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ABSTRACT

Organizational communication scholars have a histbchallenging previous
understandings of organization and complicatingithgs organizations are understood
and practiced. As organizations have been studoed €ommunicative perspectives,
some scholars have suggested moving beyond thaipagjan to apply the rich insights
gained to new problems and phenomena. Guided bgathto take organizational
communication insights beyond the “organizatiohj% thesis examines constitutive
communicative interactions and lived experienceakiwia public park. Public parks are
frequently overlooked as mundane places in conteampd®Vestern society, but this study
demonstrates how they are important places for mganaking and organizing.
Specifically, embracing an organizational commutidcaperspective focused on
discourse and power, | spent seven weeks in agpéatk as a participant observer and
engaged in 12 semi-structured interviews. The figgiof this study demonstrate ways
that power-laden discourses organize identitiestemigrstandings of the world. These
findings demonstrate how organizational communacasicholarship can be applied to

areas and phenomena beyond the “organization.”
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Public parks are important places for meaning ngkimd organizing. Whether
walking a dog, eating lunch on a picnic bench, psgaa workplace for a few moments,
or engaged in a variety of other activities, pegpend time in public places such as
parks. In addition, for some people without a hanplace to be throughout the day, a
local park becomes one of the few available plécepend time. Some parks with
playgrounds or skate features provide a placedanyg people to spend time and play.
The time spent by people in public parks is sigaifit because it allows people to make
friends, socialize with others, and engage in leilsuactivities outside of the workplace
and marketplace. The range of activities and icteyas taking place in public parks are
important because they can shape how people uaddrgtemselves and their
relationship to those around them. Although mamviduals visit public parks and
interact with others, these interactions are |ar¢ghen for granted. However, the people
that frequent public parks form relationships wather people and groups. While these
relationships might be created through identifmativith similar interests, activities, or
economic status, the interactions taking placeuinlip places become interesting as
people reaffirm existing identities or create neayw of knowing themselves in relation

to the world around them.

Public parks are often considered open placesbaruenvironments that exist for

leisure and laziness. Young (1995) described modsdran parks as places designed with



specialized areas for children to play, athletesnigage in sporting, and others to enjoy
art and open space. Each of these specialized deeamnstrate that public parks are
places for relaxation, recreation, and the geremgdyment of green spaces in urban
centers, but there is more going on beneath tHacirWhile social interactions taking
place in public parks can be assumed to be incolesdigl to society, others claim that
social interactions in parks are significantly doaisied. For instance, Madden (2010)
argued that public parks can be understood asrasemtation of an ideal public sphere
where all citizens are free to attend and engag&en-subjective communication. While
this would be the ideal notion of what a publickpeould be, public parks can also be
understood as exclusive and political places whargcular citizens are regularly
excluded or criminalized. Furthermore, Arantes @%hared that public places are filled
with people living out their everyday life, creajisymbolic boundaries between groups
of people; groups of people that might be busipesgple, drug dealers, prostitutes, or
call the public places home. However, there iklitsearch on the ways social
interaction in public parks influences identity &tien and whether these identities are
openly formed or significantly constrained. Thusstresearch regarding the complex
ways discourse organizes meanings about selvesekatbnships to society in the midst

of public parks is an intriguing and important afeastudy.

Research shows that as people congregate andcintiiey often demonstrate
who they are and where they “belong” through thegractions with others (e.g., Kuhn
& Nelson, 2002). For instance, Boden (1994) diseddhis idea as she noted that
peoples’ talk is more than a neutral statementcamdoe understood as an expression of

their self, and place within society. Over timegisty has collectively created many



taken-for-granted ways to group or categorize athigat are used as working definitions
for understanding who people are. Regarding thidystl am interested in the ways that
people interact in public places to reproduce tlseseal categories, resist the predefined
categories, or create new understandings of teaies when interacting with others.
Guided by the previous works generated by orgapizalt communication scholars
studying language use and identity in the workplaseudied the relationship between
interactions in public places and categorizatidrestas that organize society. The aim of
this study was to understand how social categaoiza&chemas might organize the very

interactions of people in public places.

Organizational communication scholars have beerested in the ways people
are organized and organize themselves through caooative acts. Since the early
1980s, Putnam (1983) and others have embracedttrprietive perspective as a useful
approach to study organization because it dirdtestton toward meanings as
constituted in social interaction. In other worth® interpretive turns changed the way
researchers approached and conceived of orgamz&amtinuing this move toward an
emphasis on language and social interaction, Abreasd Karreman (2000a) furthered
the discussion by noting a “linguistic turn” in theld of organizational communication.
This linguistic turn can be described as a movenfuiewing language as something
taking place in organizations, to viewing languagehe central object for studying
organization. Making the move to understand languaghis way allows
communication to be discussed as constitutive gamization. Language is no longer
considered something that mirrors reality, butwegy activity that creates reality.

Following the work of McPhee and Zaug (2000) arelMontreal School (Taylor & Van



Every, 2000; Taylor, Cooren, Giroux, & Robichau89&; Taylor, 2000; Taylor &
Robichaud, 2004), scholars of organizational comoation have considered
organizations as constituted in language and conuation. Further, Alvesson and
Karreman (2000a) discussed how a focus on lange@agd reveal how talk shapes
subjective understandings of organization. As petglk organizations into existence,
they constitute an understanding of their verytexise in relation to organizations in

different ways.

Thus, a key idea that has come from paying atteritidhe relationship between
language and the construction of organizationsasaf subject positions. Foucault
(1988) explained how people “confessing” to varidiscourses position the self in
reference to that discourse, and thus one’s igeistitonceptualized as a subject position
within particular discourses. For instance, whee mentifies as a “manager” they
position themselves within the discourses of worlwvays that enable and constrain
particular relationships with others at work. De@292) noted the need to separate the
role of managers from the person holding or peringthe role. What it means to be a
manager is discursively created, and thereforelpegpo identify as “manager” can
become subject to the role. In other words, a manean do some things, but not other
things at work. Similarly, Tracy and Trethewey (8D@oted that peoples’ subject
positions are increasingly created by systems @indtares of discourses in modern-day
organizations. As people interact at work, thegulisively position themselves with and
to various organizational discourses. These supgsitions both enable some

possibilities for organizational members, yet caaistothers.



While organizational communication scholarship pims/ided new insights into
the ways individuals subject themselves to diseaivgithin workplaces and
organizations, a leading question for this studyes back to the interactions happening
in public parks. Some organizational scholars feywessed the need to take ideas from
organizational communication beyond the organiratior example, Cheney (2007)
stated that the early 1980s prompted organizatiooraimunication scholars to “study
some aspect of organizational culture that hadingtiwhatsoever to do with productivity
or making money” (p. 85). That move separated drgdional communication scholars
from their roots in the business or managemenbsedturthermore, Cheney claimed
that in contemporary times “we live in an age witbre than a half-dozen urgent global
threats: overpopulation, poverty and hunger,...caltdestruction,... If now is not the
time for action, for moving beyond both reflectiand sentiment, | wonder when that
time is?” (p. 84). Cheney called for organizatioo@nmunication scholars to take their
work outside the organization to learn about otitganized systems in society. Much
like the move in the 1980s away from researcloflieénefit management, moving outside
of the organization can allow for what has beeme@gin organizational communication
studies to reach a greater audience and set @sisand for traditional organizational
communication research to benefit as well (CheMéihelmsson, & Zorn, 2002; Papa &
Singhal, 2007; Weaver, 2007). Like Cheney (200Bglieve the knowledge gained
through studies in organizational communication lsarmoved out of the organization
and applied to various phenomena that could thamberstood in new ways.
Organizational communication studies have dematestridnat many of the taken-for-

granted practices associated with the workplacenmre meaningful and complicated



than typically understood. For example, Cooper,ghdin, and Power (2003)
demonstrated that the taken for granted proceasanfunting can be understood as
power-laden and subjective, and Sotirin and Gettf{l1999) worked out the mundane
talk or “bitching” between female secretaries asnamortant place for identity
construction and resistance to gendered stereotypssas the mundane and taken-for-
granted practices and interactions in the workpleoge become rich sites for inquiry
through studies in organizational communicatioeréhare many other phenomena and
sites that can be understood in new and interestays by taking what has been learned

outside of the organization.

