-39.45-41.21), thus manifest ng s< cial distance
(Mount et al., 2020).

Movement in the broom cupboard was two-fold. First, there was regular move=en* i
and out of the space, but only by a few actors. Second, we observed movement in the meaniug
of the space as its use for strategizing by the core team, evolved. These shifts in meaning

occurred through embodied behaviour as explained above, but also through discursive

Organization Studies

Page 22 of 45



Page 23 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

negotiation. Its status changed again when Birgitte redesignated it as the broom cupboard (C24-
53.12-53.50).

The bike shed. The bike shed was extremely visible, located outdoors in plain sight near
the main entrance to the warehouse and used by all participants to store their bikes. It lacked
anv reference to strategizing either through strategizing artefacts or discursive designation.
T".oug” the bike shed was accessible to all, its use for strategizing was established only among
memb rs1 e core team. Unlike other spaces, the bike shed remained the same throughout
the strategic er.soue.

The bike sh=_ 1ac’.ed physical boundaries such as walls or doors to restrict the entering
and exiting of participun’'s. Hhwever, its inconspicuous nature did not socially invite large-
scale participation, even thou _ch un.versal use of the space is especially common in the Danish
context where nearly everyone bik=s to wiirk.

The bike shed was the only spacC v physical, social, and material distance. Its
location outdoors first meant there was expl cit raysical distance from mass participation.
Second, it had not been designated as a strategizing. sn.ce either discursively or materially, it
provided distinctive social distance between the core tear« a'«d of's r participants. Third, the
bike shed was sociomaterially distant from strategizing as it lackad th» requisite strategizing
artefacts and thus provided no material cues (Fayard & Weeks, 7009) for strategizing.
Movement to and from the bike shed was implicit. It was the sole remainii g ref.ge in which
the core team could strategize. Moreover, the actors beyond the core team were lai 2ei - ur~ware
of its strategic use.

We summarize the spaces and their use in terms of boundaries, distance and movemeat
in Table 1.

Table 1 about here
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Spatial features

Our combined findings regarding the pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure and
the spaces and their use, allowed us to reveal three spatial features — physical visibility,
strategizing artefacts, discursive designation — that shaped openness in strategizing. In the
fo'owing, we describe these spatial features, and then discuss how these features and their
d’«fer .vcombinations play a role in the pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure.

St ategizing artefacts. By strategizing artefacts we refer to objects that could be
considered er.stemic for strategizing (Jarzabkowski, Spee, & Smets, 2013; Kaplan, 2011).
Artefacts such as i eb’ards, meeting tables, and other office supplies provided participants
the possibility to contiil ute ¢irategizing and share strategic information, thereby enabling
openness (Hautz et al., 2017).

When first used in the stiategiz iz episode neither the main room nor the broom
cupboard housed any strategizing arteiacts < dowever, both spaces soon had an increasing
amount of such artefacts. In the main room Bi:gifi. first introduced whiteboards for outlining
the strategic direction of the party. Subsequently, i+ number of whiteboards increased and
were later used by all participants. This led to a rapid buil¢-ur of *4- s on the whiteboards and
participants became used to contributing to strategizing with littie 7.ecre ion. Other strategizing
artefacts such as communal tables, chairs, lamps, laptops, fixed tele hone lines, and
photocopiers soon appeared to the main room.

When the core team first sought refuge in the broom cupboard it was fu.! ¢ " clcuning
products. Soon the broom cupboard was furnished with a meeting table, chairs, and fi'.ng
cabinets. This accumulation of strategizing artefacts was similar to the main room. The only
space that lacked any strategizing artefacts was the bike shed and yet from its first use until the
end of the strategizing episode, it remained a space for core team to strategize and exchange

more critical strategic information.
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Discursive designation. By discursive designation we mean any claim the actors made
in labelling a space strategic, which is conceptually related to the idea of discursive legitimation
(Vaara & Tienari, 2008; Vaara, Tienari, & Laurila, 2006) but with a spatial dimension (de
Vaujany, 2019).

Two spaces were defined as strategic via discursive designation. Birgitte first chose an
e ptv varehouse and discursively designated it as the headquarters of the new party. In
additic.1, i croom cupboard was first designated a meeting room and then redesignated as a
broom cupbo2d.

Discursive <'C 1gr ation played a role particularly in opening spaces for participation.
Designating an empty Loc.m as headquarters served as an invitation for mass participation and
designating the broom cupbc ird a, meeting room allowed Jon to invite external experts, but
also to evict Katrine and Nete. When Jo was challenged about having booked the meeting
room, he referred to a booking carend= tkiw was not evident to the observer. Jon thus
simultaneously legitimized and occupied the Lroc::. cupboard as a space for strategizing. The
bike shed was never designated a strategizing spacc. 2ispite the increased strategizing by the
core team there.

Physical visibility. Physical visibility was directly connccted to he physical conditions
of the spaces: physical boundaries, physical distance, and physical me:eme 't in and between
spaces. However, physical visibility as a feature of space in itself did nc en2".ie openness
because it did not serve as an invitation for participation or inclusion.

As an open plan space, the main room itself was physically visible to the part.aipares.
At the beginning of the strategic episode this physical visibility enabled participation aid
inclusion, and provided transparency of strategic information. However, once strategizing
artefacts were added to the main room and it was discursively designated as a strategizing

space, this accumulation of spatial features seemed to prompt the core team to seek refuge in
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the broom cupboard. The broom cupboard with window blinds and a frosted door presented
limited physical visibility for core team strategizing. Nevertheless, participants who remained
in the main room could still see this strategizing. Similarly, once strategizing artefacts were
added to the broom cupboard and discursively designated as a strategizing space, this
accumulation of spatial features coincided with the core team’s movement to the bike shed.
Che most distinctive space in terms of physical visibility was the bike shed. It was in
plain sigh?juit outside the warehouse. Despite this extreme physical visibility, the bike shed
seemed to pe rategically invisible, since throughout the strategic episode it did not house
strategizing artefac’s nor was it designated as a strategizing space. This strategic invisibility
also manifested when I.a’.1ne nd Nete retreated there to continue their conversation and other
participants did not see this r overnient in between spaces. Thus, strategizing in the bike shed

was kept for those in the know.

Framework: Spatial features and ne pivots between openness and
closure

We now draw our findings together into a concej tual .ramework that elaborates how three
spatial features — physical visibility, strategizing artefacts, d'sc/irsive designation — shape open
strategizing. While there is no predetermined order between hevsree spatial features in
themselves or in combination, we show how these features connec o “uc dynamic between
openness and closure in strategizing. Considering openness is a dynamic ph<aomenon always
entailing closure to some extent (Dobusch et al., 2019), we conceptualize ckan e. in this
dynamic as pivots — potential turning points between openness and closure. Figure 1 shovs
how spatial features and their different combinations, shaped open strategizing and the pive’s
in this dynamic between openness and closure. In our case, the episode of open strategizing
unfolded through pivots between openness and closure, in a progression starting from
increasing of openness to decreasing of openness and ultimately an acceleration towards

closure. In other cases, such pivots would also occur and may even be associated with different
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combinations of spatial features. Thus, these pivots may also do the opposite to our case, where
instead progression is towards the maintenance or even increase of openness over time.
Figure 1 about here

Figure 1 reveals connections between different combinations of spatial features and the
pivots in the dynamic from openness towards closure. First, the combination of space that was
pliysie ly visible, featured no strategizing artefacts, and was discursively designated for
strateg'zirg prposes, was associated with the first pivot (Pivot 1) namely a rapid increase of
openness botha terms of inclusion of participants and transparency of information. A different
combination of sp2*.. « fe' tures was connected to the second pivot (Pivot 2) from increasing of
openness to partial dec e sing of openness, namely reduced inclusion of participants and less
transparency of information. ' n this combination, the space was physically visible for all, there
was a significant increase in the nu.nbe. of :trategizing artefacts, and the space was discursively

X

designated for strategizing purposcs. 2 n<w the third pivot from partial decreasing of
openness to an acceleration of the decreasiag 7. ooenness (Pivot 3) when there was a
combination of limited physical visibility, the ommioer of strategizing artefacts rapidly
increased, and the space was designated for strategizing 7 urposes~" he combination of space
that was physically visible to all, had no strategizing artefacts, «ad -vas rither de-designated as
non-strategic or never designated for strategizing purposes, was asscciate | with the fourth
pivot, where an acceleration in decreasing of openness turned into an inc easi*'g of closure
(Pivot 4), with reduced inclusion of participants and less transparency of informa. 'or The final
and fifth pivot from increasing closure to closure (Pivot 5) took place in a combinator o
limited physical visibility, the removal of strategizing artefacts, and the discursive designation
of the space for strategizing purposes.

From Figure 1 we were able to reveal patterns (Table 2) between the different

combinations of spatial features and the dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing.
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First, pattern 1 towards increasing openness (Pivot 1) occurs in a space that contains only few
material cues for strategizing, namely the space is physically visible and there are no
strategizing artefacts, although the space is discursively designated for strategizing purposes.
Second, pattern 2 towards closure (Pivot 2 and Pivot 3) takes place in spaces where features of
phsical visibility, an increasing number of strategizing artefacts, and designating the space for
st'atee’ zing purposes, co-existed. Third, pattern 3 of accelerating closure (Pivot 4 and Pivot 5)
occurs inspaces where there are features of physical visibility sometimes to the extreme, a
decrease in the nuinber or absence of strategizing artefacts, and lack of discursive designation
or redesignating th=" nac : as non-strategic. Notably, pattern 3 is revealed when we compare
the combinations of spat'ul fe tures associated with Pivot 1 and Pivot 4. Interestingly, these
two patterns, opposites in terr s of wne dynamic between openness and closure, apparently have
the same features except in teris ¢« 7:scursive designation. A combination of physical
visibility, the absence of strategizing at.2.cte; and discursive designation seemed to result in
a pattern of increasing of openness. The same coivination of extreme physical visibility and
no strategizing artefacts, but without discursive dcricration, anpeared to result into patterns
toward closure.
Table 2 about here