Public places offer an alternative area of intetegingage the ideas of people
organizing themselves, and their subject positiBysembracing organizational
communication scholarship that demonstrates théqadinature of talk at work, |
studied interactions in a public park that coulgéhbeen understood to be free of
organizing discourses. Much like Cheney (2007) cembed, the world has many
complicated and serious problems. Perhaps noveisirtie to move research beyond the
organization and into public matters that have betroutside of organizational
scholarship. Several researchers have begun to tinalehift out of the organization and
have chosen to study the way individuals’ iderdiiee constituted outside of the
organization proper with organizational communimatiterature guiding them (Gill,
2011; Rashe, 2012). This study aims to continuewlork by moving organizational

communication scholarship “outside” the organizatimd into the public park.

| am specifically interested in public parks asytdemonstrate a taken-for-

granted neutrality. What | mean by a taken-for-ggdmeutrality is that public parks are



often considered unimportant, apolitical, and Em®iplicated than organizations or the
“corporate world” due to the commonplace understagglof parks as places for

leisurely activities and a step out of the bustlerganizational life. The commonplace
understanding of parks as places for leisure allpav&s to be understood as
inconsequential to the overall workings of sociétpwever, public places (parks
included) could be potential sites for civic engagat wherein citizens are treated with
equal status within meaning making processes (@mawi995). Conversely, public
parks could be places controlled by the same diseswguiding and organizing
contemporary organizations. Public parks can tlesifoated as unigue places that are at
least ideally open and free of corporate contrchditen, 2010). Much like the way
organizations are considered to be constitutedmnounication (Taylor, 2000; Alvesson
& Karreman, 2000a) and the identities of organaal members are understood to be
constituted in social interactions in the workplé€esthewey, 1999, 2001), the meanings
associated with public parks as well as the idestivf individuals spending time in

public parks can also be recognized as constiitntedmmunication. With regard to
Deetz’'s (1992) description of how the lifeworld Heesen colonized by “corporate life,” |
am concerned with how individual’s lifeworlds amnsarly colonized in places outside

the organization, such as public parks.

In this study, | took a discursive perspective foatises on the manner in which
discourses organize and structure society at etimtacro and micro levels (Heracleous,
2012). Since public parks are often considered @eres, free from constraining,
organizing discourses, the interactions that stiapéentities of people outside of the

workplace become an important area for studyingetstionship between social



interaction and the constitution of subject posiiohat organize peoples’ lives. This
study is significant because it takes insights fiarganizational communication out of
the organization and brings to light the ways ttmahmunication is power-laden and
political, creates discourses and identities, agamizes within seemingly open and free
environments. Furthermore, bringing organizatiammahmunication concepts to groups
and interactions that appear to be open or evemgdisized could further inform the
more traditional studies of organization. This stigdthus focused on both the organized
and disorganized realities that are present withénpublic places of the world, and how
communicative acts organize these realities. Oérakplain the ways people
communicatively organize themselves in a publikphaat could be understood as open
and free, but has been demonstrated to be a pbhintl contested ground to investigate
the possible ways the interactions in this park tmayproductive and enabling or political

and constraining.

In order to present this research project, | viiitfreview recent organizational
communication literature on discourse, organizpayyer, and identity to ground this
study in organizational communication understanslioijanguage use, organization, and
subjectivity. | will then review current research public places to show the importance
of investigating the discursive practices of orgarg in public parks. Following this, |
describe the methodology that guided my study had tlemonstrate the significance of
my findings. Lastly, | discuss the importance of fimgings in relation to my theoretical

grounding to provide several implications for orgational communication research.



CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Studying the organizing qualities of social intéi@as in public parks requires a
review of relevant organizational communicatiopritture and an explanation of the
importance of public parks. | begin with a discossof discourse as related to
organizations and the ways in which people defieenselves. Following this, | review
the political nature of talk and its relationshipdiscourse and organizing processes. |
then review literature on identity, subject posigpand their importance when focusing
on social interaction and discourse. Embracingalpesspectives, grounded in
organizational communication, | briefly review tidea of public parks and explain the
need to examine social interactions within publcks to uncover the possible enabling

and constraining qualities of discourse among @agnts in public parks.

Discourse

Many organizational communication scholars haveddrto discourse to
understand organization. The recent attentiongoadirse brings language and its use to
the center of the discussion about organizatioms specifically focuses on organizations
as constituted in language use (Alvesson & Karrerd@f0a). Discussing discourse first
requires a definition of what is meant by discouvelich is no easy task, as discourse
has been defined many ways over the last few dec&oe instance, Phillips and Hardy
(2002) discussed discourse as an interrelated sexts that only contain meaning in

relation to other discourses, and Heracleous (28&&hes discourse as collections of
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texts wherein “language is the raw material thaistitutes texts, collections of which in
turn constitute discourses...” (p. 9). Such defimsi@f discourse are not only referring to
the action of talking, but to the meanings that edmbe known by those involved in the
making of meaning, through talk. Furthermore, da@ality is considered to be made
real through discourses, or interrelated setssifalirses (Hardy, 2004). Therefore,
interactions can then be understood and interptétedigh a study of discourse(s) or sets

of interrelated texts.

Some attention to discourse also focuses on itsreoty and fluidity through
various levels. Alvesson and Karreman (2000b) esiird the broad spectrum of the
ways the term discourse is used by making a distimbetween “discourse” and
“Discourse.” A “discourse” refers to a local ontional discourse at close range such as
people talking to one another in a meeting, wheae&@iscourse” refers to a “historically
situated, set of vocabularies... referring to or titunsng a particular phenomenon”
(Alvesson & Karreman, 2000b, p. 1123). For instaeseryday talk among people at
work can be considered a “discourse” while the axading understanding of what it
means to be a worker or manager can be undersgotiscourse.” Making distinctions
between various levels of discourse is useful besattention can be focused on local-
level discourses being scaled up and the macraongedown (Hardy, 2004). In other
words, various levels of discourse operate simalasly in the construction of
organizational reality. Additionally, the local pteces of talk (discourses) can be seen as
informed by the vocabulary for knowing the self@tation to experiences with the world
(Discourses). Simply put, what is said is underdtoorelation to various historically

situated discourses while a local-level discousssmultaneously being co-created.
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The way scholars focus on discourse becomes inogbasteresting as it helps
direct attention to language use constituting rpldtunderstandings of reality. As
Fairclough (2003) expressed from a discursive matsge, the social world is textually
constructed. Furthermore, the various texts antbdises constructing the social world
do not always align. Sometimes discourses alignoginelr times discourses contradict.
The large web of discourses that constantly ovaatapseparate understandings of the
world is important to investigate at the interses of discourses. Fairclough points to
the places where discourses intersect as the mpstiant place for discursive scholars
to enter and pay attention because meaning is Ioeiggtiated at these sites.
Understandings of the world are being contestelesintersections and there is a
potential for new understandings to emerge. Fogush the ability of discourse to
construct reality allows researchers to pay atentd both micro levels of talk and
macro-levels of discourse that express large viewtpof society as well as the various

places they intersect (Grant, Keenoy, & Oswick, Y00

Organizational communication scholars have thusraoda a discursive
perspective in part because it allows for all Iewvaf organization to be analyzed from the
known reality of organizational members to largeyamizational practices and protocols
(Grant et al., 2001). As interrelated sets of téotsn discourses, certain ways of knowing
the world become organized. Discourse perspechigtgdight the ways people organize
through discourse and focus on the way that intiema between discursive acts (such as
talk) and larger macro-level discourses (such aat wwhmeans to be a “good worker”)

sustain coordinated action (Hardy, 2004). Studyiregmanner in which social reality (or
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organizational reality) is constituted in discounses provided many insights into the

processes of organizing and organizations for argéinnal communication scholars.

Discourse and Organizing

Embracing a discursive perspective enables ussthee talk and text organize
the social world. For instance, organizations Hasen regularly discussed as discursive
constructions with focused attention on normaliaaderstandings and local-levels of
talk (Boden, 1994; Alvesson & Karreman, 2000a)eled and Wodak (1999) explained
the benefit of understanding organizations as dsse® constructions in that it removes
the dichotomy between independent actors in a wackpand social structures to a focus
on discursive practices that create and re-cregn@ations. In other words, the
everyday talk around the water cooler and hieragedtstructures are brought together
when studying discourse. Through a study of dissmueveryday talk between
organizational members can be understood as tettstteate discourses that can be
“scaled up” to macro-level discourses that pronfiotener local interactions to be in line
with them. Thus, paying attention to the interpgi@pween societal discourses and talk at
the local-level is paying attention to the procelerganizing. It is this interplay between
local and macro that caused Hardy (2004) to asélahto remember that even the
macro-level discourses are being constructed agdtia¢ed at the local-level. The local-
level of talk and interaction is where normalizescdurses are being called upon and

new understandings are emerging.

From a discursive perspective, organizing happettseedocal-level through
discourse because it is the practice that creaewlkdge(s) of the world, yet this is

always done within a field of existing discoursesni which to talk about the world.
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Discourses then construct particular understandabgsit issues, groups of social
subjects, and ways of being (Hardy, 2004). Phillipd Hardy (2002) discussed this
concept as they noted that discourse analystssamdly attempting to understand how
reality comes into being. If reality is understdochot merely exist out there to be related
with, but discursively constructed and re-constdgcthe social world can be understood
as ordered and organized through discursive acti&xample of this is Trethewey’s
(1999) study on professionalism as a gendered aliseoSociety’s very idea of
professionalism is a macro-level discourse progdirparticular understanding (a
masculine understanding) of what it means to befegsional. Macro-level discourses,
such as professionalism, are not completely retoacted in every situation, but can be
understood as being acquired by others, and threrbfstorically situated even when
called upon in local-levels of talk (van Dijk, 199@iscourse can then be understood as
organizing and constituting the many understandsugsety takes for granted within and

outside of particular organizations.