These patterns reveal three insights about the connection betw<cn sy atial features and
the dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing. In our case, ¢ 1dine strategizing
artefacts or the existence of a multitude of strategizing artefacts, stimulates the lec :easing of
openness. In addition, the lack of designation of a space as strategic or re-designating =sp<cc
as non-strategic, stimulates an acceleration of closure. Interestingly, it seems that discursive
designation plays a critical role in whether the dynamic between openness and closure pivots
toward openness or closure. Although physical visibility at first seemed to have no explicit role

in the dynamics of openness, a space physically the most visible accommodates the most
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exclusive strategizing. One explanation may be that physical visibility alongside social
visibility is vital for the dynamic of openness, and discursive designation may be one way of
ensuring social visibility.

We anticipate that our findings would be applicable to other organizational contexts
where patterns of openness associated with similar spatial features of physical visibility,
statec’ zing artefacts, and discursive designation, may emerge. However, we foresee some
potent'ul < ariations as follows. In our case, the organizational conditions in Borgen are
comparable to . start-up; among start-ups there are often few or no strategizing artefacts, and
strategizing process .. are iess established. On the other hand, in more established organizations
for example multinat.or'al chHrporations or public sector organizations, there are often
strategizing artefacts already in common use, and as part of more established strategizing
processes. While in our case the patte.n < increasing openness (pattern 1) is associated with
physical visibility, discursive desigl.atic; ar . a lack of strategizing artefacts, in other cases
increasing openness may be maintained even wi." the introduction of strategizing artefacts.
Similarly, we could expect that as in our case the pctteri1 of decreasing openness (pattern 2) is
associated with the reduction of physical visibility and <imltar< usly the maintenance of
discursive designation, the increasing of strategizing arteficts.ma: not have the same
association. Thus, to extend our findings it would be interesting to stud the question of
whether decreasing the number of strategizing artefacts would lead to incre sing of openness,
and conversely whether increasing the number of strategizing artefacts woui!l lead to

decreasing of openness in other organizational contexts.

Discussion and conclusion
In this study, we have examined how the use of space shapes the dynamic between openness
and closure. Our study contributes to open strategy research (Hautz et al., 2017; Seidl et al.,

2019; Whittington et al., 2011) by showing the role of space (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Stephenson
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et al,, 2020; Weinfurtner & Seidl, 2019) in the dynamic between openness and closure
(Dobusch et al., 2019). We add to prior reseach by elucidating how the use of space shaped
open strategizing, turning the direction from increasing of openness towards closure. Our
empirical analysis of the TV series Borgen revealed three spatial features that played a role in
the. dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing: physical visibility, strategizing
ar.efas =_and discursive designation. We constructed a conceptual framework that provides
one paositie oxplanation of how the use of these spatial features in different combinations,
were associates with the pivots in the dynamic between openness and closure in strategizing.
We discuss the cor*i. yut’ hns of our study in more detail below.

First, we advai.c/ unc erstanding of the dynamic between openness and closure in
strategizing by illustrating ho v in wae use of space, openness turns into closure. Prior research
of open strategy has already extcadeu e'r understanding by elaborating the dimensions of
openness, namely transparency and iucluzon (Trautz et al., 2017; Seidl et al., 2019; Whittington
et al., 2011) and shown how technology has »rov:ied virtual spaces to enable this openness
(Hutter et al., 2017; Mount et al., 2020). Further, oi = 2. the key contributions in this field has
been to show how openness also necessitates closure to sor.e ¢ ten* Dobusch et al. 2019). Our
study extends this work by conceptualizing the turning points in‘.ne dvn. mic between openness
and closure as pivots. Our conceptual framework provides insight as t« now no single feature
of space, nor a single planned or emergent use of it, independently deterr’ ines pivots in the
dynamic between openness and closure. Instead, we argue that scholars of open str tegxz may
consider how spatial features in different combinations are connected to such pivotse'n < u
work, we showed three patterns of spatial features that each have implications for the dynaniic
between openness and closure: a pattern of increasing openness, a pattern towards closure, and
a pattern of accelerating closure. In this way, our study empirically connects to the relational

and processual view (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020) that space is more than just
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a mere physical platform for strategizing, it continuously emerges in and through its material
and social production (Lefebvre, 1991; Massey, 2005).

Second, we extend previous research by showing the potential related to all of the
spatial features — physical visibility, strategizing artefact, discursive designation — in providing
exnlanations to why openness eventually turned towards closure, in spite of the attempts to
k<ep # = strategizing process as open. While previous studies have illuminated the various
benefi’; o7 opun strategizing (Hautz et al., 2017; Whittington et al., 2011; Whittington & Y akis-
Douglas, 202(,, we provide a case where openness was a requirement for strategizing and
notwithstanding th*=" =qu .rement, this openness turned towards closure.

Interestingly, we fnow *d some surprising findings in terms of strategizing artefacts, a
feature likely to be found in v any conventional strategizing spaces (Jarzabkowski et al., 2013).
For example, space that was pivsicall® visible, had no strategizing artefacts, and was
discursively designated for strategiziag p=ipos oy, was associated with an increase of openness.
However, when a significant amount of strateg zin. artefacts were brought into the same space,
this new combination seemed to lead to decreasing ¢€or’enness. This decrease in openness may
be an accumulation effect, where a significant amount .1 ¢.ratez” sing artefacts in a space
encouraged the increasing involvement of participants, acces’ te-straegic information, and
knowledge sharing, but to the extent that strategizing became unmar.geal le (Healey et al.,
2015). Alternatively, strategizing artefacts as one aspect of discourse 7iay <.iso produce
alienating effects, such as mystification (Mantere & Vaara, 2008) leading to clos ¢

Another finding relates to the spatial feature of discursive designation. Prior s*ate_y
research has elaborated the use and outcomes of spaces that are pre-arranged to support
strategizing and thus also discursively designated for a strategizing purpose (Healey et al.,
2015; Johnson et al., 2010; Whittington et al., 2006). We add to these studies by examining use

of space that is not initially pre-arranged for strategizing purposes, and that either subsequently
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became arranged for strategizing purposes or remained unarranged. Our findings showed what
happened as the actors moved between arranged and unarranged spaces and where discursive
designation as a spatial feature played a role in the dynamic between openness and closure. In
our case, space with physical visibility, no strategizing artefacts, but discursively designated as
strategizing space, seemed to lead to increasing of openness. However, a space with physical
vi5ibil . no strategizing artefacts, and no discursive designation for a strategizing purpose
seeme’. to'ical to acceleration towards closure. Thereby, discursively designating a space for
strategizing w'.s connected to increasing openness, similarly not discursively designating a
space for strategizi=g wa' linked to closure.

In terms of physical vi ibility, our study connects to prior research on transparency in
open strategizing (Malhotra ¢ al., _017). Initially, the physical visibility of the space played a
seemingly minor role in the dynimic b<iween openness and closure. In combination with
strategizing artefacts and discursive aesignsiaun, physical visibility as a feature of space
seemed to connect to both increasing and dec -ea.ig of openness. Interestingly, a space that
may be considered as the most physically visible cantiined clesed strategizing both in terms
of inclusion and transparency. Thus, physical visibility wh ' che: lim? d or extreme, seemed not
to serve as a social invitation for open strategizing

Third, we suggest the usefulness of visual fiction for future op<.1 ors anizing and open
strategy research. Strategy scholars have already advocated increase ! us. of video-
ethnography to better understand the situated and embodied nature of strategizing (C ylfe =t al.,
2016; Jarzabkowski et al., 2015; Vesa & Vaara, 2014). To complement these ideas, we =mriggse
that visual fiction as one form of video-ethnography allows scholars to elaborate aspects tlat
are more difficult to textualize, such as the use of space (Panayiotou & Kafiris, 2011). With its
expressive power (Holt & Zundel, 2014) visual fiction is also helpful in informing us of

strategizing not otherwise accessible to researchers, such as decision-making, influence, and

Organization Studies

Page 32 of 45



Page 33 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

communication, oftentimes filled with inaudible imperatives, corrections, and hints of what is
of strategic relevance and what is not (Gylfe et al., 2016).

We also acknowledge the limitations of visual fiction. As with other forms of video-
ethnography, attention may shift to details instead of more important patterns, practices, or
pracesses of strategizing, risking information overload (Vesa & Vaara, 2014). While visual
fituor ~arratives may portray the extreme, the unusual, and the inaccessible (Buchanan &
Hillgron,~u1?), they also may replicate social patterns that are easily recognizable (Panayiotou
& Kafiris, 201.). in our study, although recognizing that strategizing in real life may depend
on randomly chos<i. co nmon spaces, we chose to focus on the three central spaces of
strategizing in the strai:g’'c ep sode. However, there are constraints in visual fiction related to
staging, not least production ' osts .hat for example may have partially dictated the use of the
warehouse in Borgen as the filmine Iuc2 ion. Nonetheless, within these limitations, some of
the potential randomness of strategi.ing=..d <pace did manifest, for instance in the use of the
broom cupboard and bike shed. Nonewithst: ndio ., while our findings may apply to other
contexts of open strategizing, it is possible that .2 ~.ner cases similar or different spatial
features may manifest and lead to varying results in term’ of the < aamic between openness
and closure. Thus, it would therefore be important to examine “ne ~oni =ctions between space
and dynamic between openness and closure in other organizational cont< «ts, 1 ot least randomly
chosen common spaces, especially those not discursively designated as str’ tegi, to compare
the findings.

Last, we know that open organization research (Armbriister & Gebery 2072,
Kornberger et al., 2017; Tkacz, 2012) has mainly focused on openness that takes place‘in
virtual spaces (von Krogh & Geilinger, 2019) since technology has significantly influenced the
ways openness has become increasingly pervasive in contemporary organizing (Puranam et al.,

2014; Zammuto et al., 2007). Our study thus suggests that more attention be paid to the various
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ways in which organizational spaces and their use shape the dynamic between openness and

closure to understand the intricate connection.