Identifying how various levels of discourse intérsamportant in understanding
the benefits of taking a discourse perspectivehercommunicative constitution of
organization perspectiv€airhurst and Putnam (2004) worked this out as teegwed
three common ways scholars orient themselves tangtions as discursive
constructions. First, Fairhurst and Putnam disaifise “object orientation” wherein
organizations are conceived of as objects thatoouliscursive features. Essentially, the
organization as object shapes the discursive ath@van organization. Second, the
“becoming orientation” explains organizations asmgen a constant state of becoming

where discursive acts continually organize andgaoize. Third, Fairhurst and Putnam
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provided a “grounded in action orientation” thaeatls directly to the simultaneity
between local-level discourses and macro-level@isges. Local-level discourses and
macro-level Discourses become mutually constitugivéhey interact in a cyclical
manner. The local informs the macro and the madamyms the local. Discussing Taylor
and Van Every’s (2000) explanation of emergent wigions, Fairhurst and Putnam
(2004) stated that “discourse and organization thatually constitute one another in
that conversations form texts through linguistittgras that both develop and draw upon
memory traces and discursive objects as organimdtiorms” (p. 18). The structural
components of an organization are then explainetisasirsive constructions that effect
future discursive acts that allow for the structe@mponents to constantly be negotiated
through discourse. The focus on discourse orgagaiso requires asking where people

are in the midst of organizing processes.

Discourse, Organization, and Subjectivity

Organizations are discursive constructions, angleearganize themselves to
various ways of knowing the world such as whatetams to be a professional, a
manager, or a good employee. One of the main wepeople organize themselves to
various ways of knowing the world has been conadjzed through subject position(s).
Weedon (1997) discussed the idea that people subproselves to particular meanings
or discourses in order to make sense of the woddra them, their subject position. As
individuals subject themselves to a particular whlgnowing what it means to be a
manager or a cashier, they are organizing thenmsetain a web of discourses related
to work. Further, this process of individuals ongarg themselves to various discourses

at different times focuses attention on the frage@mature of identity.
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The discussion of subject positions coincides withconcept of individuals’
identities. The nature of identity is complicatediahould not be defined simply, yet
providing some sense of what identity can be undedsas is necessary. Hall (1996)
discussed identity as a duality of sorts that esldon the one hand [to] the discourses
and practices which... speak to us or hail us intkaghks the social subjects of particular
discourses, and on the other hand [to] the proseshih produce subjectivities” (p. 6).
In other words, identity can be thought of as khthmanner in which an individual
subjects himself or herself or is subjected tordiq@dar discourse, and the very place
identities are created. Additionally, as peoplearsthnd themselves in relation to
different discourses at different times, identittes be seen as fragmented. Peoples’ lives
and identities are then organized around varioderstandings of what it means to be a

man or woman, a worker or manager, and a multicideher ways to know the self.

Subject positions and identity have been largectopi organizational
communication studies as they exemplify discouesganizing individuals and
understandings of the world. For example, Trethesvgy999, 2001) work demonstrates
the use of subject positions and how experiencéseinvorkplace are guided by
discursively constructed ways of knowing what itame to work from a particular
position. Discussing the intersection of sexism ageism at work, Trethewey (2001)
interviewed middle-aged women holding professiguaitions about their experiences
in workplaces as they grew older. The entire conoépgeing and midlife has been
socially constructed over time, and the effectsehalaced middle-aged professional
women in a precarious position of needing to marthagie “personal problem” of

growing older. Trethewey noted that women embratiecburses revolving around
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needing to continue to grow as a professional, inged become a better planner, and
needing to learn to remain youthful in order to battheir own changing. Each of these
discourses position the women as having to do dungeto sustain their own position as
a professional, which directly relates to the s@atidiscourse that discusses aging as a
decline instead of growing in wisdom or experierke people organize and subject
themselves to various discourses, questioning lemwws discourses are controlled or

constrained is important.

Power and a Political Social World

Recognizing the organizing qualities of discourse axposes the intersections of
power, control, and the politics of everyday li@&itical Theory from the Frankfurt
School offered a communicative introduction inta@erstanding these issues as it made
sense of the influence of ideology. Habermas (12887) and his theory of
communicative action added to this discussion loysong on systematically distorted
forms of communication. Critical Theory and itsdismn structure and societal level
power issues transformed studies at the local-féweligh concepts such as hegemony.
In the following section | review how organizatibecammunication scholars have
embraced Critical Theory to explain the politicature of the social world and to help
inform the critical study of identity, subject ptisns, and power as they are related to the

organizing qualities of discourse.

Critical Theory

Organizational communication scholars have embr&eéttal Theory to

investigate uneven power relations that can betrdack to the Frankfurt School
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(Horkheimer & Adorno, 1947; Marcuse, 1964) andr&meankfurt School writers such as
Jurgen Habermas (1984, 1989, 1987). Scherer (208@9)ed that the basic interest of
Critical Theory was a concern “to analyze socialditons, to criticize the unjustified

use of power, and to change established sociatitmasl and institutions so that human
beings are freed from dependency, subordinatiash sappression” (p. 30). In other
words, the Frankfurt School was interested in thgsathat humans were controlled by
forces and structures even though Enlightenmembgdphy had promised emancipation
from social control. Horkheimer and Adorno (194vigrcuse (1964), and other Frankfurt
School scholars were also concerned with the maygwhat positivist philosophy and
scientific methods were playing a role in the comdton of powerful systems that
benefit those already in power (Jay, 1996). Themiwon of Critical Theory from the
Frankfurt School offered a beginning for scholateriested in the social world and social
practices to question the effects of power, opjpwesand subordination in the midst of
historically situated societies. In particularjgngicant focus of their critique revolved
around ideologies that informed cultures and tladility of Enlightenment philosophy to

be fulfilled with these ideologies in place.

The concern surrounding ideologies and Enlighterirhepes have been taken up
by organizational communication scholars to cha@éoontemporary notions of
managerialism and other organizational phenomeeatéd) 1992; Mumby, 1988, 2001).
Mumby (2001) explained that critical studies ofamgation have “provided us with
important insights into the relationships amongqidg, power, and everyday
organizational practices” (p. 604). The notion timanagers are in a place to lead and

help workers achieve an organizational goal cagusstioned in light of the ideologies
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that have set the organizational goals in place.drhical impetus to challenge and
critique the very understandings that are takemgfanted by organizational members is
valuable in contemporary society. As organizatiaressconsidered complex and political
sites (Deetz, 1992; Mumby, 2001), questions sumgthe ways that organizational

members are oppressed are important.

Habermas has proposed potential solutions to tsiesytic control theorized by
the Frankfurt School. At the core of Habermas’soewon are various systems’ abilities to
colonize the lifeworld (Habermas, 1984, 1987). $eh€009) described the lifeworld as
the social world that people freely create for teelwes, whereas systems are specialized
mechanisms that should be used in service of fivdild. Habermas’s concern is then
with the ways in which systems begin to colonizateer the lifeworld. It is this problem
that Habermas most clearly addresses. By promatihgory of communicative action,
Habermas (1987) put forth the desire for peopkmase decisions and live based upon
communicative rationality. In contrast, as systewisnize the lifeworld, decisions are
made through instrumental rationality wherein deais or ways of being are determined
by what is most effective, efficient, or useful the various systems in control. Any
communicative act that is not in line with Haberfeadeals on communicative
rationality is distorted and linked with instrumahtationality. Habermas’s concern with
communicative rationality provides a theoreticaddéd#o allow for communicative acts to

begin to be seen as the place where power, coatrdldistortion are happening.

The idea of the lifeworld being colonized by syssdmas also been taken up in the
field of organizational communication. Beginninghvihe realization that organizations

and modern corporations are significant featurégd/estern society, Deetz (1992)
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demonstrated that contemporary organizations angng a colonizing role within the
lifeworlds of individuals. For instance, Deetz robteat as corporations offer childcare to
potentially relieve the tension between working &aiding children, corporations are
also colonizing individuals’ lifeworlds by systerizng the very process of raising
children. In this way, the everyday practices thdlions of people encounter in the
workplace are not neutral as some might assumeyrbyiolitical. As Deetz explains,
every interaction and speech act is political beeabey are historically produced and
serve to reproduce particular ways of being or kngwhe world. Consequently, a
central concern within the discussion of organa@atiand power has been with
participation. Deetz (1992) stated that, “peopledpice organizations, but people are not
all equal in their abilities to produce or reproduerganizations that fulfill their interest.
Organizations are thus never politically neutral’s6), but are always political
manifestations of the needs and desires of thogeeipast. Organizations are therefore
political in terms of being social and historica¢ations that sponsor particular values
over others. The question quickly becomes, whalmaspportunity to represent their
thoughts and concerns with an organization, anthéamore their own position within an

organization.

While Deetz (1992) moved the discussion of powetissussed by the Frankfurt
School from the macro or societal level to the ldeael of language, hegemony has
been an important concept for critical theoristd arganizational communication
scholars alike as they seek to understand how eeoplcontrolled by ideologies,
discourses, and systems. Approaching the concdmgdamony, Mumby (1997) offered a

rereading of Gramsci (1971) in light of the fieldommmunication’s slow move toward
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understanding power as a constitutive feature abstfe. Mumby (1997) described
hegemony in terms of a dialectic existing betweemidation and resistance. It is not
enough to discuss moments of domination or monwnssistance, but to understand
that both work together in a complicated way tHiaies taken for granted ideologies and
ways of being to be continually reproduced. Theadpction of dominant ideologies
with some sort of action taken by individuals alofer dominant ideologies that are not
in their best interest to be continually propagagetd! this problem is at the center of the

discussion of hegemony.

The problem of hegemony is its pervasiveness irettiee process of the social
world being constituted and organized. Deetz (19@)ussed all talk within
organizations as political, whereas HeracleousZ2@ioved to say that the entire
process of discourses constituting social reality arganizations is hegemonic. Put
simply, the discursive construction of reality egemonic as various discourses are
privileged over others even though the privilegetalurses might be disadvantageous to
people subjecting to the discourses. Additionagrcuse (1964) was concerned with
the way that people were being moved into a faidiglgenment driven by capitalistic
ideologies, but as discursive constructions aresidened to be hegemonic, attention is
shifted to the local-levels of talk and text to erstand how power is being enacted

relationally.

Understanding hegemony this way allows for hegentorbe a bridge between
the traditional notions of Critical Theory, and faststructuralist concepts of
subjectivity, subject positions, and power. Apptdag hegemony as a struggle between

dominance and resistance moves ideology from songethat is static to something
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wrestled with at the local-level of talk and disceei(Mumby, 2001). Further, as Mumby
(1997) noted, hegemonic processes are happeningegosarly at a local discursive
level, which makes paying attention to talk an@iattion important for those studying
power and communication. For example, Clair (199@jlied various framing devices
that women in the workplace who were sexually hegdsised to share their experiences
with harassment. One particular device framed deharassment as a misunderstanding
on the woman'’s part wherein sexual harassment waaieed as being a normal thing to
be endured. Each of the framing devices allowedHheroppressed to subordinate
themselves while simultaneously explaining thaytvere sexually harassed.
Organizational communication scholars have thed tise discussion of hegemony to
explain how power manifests at the local-level eharge ideologies or macro-level
discourses are maintained, reproduced, and negitthe local-level, which is
consistent with a discursive perspective. The benef Critical Theory can then be
linked to poststructuralism by paying attentionaioguage and the micro-moments of

power in language.

The time spent working through Critical Theory,olteyy, and hegemony are
important for this project as they all point toazial world that is constituted through
power-laden interactions. Organizational commumcascholars focused on discourse
often discuss power by examining hegemony and adgomanifesting in talk and text
(Mumby, 1997, 2001; Trethewey, 1999). While Crititaeory problematizes society
and the social structures within and guiding icusing attention on the local practices of
talk and interaction does not limit the attenti@dpto large societal ideologies and

discourses, but demonstrates how these ideologadiacourses are being (re)produced
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and negotiated through talk. With hegemony asla linow move on to a discussion of
identity and subject positions as discursive caresions, and therefore hegemonic,

power-laden relationships.

Subijectivity (and Power)

The concepts of identity and subject positions playmportant role in the
maintenance of hegemonic power structures. To subjeeself to a discourse and
become the subject of the discourse is to subjeeself to the meanings of the discourse.
As Foucault (1980) explained, power is not someghivat exists out there, but is within
the process of choosing to pay attention to omegtbiver another, or to embrace one
knowledge over another. In this way, power and Kedge are closely linked to one
another. By embracing one way of living, or onewlemige of the world, an individual is
both enabled and constrained to act in certain wayhis manner, people become the
subjects of discourses as they embrace or “con{€ssicault, 1980) to the various
positions that are desirable (Deetz, 1992). Why #re in a given moment may be
understood by the discourse they are confessirgytdy as what it means to call oneself a
manager. Moving to understand power in this retetionanner requires paying close
attention to historically situated discourses dreldiscursive actions of people that

explain their current, yet fragmented identity.

Further complicating the manner is the questiowlith discourses are available
to various people. Weedon (1997) discussed subicitn terms of people identifying
with various positions within chosen discourse@ffe may only know themselves in
relation to the discourses that are available ¢éonthit is for this reason that the complex

web of discourses surrounding any individual orugrof individuals creates systems of
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meaning making (Foucault, 1972). The only concdavalays that individuals can come
to know themselves is in relation to various disses. As greater numbers of people
subject themselves to a particular discourse, if@drse is normalized within a society.
For example, what it means to be a worker or a gemiaas been normalized over time
proclaiming any other way of being a worker or anager as strange or unnatural. Thus,
power is relational and embedded in the normabpatif particular discourses over
others. Identity is then in a constant flux as pespbject themselves to various
discourses deemed normal, strange, or otherwisesegoiently, Hall (1996) described
identity in this way as he stated, “Identities #mas points of temporary attachment to the
subject positions which discursive practices castior us” (p. 6). The availability of
discourses regarding any topic or way of beingtyedfects the way individuals
understand themselves. Discourses are not freentéxt and have become normalized

over time, making the concept of identity linkedatbistorical progression as well.

Organizational communication scholars focused soalirse have turned to this
relational understanding of power at the local-légexplain the complexities of
organizational life. Writing about this type of pexy Deetz (2003) stated that
“disciplinary power resides in every perceptionggyvjudgment, every act. In its positive
sense it enables and makes possible, and negatiesdgludes and marginalizes” (p. 29).
Discourse is then understood as always power-ladaking every interaction within an
organization a contestation over meaning, and iddal or collective identity. Power is
now not only discussed in terms of the large systgmocesses that have destroyed the
enlightenment hopes as Horkheimer and Adorno (18&cussed, but is found in all

interactions that maintain, resist, and constrogtgr relations. The individual does not
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have a stable sense of identity intact, but exisésworld filled with meaning, constantly

negotiating their identities to discursively malease of their position.

The discursive perspective allows organization Eeisdo embrace a concern for
power in terms of large scale ideologies from tiadal Critical Theory, and as relational
and disciplinary at the local-level. While it mag tempting to embrace one perspective
of power instead of the other, organizational comitation scholarship suggests
blending the two perspectives in order to recogtheenteraction between discourse,
power, organizing, and subjectivities. Specificalynbracing a fluid understanding of
discourse at various levels (Alvesson & Karrem&) allows for large-scale
ideologies such as capitalism or managerialisnetariterstood simultaneously in terms
of both the macro-level discourses that informriatéons at the local-level, and the local
moments of talk where meanings and subjectivitesnagotiated and large-scale
ideologies are constituted. It is through this pecdive that organizations can be
understood as political at all levels (Deetz, 198&)Heracleous (2012) noted, the
discursive processes of organizing that constthaevorking world are power-laden.
However, this recognition of the power-laden rgadit organizational life can be
expanded to less formally organized environmentexpjoring the discursive acts that

constitute meanings and identities outside therorgéion.

Public parks are not regularly considered placasdhe highly organized; yet in
the same way that discourses organize the expeserd identities of individuals in the
workplace, they enable and constrain the lived B&pees of people in public parks. The
manner in which individuals understand their owenitity and lived experiences revolves

around subject positions and discourse. As padialiscourses are made normal and
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expected, the essence of what it means to be sfckdwmppy, or professional are made
normal. Public parks are an interesting place twrére the various ways that people
understand their positions and experiences asateegot specifically guided and
constrained by the conditions common to the cotponerld. Taking the understandings
from organizational communication scholarship astdurse, power, and identity to a
place seemingly separate from formal practicespmveer-laden influences of
organizational discourses provided for unique insgnto seemingly free and open

places such as public parks.

Public Parks

Public parks are frequently overlooked as mundaaeep in contemporary
Western society, but | propose that they are ingmbplaces for meaning making and
organizing. A brief look into the history of publparks helps to understand their
importance in contemporary society. Public parksehexisted in the Western world
since the industrial revolution and have a histbat is significant to the wellbeing of
society. Created as a response to the overcrowtbadh living environments that plagued
the Victorian era following the industrial revolomi, Taylor (1995) noted that public
parks became well known in the middle of th& £@ntury in England. The vast amount
of people moving from rural to urban environmeragsed various forms of sickness,
depression, and societal unease. Thus, public paeksed in the f9century were
designed to offer better places for the workingsl escape to from their own harsh
working realties. Filled with gardens, librarieadeother forms of respite, Taylor
discussed public parks as a place designed taénsiizens to spend time and relate to

their community in ways as vibrant as the parksodal displays. Public parks have



26

certainly changed in the last two centuries, beirthistory has guided their

development.

The creation of public parks in the Western wohibtighout the 20 century has
declined, but their purpose has remained concesitdcreating areas of common good
for citizens. For instance, Stewart, Gil-Egui, &bkggi (2010) discussed public parks in
the Western world throughout the"2entury as being places focused on human
coexistence for leisurely activities and civic eggaent. Events have often been held in
large public parks, and the parks symbolize a spateeen the private homes of
citizens, nature, and the corporate world. Theseephaving been understood as
important during the industrial revolution to betiiee quality of life for people living in
sub-par conditions are now epicenters for coextgtes public spaces are continually

limited.