Acknowledgements

Tk's is a fully co-authored article. Authors are listed in alphabetical order for convenience. We
wig' o thank all the scriptwriters and actors of the TV series Borgen who provided inspiration
fr o work. We would also like to thank the editorial team and the three anonymous reviewers
for'neir onstructive and helpful comments in revising this article for publication. In particular,
we wuoult lik to express our gratitude to Professor Richard Whittington and Dr Violetta
Splitter tor thiiriatient and challenging questioning, thoughtful advice, and sustained support
during the lat*_r stages of the revision process. We would also like to acknowledge the help in
the early stages of the »=; 2r, of Dr Paul Savage, and colleagues in the Open Strategy track at
the Academy of *'id.ag ment Annual Meeting, 2020; Professor Eero Vaara for insightful
comments and generou’ hel»: David Miller for language revision; and Thaoi Le for proofing.

Funding

This work was supported by the F,uad:i tion for Economic Education in Finland (grant no: 18-
10544) and by the University of Nottingh'’s International Collaboration Fund.

Organization Studies

Page 34 of 45



Page 35 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

References

Armbriister, Thomas, & Gebert, Diether (2002). Uncharted territories of organizational
research: The case of Karl Popper’s Open Society and its enemies. Organization
Studies, 23, 169—188.

Baptista, Jodo, Wilson, Alexander D., Galliers, Robert D., & Bynghall, Steve (2017). Social
media and the emergence of reflexiveness as a new capability for open strategy. Long

Ringe Planning, 50, 322-336.

Bell, Emma (2008). Reading management and organization in film. New York, NY: Palgrave

Macmillan.

Beyes, Timon, & Holt, Ruhin £2620). The topographical imagination: Space and organization

theory. Organization Thea ). 1, https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720913880

Beyes, Timon, & Steyaert, Chris® 201.). ‘spacing organization. Non-representational

theorizing and the spatial turn in organ zc*ic 1 research. Organization, 19, 45-61.

Buchanan, David A., & Héllgren, Markus (2018). Surviving a zombie apocalypse: Leadership

configurations in extreme contexts. Management I _ar iing"9, 152—-170.

Chesbrough, Henry (2003). Open platform innovation: Creatii g wa ae from internal and
external innovation. Intel Technology Journal, 7, 5-9.

Chia, Robert, & Holt, Robin (2006). Strategy as practical coping: A Heidegy erioi parspective.
Organization Studies, 27, 635—655.

Concannon, Margaret, & Nordberg, Donald (2018). Boards strategizing in liminal spa_es:
Process and practice, formal and informal. European Management Journal, 36, 71-82

Dale, Karen (2005). Building a social materiality: Spatial and embodied politics in

organizational control. Organization, 12, 649—678.

Organization Studies



oNOYTULT D WN =

Dale, Karen, & Burrell, Gibson (2008). The spaces of organization and the organization of

space: Power, identity and materiality at work. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

de Vaujany, Francois-Xavier (2019). Legitimation process in organizations and organizing: An
ontological discussion. In Frangois-Xavier de Vaujany, Anouck Adrot, Eva
Boxenbaum, & Bernard Leca (Eds.), Materiality in Institutions: Spaces, Embodiment
ard Technology in Management and Organization (pp. 343-377). London: Palgrave
N acm 'lan.

Dobusch, Larra, Dobusch, Leonhard, & Miiller-Seitz, Gordon (2019). Closing for the benefit
of openness’ '1h¢é case of Wikimedia’s open strategy process. Organization Studies, 40,
343-370.

Eco, Umberto (1981). The rovz.of theader in the semiotics of text. London: Hutchinson.

Faraj, Samer, von Krogh, Georg, Mont« iro, ric. & Lakhani, Karim R. (2016). Special section
introduction—Online community as sps.< ‘or knowledge flows. Information Systems

Research, 27, 668—-684.

Fayard, Anne-Laure, & Weeks, John (2007). Photocopiers 2:.d' water-coolers: The affordances

of informal interaction. Organization Studies, 28, 605—62 .

Gegenhuber, Thomas, & Dobusch, Leonhard (2017). Making an imp. es<.on hrough openness:
How open strategy-making practices change in the evolution of ne'w ventures. Long

Range Planning, 50, 337-354.

Gylfe, Philip, Franck, Henrika, LeBaron, Curtis, & Mantere, Saku (2016). Video meu.ud: 1n
strategy research: Focusing on embodied cognition. Strategic Management Journal, 57.

133-148.

Hautz, Julia, Seidl, David, & Whittington, Richard (2017). Open Strategy: Dimensions,

dilemmas, dynamics. Long Range Planning, 50, 298-309.