While public parks began as a guise to mask andfhip improve the urban
environment, a contemporary question is whethewobpublic parks can stand as places
for discursive and democratic involvement for a ommity. Crawford (1995) was
interested in who is given “citizenship” within digdoplaces today. As she described
public parks and other public areas, she notedphialic spaces are ideally considered to
be free of all restrictions and oppression wheseiadividual can choose to live in any
manner, while simultaneously reproducing the vdgplogies driving society as a whole.
For example, Arantes (1996) discussed public plasdely sites where individuals
engage in many different activities alongside agphsated from others. Within public
parks it is evident that people from various baokgds come together, but may be

separated based upon other societal effects suetoasmic class.
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The unigue place and discursive space that isexffby public parks allows for
various groups of people to spend their time inlipydarks for many different reasons,
and the interactions that happen within parks rterésting as people constitute
individual and collective identities through thdiscursive acts. Deetz (2003) understood
organizations as contested sites where individuad®tiate meaning and subjectivities,
which allows for inquiry into public parks to becenmteresting as meaning is surely
negotiated and organized beyond traditional orgdiums. Whether people are in parks
for leisure time, or are there out of need, theydiscursively constructing their own
identity with others. Public parks are also a ugiglace as they are not structured as
corporate organizations, market places, or evenfaaouiy life would be. However, it is
important to look deeper into the interactions withublic parks to explore both micro-
level interactions and how people are influencethieysame macro-level discourses that

organize other facets of life.

Public Parks as Important Places to Study

Bringing the insights from organizational communiga studies to places outside
of the organization such as a public park can pieunsights to practices of power and
control beyond corporate institutions. Additionaliyrther understanding social
interactions in public parks can reflect back upaganizational communication research.
If discourse helps to explain the ways people dagamnderstand and create their own
identities in the workplace, and interact in powagten organizations, then what happens
when people interact outside of organizations? ytgddiscursive acts in a public park
helped to express the ways in which people orgahizie own subject positions in the

midst of power-laden social interactions in a publiace that is seemingly free of the
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structural and corporate control mechanisms famtitiavorkplace organizations. The
following question for my research is informed b titerature thus far discussed and

guided this investigation into discursive acts withublic parks.

The question is as follows, how do discursive agtkin a public park organize
individuals’ subject positions and social practiz€rganizational communication
literature has focused on the ways that individsalgect themselves to various
discourses and become organized in a particulanergiirethewey, 1999; Trethewey,
2001; Boden, 1994; Tracy & Trethewey, 2005). Asgbednteract in public parks, they
are engaging in similar discursive practices aaohlcurious about how these practices
organize groups of people. Organizations are domati in discourse, and people
interacting in a less structurally organized mannex public park provide an interesting
place to look into how discourses organize peoptesabjectivities outside of a more

traditionally defined organization.

In addition, as individuals in a park interact withe another or explain their own
position within a park, they are discursively cnegtan understanding of themselves and
the world they live in. The various ways that sbtcie understood and experienced is
constantly in flux as it is being continually (rejduced and (re)negotiated through
discourse. Much like Fairhurst and Putnam (2004¢deed organizations as discursive
constructions being negotiated at the local-lewel iafluenced at the macro-level in a
cyclical manner, the lived experiences of individua parks are being constructed and
organized. Exploring, participating in, and intefomg the meanings that individuals

espouse were important processes for this project.
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Engaging in the ways that individuals discursivedystructed their subject
positions demonstrated the manner in which diseearacts organize people and their
identities, and also served to expose the waysiohails are enabled and constrained to
construct their subject positions. Deetz (1992)yesged a concern with the way
corporate life was colonizing the lifeworlds of argzational members. This is directly
linked to Habermas’s (1989) concern with the stédtie rationality through the ability
of people to come together in a free discursivespbam interested in the interactions of
individuals in public parks and how discursive gegconstruct subject positions. In line
with Deetz’s (1992) concepts of interactions beodtical, | am interested in how
interactions in a public park are power-laden aathiconcerned with the ways
individuals are able or unable to freely consttheir understandings of self in relation to

society.

The above question demonstrates the interestgtinded this project. While a
public park is not a traditional organization, trganizing qualities of discourse
(Alvesson & Karreman, 2000a) promote a view ofriatgions in public parks as a site
for discursive acts to organize subjectivities anderstandings of the world. The next
section explains the research methods | embracebtéon, interpret, and analyze the
discursive interactions within a public park. Theakysis of the data incorporates
guestions of power into the interactions within fpuparks that could be understood as
inconsequential or free of institutional controlke®all, my aim was to take insights from
organizational communication research out of tlganization to explore interactions at a

public park, typically considered outside of comggerinfluence, and to understand how
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social interactions enable and constrain the wapple organize understandings of

themselves in relation to larger society within @rhthey participate.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS

This study focused on interactions and experieaogsng people in a public
park. Embracing critical discourse perspectivesamthterpretative approach to data
collection, | studied the discursive acts that titute peoples’ experiences in a public
park. In the following section, | explain the sgecmethods | used to engage in this
study, describe the particular site that was chdseresearch, explain the methods used
for data collection, and review the ways | analyitezldata to respond to the guiding

guestion presented above.

A Discourse Approach

Embracing a discourse perspective for this studgntend that the social world is
not merely experienced by people and mirrored tindanguage, but is constituted
through language and discourse (Berger & Luckm&f@67; Alvesson & Karreman,
2000a; Heracleous, 2012). As such, researchindisiteurses of those interacting in a
park provided insights into the webs of interradladiéscursive texts (Phillips & Hardy,
2002) that imbue parks and people participatingarks with meaning. Additionally,
each interaction or experience is connected to lootty-term historical trends and
personal experiences. Therefore, studying disceuns®lved exploring the ways people
negotiated an understanding of their experienaesig discursive acts to understand

how they constitute understandings of themselvedstaa world around them.
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The lived experiences of individuals in a park flaagmented and dependent upon
not only their experiences in the park, but thegvpus experiences within society,
culture, and anything else in the discursively titugd social world. This study was
thus focused on the various ways that individuaslensense of their lived experiences
within a public park. Because of this, it was intpot to pay attention to the various
ways that individuals discursively constituted threglity in the context of a public park.
Alvesson and Karreman (2000b) discussed the chigdlehlinking the local-level
discourses of talk and text with the macro-levetdurses that order society.
Discourse(s) at various levels constitute the $oaeld, but the link between a specific
discourse at the local-level and a macro-levelalisge such as managerialism or other
social roles cannot be explicitly connected. Thioagomplicated web of discourses, the

social world is meaningful and can be understoosliah through a study of discourse.

Consequently, this study embraced the notion tisagjints into the ways people
come to know the world (or are continually comingkhow the world) can be gained by
observing social interactions and interpretinge@explanations of experiences.
Engaging in participant observation to provide eahtand treating interview transcripts
as texts, | researched these discourses to gaghiasnto the ways participants in public
parks came to understand the park, themselvedaeyet society. Phillips and Hardy
(2002) discussed an individual’s identity as bemmgjntained, contested, and discursively
constructed, which is consistent with the notiosubject positions and individuals
subjecting themselves to particular understandiridgieing within larger discourses
(Hall, 1996; Weedon, 1997). Thus, | explored hodividuals understood themselves in

relation to larger discourses and examined how e organizing themselves with
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others around them by trying to understand how posjtioned themselves within the
discourses of the larger social world. Studying hiegwiduals make sense of their
position through their language allowed me to bettelerstand how particular
subjectivities and their relationship to other disses within society interact
(Trethewey, 1999, 2001). Specifically, throughwdstof discourse at the local-level, |
examined specific ties to macro-level discoursese®how individuals potentially drew
upon macro-level discourses to make sense of dheirpositions (Grant et al., 2001). It
is through this process of constant (re)negotiatiomeaning through discursive acts that
the social world can be deemed meaningful. Macvetldiscourses are created and
maintained as more and more people subject theastivthe discourses, thus making

particular ways of understanding the world normal.

However, it is not enough to merely explain the weat individuals understand
themselves, their experiences, or the world bectieseery process of social
construction through discourse is hegemonic (Hemad, 2012). Heracleous (2012)
pointed to the study of discourse as needing tavirre of the way that discourses “...far
from being merely representational and neutral,l@ebnd being constructive (or
perhaps through their constructive role), mask@ergetuate unequal and unfair power
relations and social practices” (p. 21). Conseduérttempted to be aware of the ways
discourses are power-laden. Positioning myself@giaal scholar, | paid attention to
how certain ways of knowing the world are privildgever others. For example, financial
prosperity has long been associated with socialesscor happiness and has even been
coined “the American dream,” which positions ahet financial positions as

subordinate. As the discourses identified for ghigly were analyzed, it will was



34

important to pay attention to the various ways thatourses may reconstruct, create,

and resist power relations.

Overall, this study embraced discourse perspectovegplore the discursive acts
of people in a public park. Specifically, | congie@ observations of social interactions in
the form of field notes as context to provide magrip the interview transcripts, which
were the texts analyzed for this study. These terte examined to gain insights into the
guestion guiding this study. To review, the queast& how do discursive acts within a
public park organize individuals’ identities andsd practices? This question and the
findings that responded to the question capturéd iy hope to understand how
individuals discursively construct their subjecspimns in a public park and allows for
further questions to be engaged with regardingrthener in which the processes of
discursively constructing subjectivities is powadén. Further, the question was
explored and answered through an analysis of {extxrview transcripts) to offer a rich

interpretation of their various meanings.

The discursive approach guiding this study requiresan explanation of the
particular park within which I will engage in trssudy and a brief description of the
potential participants of this study. The site padicipants are further elaborated upon
in the following chapter. | will then review the gjiative methods used to attain the
specific texts that were treated as the data &xpéored in this study. | follow with the

methods | used to analyze the data through vagaastative analysis techniques.

Site and Participants
The public park that was chosen for this studyoisifpned in a mid-sized city in

the Northwest United States. The park’s main ditvas are a large skate park as well as
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basketball hoops that are surrounded by varioushe=nand landscaping including trees,
bushes, and flower beds. For the purpose of tadyst will refer to this park as “City
Park.” In addition, an overpass covers City Paokfisun or rain throughout much of the
day, which allows for people in the park to enjbgit time in a variety of weather
conditions. Surrounding the park are local busiegsestaurants, and coffee shops as the

park is only blocks away from city center.

The patrticipants of this study were comprised dividuals that regularly spent
time in City Park. After receiving IRB approval éAppendix A), | engaged in
participant observation of the people spending iimt&e park and invited some for
interviews about their experiences in the park. péeple that come to this park were
typically there to skateboard or were there outexfessity and considered themselves
homeless. As the people went about their regulariées within the park, | interacted
and participated with them as an additional indreidin the park. Through these
interactions and observations, | identified induads that appeared particularly
interesting throughout their interactions in thekp@s Thomas (1993) noted, a good
place to start when using qualitative methodslisrtg with and identifying individuals
that can be spoken with on more than one occasitimey have a greater understanding
of the site and are more regularly available. Irlials were identified that spent a lot of
time in City Park and expressed their own livedexignces as related to the park through
discursive acts. | then asked if it would be pdssib interview them to gain a further
understanding of their involvement and experienvadisin the park. How individuals

were approached is further discussed in the foligvgiection, but the participants in my
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study were those that regularly spent time in tud pnd were willing to talk about their

experiences.

Data Collection

The data for this study included my field notes amdrview transcripts. The field
notes obtained from participant observation prodittee social context for the interview
transcripts (as texts) that are a representatidineoivays people make sense of their
experiences in City Park. Phillips and Hardy (20&®)lained the importance of gaining
an understanding of the social context surroundibgdy of interrelated discursive texts
as discourses can never be known in their entifetysuch, this study required
participant observation and interviews to captheedata for this study. The first step in
this research study was preliminary work to detemthe times of the day that the park
was most occupied. Next, | created a schedule stimgiof 4-5 days a week for 4-6
hours a day for 7 weeks that outlined when | waridage in participant observation in
the park. After scheduling the days that | washatgdark, | engaged in participant
observation and took detailed field notes of myesignces in the park. | then selected
and interviewed patrticular participants and audimorded the interviews if permitted by
the participants. In total, | interviewed 12 peopithin City Park and was able to audio
record 9 of the interviews. When audio recording wat permitted, | took extensive

notes to capture the language used by particigantisey responded to the questions.

Lindlof and Taylor (2011) described participant ebyv&tion in terms of a scholar
engaging with a group of people as a participaait ¢imgages in the rituals and
performances of a given group while also maintajrireir position as a scholar

interested in the people and their interactionsagsarticipant observer, | “[became]
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increasingly skilled at performing routine practige ways that are honored by other
group members, and ... create[d] increasingly prewisel, detailed, and theoretically
relevant accounts of this experience” (p. 136). Vikiel and detailed account was
captured in the field notes that were taken througlthe course of the study, which
became rich through the relational developmentsttiuk place while being a participant
observer. Therefore, the field notes documentedhtieeactions | had with various
participants and other occurrences in the parktla@dterview texts were used for

discourse analysis.

Through engaging with people at City Park as a@pént observer, specific
individuals became interesting or valuable for mgaarch wherein | asked them if they
were willing to participate in an informal interweabout their personal experiences to
gain deeper insights. The interviews were audiondsx if approved of by the
participant and then transcribed and treated ds fexthis study. Lindlof and Taylor
(2011) explained that qualitative interviews arefukas they allow participants to
express their experiences and perspectives indlgirlanguage through stories, brief
thoughts, and explanations (p. 173). The intervithas | conducted with participants
were informal and driven by a mutual conversatibowa their personal experiences,
understandings of themselves, and their positiahexiperiences in the park. Through
participant observation and informal interviewsmbraced qualitative methods and
conducted the interviews in a similar manner. Lah@ind Taylor discussed informal
interviews as situational interviews where the aeslger chooses to begin an interview
due to some social queue while spending time wgloap of people, and guides the

guestions within a conversation about the spettifitg that made the person or situation
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interesting to the researcher. This type of inaming was useful as it allowed

individuals to discursively explain their own pawit through stories and performances in
their own language. Through participant observadiod interviews, a robust set of data
was obtained that is representative of the reateapces and interactions of those in the
public park. Embracing a deeply qualitative apphotacobservation and interviewing, |
recognize that | was part of the meaning-making@sses. Thus, | consider my role as
participating in the co-construction of meanings such, |1 did not seek to find ‘truth’
regarding the individuals’ in this study, but prded a rich understanding of how people
participated in this public park as well as a raluwrglerstanding of the language used that
constituted participants’ experiences in the ptr& knowledge of themselves in relation

to the park and larger society, and organized ggadpeople.

Data Analysis

My method of data analysis was informed by disceerspectives and
embraced both interpretation and critical discoarsaysis. Specifically, when shifting
from collecting to analyzing data reflects my imtgtrin discourse and power at the local-
level as well as their connection to macro-levetdurses. Engaging in such critical
analysis involved two specific analysis steps.tftre data was interpreted wherein |
developed an in-depth understanding of the texteweal various patterns of meaning
that existed and came to be (Lindlof & Taylor, 2DX¥econd, embracing ideas from
critical discourse analysis (CDA), | moved beyondeaplanation of the data for the
purpose of “revealing structures of power and urkingsideologies” (Wodak & Meyer,
2009, p. 8). These two stages of analysis provateth-depth reading of the discursive

texts and an analysis of the texts with attentieimdp paid to the political nature of talk.
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Interpretation

The process of interpreting the data began witHiéhe notes and interview
transcripts. Lindlof and Taylor (2011) noted thagaation of the importance of field
notes revolves around the researcher’s abilityutbvate an “empathetic understanding
of their participants’ experience” (p. 159). Thas,| engaged with the field notes, |
gained a deeper understanding of the experiendbe @articipants in my study to
provide a greater social context to make senskeointerview transcripts. In addition,
Thomas (1993) noted that “interpretation of datthésdefamiliarization process in which
we revise what we have seen and translate intotbamgenew” (p.43). Throughout this
process of digging deeper into the data, steppawts rom the data, and back into
something new, patterns of meaning emerged. Theserps of meaning are discursive
constructions and themes that the participantdifteshwith to make sense of their

reality.

Engaging in this study by interpreting the datalfinotes and interview
transcripts) directed my attention to various patef meaning and these patterns of
meaning were understood as discursive constructi@misvere being organized by the
participants. Phillips and Hardy (2002) discusseglinportance of an analysis of
discourse in relation to identity as unpackingabepeting discursive constructions that
simultaneously define how an individual or grouprafividuals understand themselves.
As individuals in City Park shared their experienaad understandings of their own
position through stories and in the midst of cosaéon, | later engaged with the field
notes and interview transcripts to unpack varicatsepns that became apparent. These

patterns were different ways individuals categotimgr experiences or made sense of
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their subject position in relation to others. Tpiscess of unpacking the contesting
discourses helped to highlight the various ways plgticipants talk about their position
and | was able to connect these to macro-levebdrses that assist in constructing
various ways of being. Grant et al. (2001) discdgbe importance of paying attention to
discourses at the micro level to understand andttiam to macro-level discourses. The
patterns that | interpreted and made sense of thereanalyzed with attention being paid

to power and subjectivities.

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)

Researchers studying organizations have regulamnhet to CDA to explain the
ways that organizations are constituted in diseyuaad to demonstrate that the
constitutive process privileges certain discouses others (Anderson-Gough, Grey, &
Robson, 2000; Covaleski, Dirsmith, Heian, & Saje§98). Similarly, as people
explained their experiences and made sense ofghieject positions in City Park, they
were subjecting themselves to certain ways of kngwihemselves over others.
Heracleous (2012) understands discourse as poden-@nd constituting “normal” ways
of knowing the world, which positions CDA as a negthfocused on demonstrating that
discourses “mask and perpetuate unequal and ydaier relations and social practices”
(p- 21). In addition, discourses may resist theileged ways of knowing the world.
CDA is intertwined with critical theory and is foeed on power, ideology, and
emancipation as they manifest in talk and macretldiscourses (Wodak & Meyer,
2009; Phillips and Hardy, 2002). Through CDA methddanalyzed the patterns of
meaning or themes from my field notes and interi@mscripts to demonstrate the

manner in which they constitute, maintain, or resreven power relations.
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While my interview transcripts represent texts egeat from local experiences,
interactions, and interviews in City Park, | was concerned only with what was present
at the local-level but how these intersect witheotlevels of discourse. Exploring the
intersections of discourse in this way requiredhuods capable of analyzing and placing
these discourses in conversation. While there asgiaty of CDA techniques, one
approach is to pay close attention to the pattiraisare evident at the local-level and
link them to macro-level discourses. For instarggjerson-Gough et al. (2000) engaged
in this type of research as they discussed thalszation of accountants in Big 5
accounting firms. Specifically, these researchessviooking at the way new trainees in
the accounting firms were socialized to becomegssibnals for their clients. They
conducted interviews and engaged in observatigaito an understanding of the local
discourses about what a professional that caredtdbe client looked like in terms of
the new trainees. In addition, Anderson-Gough .dbaked into how the term
professional, regarding clients, was being usemthier accounting firms to gain an
understanding of the macro-level discourses sudingrthe term “professional.” Both
the macro- and micro-level discourses played airo$ecializing the new trainees.
Embracing such a critical method of analysis | stigated the texts identified for this
study and examined the ways that local and maeml-tliscourses interacted and
intersected. This analysis method provided furttegath into the ways that discourse

constitutes reality and individual identities atydrark.