Organization Studies

Page 36 of 45



Page 37 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

Healey, Mark P., Hodgkinson, Gerard P., Whittington, Richard, & Johnson, Gerry (2015). Off
to plan or out to lunch? Relationships between design characteristics and outcomes of

strategy workshops. British Journal of Management, 26, 507-528.

Hendry, John, & Seidl, David (2003). The structure and significance of strategic episodes:
Social systems theory and the routine practices of strategic change. Journal of

nvanagement Studies, 40, 175-196.

Hirsch, Faul M.. & Levin, Daniel Z. (1999). Umbrella advocates versus validity police: A life-

cycle model. Orgemization Science, 10, 199-212.

Hodgkinson, Gerard P, &=Wright, George (2002). Confronting strategic inertia in a top

management team. Ce<.nin 3 from failure. Organization Studies, 23, 949-977.

Hodgkinson, Gerard P., Whittingt ‘n, > cbard, Johnson, Gerry, & Schwarz, Mirela (2006). The
role of strategy worksheps . ir" s .ategy development processes: Formality,

communication, coordination and incli sicn' Long Range Planning, 39, 479—496.

Holt, Robin, & Zundel, Mike (2014). Understanding -:anagennt, trade, and society through

fiction: Lessons from The Wire. Academy of Mancger entls view, 39, 576-585.

Hutter, Katja, Nketia, Bright A., & Fiiller, Johann (2017). Fall ng =¥ ort with participation.
Different effects of ideation, commenting, and evaluating binavior on Open
Strategizing. Long Range Planning, 50, 355-370.

Hydle, Katja M. (2015). Temporal and spatial dimensions of strategizing. C.ga izaion
Studies, 36, 643—-663.

Jarzabkowski, Paula, Burke, Gary, & Spee, Paul A. (2015). Constructing spaces for strategir
work: A multimodal perspective. British Journal of Management, 26, S26—S47.

Jarzabkowski, Paula & Seidl, David (2008). The role of meetings in the social practice of

strategy. Organization Studies, 29, 1391-1426.

Organization Studies



oNOYTULT D WN =

Jarzabkowski, Paula, Spee, Paul A., & Smets, Michael (2013). Material artefacts: Practices for

doing strategy with ‘stuft’. European Management Journal, 31, 41-54.

Johnson, Gerry, Prashantham, Shameem, Floyd, Steven W., & Bourque, Nicole (2010). The

ritualization of strategy workshops. Organization Studies, 31, 1589-1618.

I7ap’ n, Sarah (2011). Strategy and PowerPoint: An inquiry into the epistemic culture and

m chinery of strategy making. Organization Science, 22, 320-346.

Kornberger 7/27Hn, & Clegg, Stewart R. (2004). Bringing space back in: Organizing the

generative build-.i . Organization Studies, 25, 1095-1114

Kornberger, Martin, N ev.r, i"enate E., Brandtner, Christof, & Hdllerer, Markus A. (2017).
When bureaucracy me ets tt e crowd: Studying “Open Government” in the Vienna City
Administration. Organizai on Sudies, 38, 179-200.

Kiipers, Wendelin, Mantere, Saku: ¢= S.atl - Matt (2013). Strategy as storytelling: A
Phenomenological Exploration of emb divd aarrative practice. Journal of Management
Inquiry, 22, 83—100.

Langley, Ann (1999). Strategies for theorizing from proe:ss/data_Academy of Management
Review, 24, 691-710.

Langley, Ann, Lindberg, Kaisa, Mark, Bjorn E., Nicolini, Davide, i.av'ola, Elena, & Walter,
Lars (2019). Boundary work among groups, occupations and orsaniza:ions: From

cartography to process. Academy of Management Annals, 13, 704-736.

LE, Jane, & Spee, Paul (2015). The role of materiality in the practice of strategy. In Tarion
Golsorkhi, Linda Rouleau, David Seidl, & Eero Vaara (Eds.), The Cambridge
Handbook of Strategy as Practice (pp. 583—597). Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Lefebvre, Henri (1991). The production of space. Oxford: Blackwell.

Organization Studies

Page 38 of 45



Page 39 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

Luedicke, Marius K., Husemann, Katharina C., Furnari, Santi, & Ladstaetter, Florian (2017).
Radically open strategizing: How the Premium Cola collective takes Open Strategy to
the extreme. Long Range Planning, 50, 371-384.

Mack, Daniel Z., & Szulanski, Gabriel (2017). Opening up: How centralization affects
participation and inclusion in strategy making. Long Range Planning, 50, 385-396.

Mulhe 2, Arvid, Majchrzak, Ann, & Niemiec, Rebecca M. (2017). Using public crowds for
or.n trategy formulation: Mitigating the risks of knowledge gaps. Long Range
Plannig, 50,397-410.

Mantere, Saku, & *7cara’ Eero (2008). On the problem of participation in strategy: A critical
discursive perspecave. Organization Science, 19, 341-358.

Massey, Doreen (2005). For | pace. London: Sage Publications.

Mount, Matthew P., Clegg, Stew.rt K., 7 Pitsis, Tyrone S. (2020). Conceptualizing the de-
materializing characteristics uvf 1.:4Cin2" 1aclusion in crowdsourced open strategy. Long

Range Planning, 53, 1-10.