While | am not concerned with a specific discowsgeh as what it means to be a
professional, | am concerned with the ways thatviddals made sense of their own

identity with others in a public park. After | idifired patterns and themes that explained
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the various ways that individuals in the park ma€ese of their position, | took a closer
look at the ways that these local-level discoussesconnected to macro-level discourses
to mutually constitute and organize the socialitieal of City Park. Throughout this
process, | analyzed how the interrelated setsxt$ @ollected from the park reproduced
uneven power relations, or resisted discursivetcoctsons that might publicly define an

individual such as what it means to be “homeless.”

Analyzing the discursive texts collected in thekgarovided new understandings
about how individuals come to know themselves lati@n to others in City Park. This is
significant as public parks are not regularly cdesed places of significant meaning
making and organizing, but are considered placekeigure and activity. The analysis
also helped me understand the many ways that theaations within public parks are
power-laden. By taking approaches from organizalicommunication outside the
organization and utilizing the aforementioned mdthahis study examined the various
ways individuals organize themselves in a publikpath special attention paid to the

political nature of discourse.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

City Park is located underneath a highway overpsesgeral blocks from the
downtown area of a midsized Northwest city. Witthie park there are two weathered
basketball hoops that are missing nets and arky iased, a skate park that is used
throughout the day and night, and an open areslfillith benches, tables, and a public
restroom. The skate features take up the majoritiyeospace in the park and the open
area filled with benches and picnic tables is pas#d at the far edge of the park. Beyond
the picnic tables, there is a chain link fence sithveral gates, a small parking lot, and a
public restroom. This area (picnic tables, parkotgrestroom, benches) of the skate park
is usually occupied by a group of individuals whentified themselves as “homeless”
throughout my study. During most afternoons, sitetopeople use the skate park at a
time and congregate on a set of cement ledge®imitidle of the skate features. In
addition to the individuals skating, there wereidgtly 15-30 other individuals in the
park between eight in the morning and five at nigiiroughout the night, a few people
occasionally skate as the park is lit underneattotlerpass and several other people

would sleep near the picnic tables and restroom.

| began a typical day of research in City Parkiktyng on one of the many
benches that surrounded the perimeter. Some beach@®sitioned in the midst of the
people that are in the park to skateboard, and bimeches are positioned near the area

most commonly occupied by people that identifieth@seless. | spent a total of seven
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weeks in City Park and would average around twhotys per week in the park. The
first week that | spent in the park | sat on thedbees, observed, took field notes, and
spoke with individuals who accompanied me on theches. During the first few weeks,
I would also vary the timeframes that | spent ia plark in order to gauge how many
people were in the park and whether or not theyewggically in the park at the same
time. | quickly realized that the park was quiteptyrbefore noon and became heavily
populated (20-40 people) from noon until five ie #vening. From five throughout the
remainder of the night there would be around 7-4@pte in the park at a time, including
some who slept in the park overnight. With thisnimd, | spent the majority of my time
in the park throughout the afternoon, but spergghmights in the park from around nine
at night until two in the morning. The second wé®lough the seventh week of my
research, | met many people, became friends witiesand interviewed a total of twelve
people. An immediate finding that emerged from metin the part was that there were
two very distinct groups of people that regulagest time in the park. These groups
were made up of people that came to the park tielskard and people that told me they

were homeless and were in the park because theshekere closed throughout the day.

In order to write about these two groups of peolpléll be referring to them
collectively as the “homeless community” and thieaters.” | have not made the decision
lightly to refer to one group of people as the htas® community. Throughout my
experiences and interactions with this group ofgbe=o City Park, many of them
referred to themselves as homeless and spoke ti@ocaobllective group more fully as
being homeless. With that being said, | have chésevrite about this group of people

using the same language that they use speak disusélves. However, as | analyze the
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data from my study in the next section, | will sh@aore fully to the title of homeless
and the relations to a larger classed society.|&ilpj the group of people that came to
City Park to skateboard referred to themselvekatess when speaking about their
group of people. Thus, | have chosen to talk abmtwo communities of people within
City Park in terms that emerged through the langudgeople that regularly occupied

the park.

The opportunities to meet people, participate itydateractions and activities,
and interview several regular participants of tliy €ark communities provided me with
unique insights regarding discourse, organizing, @ower in the context of this park.
Employing qualitative methods with a focus on digse, three key themes have
emerged as | have thought, read, and engaged wifield notes and interview
transcripts. The first theme emerged from my pgdition in the park as an outsider. |
was given the nickname “Rich Fuck” that (initiall§iscursively situated me as an
outsider and someone that did not belong. My en&amd initial interactions with
members of the homeless community that entitledwtiethis nickname was originally
created out of hostility, but eventually transfodneto my token of acceptance, which
speaks to how discourse, in terms of naming, revéal collective identity of the
homeless community in relation to larger societye Second theme involved the clear
emergence of distinct spaces in the park. City Badkvided by an invisible and
discursively constituted boundary that created $ejparate but distinct areas within the
park. There was an area for people who skated miaglea for the homeless community
and the discursively constituted boundary createtl material and discursive space for

the groups to exist. The third emergent themeasdhidentity and “othering.”
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Specifically, individuals in both park communitigigoke in ways that provided a strong
sense of group identity and constituted a discoof$@stility towards the “other” (either
the homeless, the skateboarders, greater socrdtye onutual ‘other’ of any cop or
outsider to the park). In the following sectioprésent each theme and explain how each

provides a rich set of findings that will be funtttliscussed in the following chapter.

“Rich Fuck” and Discursive Difference

During my second week in City Park, | chose tasita bench that was
surrounded by people and bedding sprawled acresgrtdund. As | sat down, | removed
the notebook from my bag that was filled with fieldtes and began to describe the scene
around me. There were several groups of peopl® (@ebple per group) standing within
twenty feet of me talking, laughing, and pullingecanother close so that they could stay
warm in the midst of the cold air. Much like théemhoons that | spent in the park the
week before, the groups of people standing arousr@ Wwassling one another and arguing
about the ridiculousness of being locked out ofitical shelters until dinner time. On
this particular day, as | sat on the bench neab#ué of the area the homeless
community was occupying, | experienced an elevagtse of self-consciousness and
was fully aware that | was the outsider. Althoudtatl already spent over a week in City
Park, |1 did not feel as though | belonged, whictdené challenging to enter into

conversation within the park.

While | had not yet become comfortable in City Ratkad met several
individuals over the course of the first two weé#kat identified as homeless and wanted
to introduce me to their friends. The discomfodtthwas experiencing came primarily

from brief interactions with members of the homslesmmunity. | would look around
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and find people staring at me or would occasionad\avoided and walked around as
people walked from one side of the park to theotAs | worked through my own
discomfort, | regularly looked for the few individls that | had met in the homeless
community that would introduce me to more of tlieends. Having not developed a
positive sense of rapport with many members ohttraeless community up until this
point, | felt nervous that the few people | had mete absent from the park. As | sat on a
bench observing the people in City Park, | grewanfidence and moved further into the
area where the homeless community sat. Walkingutfir@ group of 6-10 homeless
people, | sat alone on a new bench surrounded Inyomes of the homeless community
and began recording the activities of the peopteosading me. After five or ten
minutes, | felt increasingly uncomfortable as mane more people stared at me, but
would not approach me. Prior to this day | wouldyait on benches in the middle of the
park if | did not see members of the homeless conityithat | had previously met. With
the absence of the two individuals that introdueedto their friends, | was
simultaneously eager and nervous to meet new paofie park. | had just finished
writing about how | felt especially self conscicarsd worried that | was beginning to
offend those around me due to the place | had chimssit when a tall middle-aged man
walked by and pulled the notebook from my handsetking the notebook, he asked
me why | was in the park and | explained that | wasking on a project for my work in
graduate school and | wanted to understand thareutf City Park. Following my
response, he asked again why | was in the parkhizutime in a substantially louder
voice. He then said, do you know who these peag®e &hey are the homeless. Why are

you here? | responded once again and stated wWes hot here to offend or interfere, but
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wanted to meet people and hear about their exma$en the park. At this point, |
reached out my hand, offered my name and waited fesponse. The man then said that
he wouldn’t tell me his name and after all, who wasbe in the park. At that point, he
handed me my notebook and said “I don’t care whoare, and I'm just going to call

you ‘Rich Fuck,” how does that sound?” Everybodsedaughed, repeated the name,
took a step closer, and | became quite concernegt aty position as the outsider. | was
concerned that | had offended people and wouldeable to represent myself well. In
addition, as more and more people began to laudtyalh | was worried that | might not

be able to simply stand up and walk away if theadibn continued to escalate.