O’Mahony, Siobhdn, & Bechky, Beth A. (20u’). Bour.ary organizations: enabling

collaboration among unexpected allies. Administracive S=:r e Quarterly, 53,422—459.

Panayiotou, Alexis, & Kafiris, Krini (2011). Viewing the languw2e ¢ = srace: Organizational
spaces, power, and resistance in popular films. Journal of Manas,em nt Inquiry, 20,

264-284.

Puranam, Phanish, Alexy, Oliver, & Reitzig, Markus (2014). What’s “new” about n( w fo.ms

of organizing? Academy of Management Review, 39, 162—180.

Quattrone, Paolo, Ronzani, Matteo, Jancsary, Dennis, & Hoéllerer, Markus A. (2021). Beyond
the visible, the material and the performative: Shifting perspectives on the visual in

organization studies. Organization Studies, 42, 1197-1218.

Organization Studies



oNOYTULT D WN =

Quick, Kathryn S., & Feldman, Martha S. (2011). Distinguishing participation and inclusion.

Journal of Planning Education and Research, 31, 272-290.

Rodner, Victoria, Roulet, Thomas J., Kerrigan, Finola, & vom Lehn, Dirk (2020). Making
space for art: A spatial perspective of disruptive and defensive institutional work in

Venezuela’s art world. Academy of Management Journal, 63, 1054—1081.

Savige, Faul, Cornelissen, Joep P., & Franck, Henrika (2018). Fiction and organization studies.

C rgar zation Studies, 39, 975-994.

Seidl, David, & Werle." lix (2018). Inter-organizational sensemaking in the face of strategic
meta-problems; Requisite variety and dynamics of participation. Strategic Management

Journal, 39, 830-80.

Seidl, David, von Krogh, Georg & Wi .ttington, Richard (Eds.) (2019). Cambridge Handbook
of Open Strategy. Cambridge. Can0ric o2 University Press.

Splitter, Violetta, Jarzabkowski, Paula, & Seid , Do id (2021). Middle managers’ struggle over
their subject position in Open Strategy prcesses. Jovrnal of Management Studies,

https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12776

Stephenson, Kathleen, Kuismin, Ari, Putnam, Linda, & Sivunen, 11 12020). Process studies
of organizational space. Academy of Management Annals, 14,7 97— 24,

Taylor, Scott, & Spicer, André (2007). Time for space: A narrative revicw . research on
organizational spaces. International Journal of Management Reviews, 9, 224273,

Tkacz, Nathaniel (2012). From open source to open government: A critique of open puli‘.cs.

Ephemera: Theory and Politics in Organization, 12, 386—405.

Vaara, Eero, & Tienari, Janne (2008). A discursive perspective on legitimation strategies in

multinational corporations. Academy of Management Review, 33, 985-993.

Organization Studies

Page 40 of 45



Page 41 of 45

oNOYTULT D WN =

Vaara, Eero, Rantakari, Anniina, & Holstein, Jeannie (2019). Participation research and open
strategy. In David Seidl, Georg von Krogh, & Richard Whittington (Eds.), Cambridge

Handbook of Open Strategy (pp. 127-140). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Vaara, Eero, Tienari, Janne, & Laurila, Juha (2006). Pulp and paper fiction: On the discursive

legitimation of global industrial restructuring. Organization Studies, 27, 789-810.

Vee., Mi ko, & Vaara, Eero (2014). Strategic ethnography 2.0: Four methods for advancing

sirateg ;7 process and practice research. Strategic Organization, 12, 288-298.

von Hippel, Eric & von."Z- bgh, Georg (2003). Open source software and the 'private-collective'

innovation mod (: I=zues for organization science. Organization Science, 14,209-233.

von Krogh, Georg, & Geilinger, N ina (2019). Open innovation and open strategy: Epistemic
and design dimensions. I.. Dolid. Seidl, Georg von Krogh, & Richard Whittington
(Eds.), Cambridge Handboc'. cf Coer strategy (pp. 41-58). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Weinfurtner, Tania, & Seidl, David (2019). Tow wrds‘a spatial perspective: An integrative
review of research on organizational space. Scandir av'an Jorrnal of Management, 35,
1-30.

Whittington, Richard, & Yakis-Douglas, Basak (2020). The Granc Clallchges of corporate
control: Opening strategy to the normative pressures of networ! ¢d professionals.
Organization Theory, 1, https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720969697

Whittington, Richard, Cailluet, Lodovic, & Yakis-Douglas, Basak (2011). Opening trateg =
Evolution of a precarious profession. British Journal of Management, 22, 531-544.

Zammuto, Raymond F., Griffith, Terri L., Majchrzak, Ann, Dougherty, Deborah J., & Faraj,
Samer (2007). Information technology and the changing fabric of organization.

Organization Science, 18, 749-762.

Organization Studies



oNOYTULT D WN =

Zundel, Mike, Holt, Robin, & Cornelissen, Joep (2013). Institutional work in The Wire: An
ethological investigation of flexibility in organizational adaptation. Journal of

Management Inquiry, 22, 102—-120.

#.at*or biographies

Jearinie lolstein is Assistant Professor in Strategic and Public Sector Management at
Nottingh'im University Business School, United Kingdom. Jeannie combines an interest in
practically rele’ an. topics such as the role of language, openness and participation in strategic
change and strategy-m«i.r 1g with a theoretical interest in discursive and narrative processes.
She has presented her v, stk at a number of leading international academic conferences and has
published in Strategic O gani. ation, European Management Review, and in The Cambridge

Handbook of Open Strategy.

Anniina Rantakari is Assistant Prcfessor <t the University of Oulu Business School, Finland.
Anniina’s key areas of interest are e r.o¢ ss and practices of strategy, narratives and
temporality, and the dynamics of power a1 1 1~ s1s.ance in organizational research in general
and strategy research in particular. She has pubiiched i Scandinavian Journal of Management,
The Sage Handbook of Process Organization Studics. ” ne Sage Handbook of Resistance, The
Oxftord Series on Perspectives on Process Organization Stud >s and The Cambridge Handbook

of Open Strategy.

Organization Studies

Page 42 of 45



Page 43 of 45

: Figure 1 *’se of ,pace and the dynamic between openness and closure
2
3 P o 4 | e
4 -
5 . Physical Strategizing Discursive
6 i Spatial features V SIBILITY ARTEFACTS DESIGNATION
7 i for open Jf tHipace to of the space to of the spaceto [T ]
8 i strategizing rategi ing strategizing strategizing
9 —
10 000000 Cppmamsessecosssiceadiossmesccsa@leesosessmmesbenes s s s s e neasalin s s ne o
11 Shapes
12 I T e e e s
13 No No
olha. gic strategic
14 2 artef cis artefacts
15 R cogen
16 i Visibility | et : Designation
i - i Increasing openness  #
:: ; i i Increase Decr "a-"?
E . - Of e}
19 i T T, s tegic strategic
20 ' Visibility : Pivot 2 . E ar efacs artefacts
2 »: A partial decreasin,, ot Y ol Designation
22 openness I‘—: T
23 Material and e _
24 i social production | Limited visibility i Pivot 3 i Designation
25 E of space for *1  An acceleration in the | -
26 . open strategizing i ecreaaing af opennes |
27 : \ Y
28 Extreme visibility Pi_‘mt 4 ' ' De-designation
29 : »  Increasing closure g I
1
30 H 1
32 i Limited visibility i Pivot 5 ' Re-designation
33 > Closure — —
E i
34 E i
35
36 R 2. W
. © B
38 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
39 e
40
41
42
Zi Organization Studies
45



oNOYTULT D WN =

Table 1: Building blocks and features of space

Building Blocks of Main Room Broom Cupboard Bike Shed
space
Boundaries = No physical Physical No physical
barriers to boundaries to boundaries to
entrance entrance, lockable entrance
= Open invitation door, only Open invitation
= No social barriers partially see- (for non-
to strategizing through windows strategizing use)
= Access to all By invitation only Social boundaries
materials and used Social barriers to to strategizing:
collectively strategizing space not seen as
Restricted access strategizing space
to materials and except by a few
used selectively select actors
Distance | =/ Physically distant Physically close to Physically distant
from Parliament the main room from the main
(Burgen) A few participants room
= Atiurst almost Social and Socially and
o ty, b it soon physical closeness materially distant
cre wded yith between a few from main room
many p’ rltip ints actors, once in the A few participants
= Sociala.d space Social and
physical clos” ness Social and physical closeness
between alo1. physical distance between actors,
Z-om actors not in once in the space
b ; space Social and
physical distance
from actors not in
the space
Movement = Frequent Frequent Frequent

movement in and
out of the space by
many actors
Movement in the
meaning of the
space

moveme: .« ip’ and
out of the sp “ce br
select actors
Movement in the
meaning of the
space

movement in and
out of the space by
select actors

No movement in
.ne meaning of the
sp7.e does not
{10V

Features of space

Visibility = Space visible to all Space partially Space vis:hl touiil
visible to all !
Strategizing Artefacts | = At first no At first no No strategizing -~ |
strategizing strategizing artefacts
artefacts, but soon artefacts, but soon
filled with filled with
strategizing strategizing
artefacts artefacts
Discursive = Designated as Designated as Not designated as
Designation strategizing space strategizing space, strategizing space
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Table 2: Patterns-gssc io‘ed with the pivots in openness

Visibility Artefacts Designation
Pattern 1: Increasing Openness e S Yes No Yes
(Pivot 1)
Pattern 2: Decreasing Openness Yeu Increasing Yes
(Pivot 2 and 3) Lir atca
Pattern 3: Accelerated Closure Yes/ [ No/ No/
(Pivot 4 and 5) Extreme | Decreasing Re-designation
A
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Supplementary mecril: Timeline of the strategic episode in Borgen
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