This somewhat abrasive experience toward the begjrof my study in City
Park caused a large amount of discomfort and ex@nfér my safety. While | had
anticipated a certain level of discomfort as | plah for this study, the experience of
having my notebook taken caused me to wonderafilccsafely develop relationships
with members of the homeless community that woelchécessary to engage in
interviews and participate in the conversationfiwiCity Park. After my notebook was
handed back to me, all | wanted to do was leavieptidion of City Park, but | chose to
stay seated. Eventually, everyone walked off stilghing about the man calling me
“rich fuck.” The man that coined the nickname “Riebck” will be referred to as Carl
from here forward. My relationship with Carl grewen the course of my study, but

during the second week | wondered if my researchevan worth the discomfort.

Obtaining the title or nickname of “rich fuck” irally brought about
apprehension for the relationships | was hopindeteelop in City Park. Upon further

reflection, | asked myself why | was concerned witis title. In retrospect, the title made
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perfect sense as | had explained to individuateenpark that | was a graduate student
from Boise State University that was interestethansocial experiences of individuals in
the park. In addition, the day that | obtained tiasv title | was wearing a pair of jeans, a
polo shirt, and a quality winter jacket as it waste| cold. Between my clothing and
reason for being in the park, the nickname wasaldevel discourse that served to
position me as an outsider that fit the mold oftitf During the first two weeks of
observing and participating in the interaction€ity Park, there were several other

experiences that positioned me as the outsider.

In addition to the group of individuals that hadybe calling me “rich fuck,” two
days later an individual in the park shouted atom¢he Friday of my second week of
research. | was sitting on a rock ledge talkindwaitgroup of people skateboarding and
we were laughing about the times | used to skatkdrpark when | was in high school.
As the group of people returned to the center efpiérk to skate, a man that was around
50 feet from me across the park began to yell tohheesaid, “Hey you, hey you, white
boy! You sit there writing and talking, you areitdé white bitch! Oh, you know I'm
talking to you! You just stay on that side of therld” Considering that this was only two
days after obtaining a nickname from one groupeaiybe, | began wondering why my
presence in the park brought about such resisténocement later, an individual
approached me, explained that he was homeles®kihohé not to mind that guy over
there. | introduced myself and once again offergchand to shake. The man shook my
hand and told me that he would never tell me hmaéut | could call him “no-name” or
“McDonalds.” After speaking for a few minutes, lo@ked at me very seriously and

asked if | was like that other girl. | asked whttey girl, and he said the one that was
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around asking about everyone’s private lives. H& thaid he thought she was recording
them all and told me that if | had a secret recohidden in my coat he would “trash
me.” | then told him the only way | would ever redsomeone was if they gave me
permission. After obtaining his permission for aterview, McDonalds shared the

following insight about the culture of the parktigaided my future experiences:

| come to this park because | have no other cholagst kicked out of Sanctuary
[a nickname for a local shelter for those in neadhe mornin’ and | can’t return
‘til night. That’s why all of us homeless are hefee only other people that come
to this park are the skaters and they usually @tegy from us... Sometimes other
people come, but they are usually made fun of am dome back unless they

are people that bring us some food.

This insight from McDonalds showed me that thereaweally only two groups of
people that spent time in City Park, people thateslkand people that considered
themselves homeless and spent their nights inhibléess, cars, or elsewhere.

McDonald’s also explained that

people think we are lazy and stuff, and they lobksalike we shouldn’t be here...
some of us people can be mean, but if you tregbod, we will treat you good.
It was at this moment that | realized that mysgtupon benches and writing in a
notebook could have made people feel as thoughvilees objects to be studied. From
this point on, I did not carry a notebook unlesgk in the midst of interviewing people.
In order to continue to capture rich field notew,ould regularly stand up and walk to
either the restroom or stand behind a column irptiv& and quickly speak everything |

had just experienced into a voice recorder. Thage in my research methods and
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appearance altered my experiences over the follpwieks and provided a way for my

nickname of Rich Fuck to take on new meaning.

The Tuesday of my third week of research, | engagednversations with the
group of people that gave me my nickname and mglwament with the people began to
change. As | approached the group, Carl, the mantdlok my notebook, once again
loudly proclaimed that Rich Fuck was back. Withit#el hostility from the group of
people, | once again sat down with all of them amdeventually began discussing the
weather, cars that drove by, and the hopes thatwopldn’t show up that day. After an
hour of talking, a clean shaven man that was ddegs#essionally approached.
Everyone began to “oohh” and “ahhh” and tell himvHpretty” he was looking. At this
point, | realized that hassling one another wasp @f life for the people that spent their
days in City Park. The clean shaven man then askexyone if they knew how good he
smelled. He said he had shaved, showered, andgbesma new set of clothes for a job
interview he had that day. The people that were siowounding him were all excited for
his interview and one man said, “you’re still agaeof shit, but you smell good. I'm
sleeping by you tonight... maybe it will rub off. H&ych Fuck come smell this guy!” |
went to smell the guy and he pulled me and anatioenan tight and yelled, “a bunch of
good smelling people all together now!” As this paped, | felt conflicted about how |
should respond. Was it my appearance and abiligffard hygienic supplies that made
me privileged enough to be considered one of tk@dgmelling people.” Overall, being
called “rich fuck” was beginning to change fromiasult to a comical title that both

separated me from and included me with everyoreielthe group.
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After many more encounters with the people thaegae my nickname, | had the
opportunity to interview the man that coined theneaand once took my notebook.
Throughout the course of this interview, | learaddut the purpose of calling me this
nickname and the significance of the change in medpehind this discourse. During
my interview with Carl, | asked about his experienavith other people in the park and

he responded by talking about his experiences nvéh

You know “rich fuck,” you alright. A lot of peopleome around and it is [my] job
to protect all the people. Most of us don’t wanb&homeless, and people show
up and get us in trouble or say they'll help and’'tloome back.

| then asked Carl why he called me “rich fuck” &gin with and he responded by saying,

| was just trying to make you go away. But | mean gre a “rich fuck.” | went to
college and | was a rich fuck and so are you. Speople come to help and they
are rich fucks that don’t care about us but warfe&b good. You aren’t one of us

and you can't never get us.

Carl's statements demonstrated that the nicknaatd tontinue to be called was once
meant to offend, but was now just another way kihjg around and making sure that |
knew | was not one of “them.” The tension of indtusand separation that surrounded
my nickname Rich Fuck was constantly being negadigiirough discursive acts. The
title itself was a discourse constituted to enshiag | was always separated from being a
member of the homeless community regardless ofttier forms of acceptance that |
had experienced throughout my time spent in CitkHa addition, Carl was making a
claim about the level of privilege | have experieti¢hrough my ability to go to college

and live a seemingly secure life in terms of firesSimply put, the name called
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attention to the fact that | was “rich” in termstbé homeless community and that

distinction was not one easily reconcilable.

The comments by Carl reveal the way that discoorganizes groups of people.
Carl considered himself to be the leader and ptotext the homeless community and
wanted to make sure that | understood that we cgetidlong, but | could never
understand them. Throughout my first weeks in i pny appearance alone
demonstrated that | was an outsider. Not only was dutsider, but white and an
exemplary figure of race and class privilege. Mgkniame was a discursive act of
resistance to the power associated with macro-igeburses of race, class, and success,
which will be further elaborated upon in the foliog chapter. Within City Park, the
nickname that was given to me by a portion of theéless community was a way of
providing discursive distance between the homedessmunity and me. Even though |
was eventually trusted by Carl and others, it widlsnsade clear through language that |
was not one of them. A comment by a woman namedaShether exemplifies the
ability of discourse to simultaneously separate @igénize. When | asked Sheila to tell

me about her best experiences in City Park, siponeled by saying,

some of the best friends | have ever had are peédgplew here. My friends
would do anything for me. We usually just sit ardamd talk or drink. People
rush by and are scared to walk by us but we arpyhafou people don’t get that

though.

Similarly to the nickname of Rich Fuck prompted@arl, Sheila was explaining to me
that | was not a part of the group. When | askeeil&hvho the people were that “don’t

get that,” she said, “all the people that isn’t led@ss and has nice cars and jobs and isn'’t
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on the streets.” The nickname that | had receivasl mot only about me, but was

connected to larger power-laden discourses.

The nickname “rich fuck” demonstrates my experienié a small group of
individuals within City Park that called themselresmeless, and it exemplifies the way
discourse organizes understandings of the world fgnoup of people. The second group
of people in City Park that make up the majoritytifer park attendees is the group of
people who skateboard, which | will be calling gkaters. My experience as an outsider
was more notable with the community of people Wxate homeless, but the homeless
community and skaters within City Park also otheyed another through their discursive
acts and use of space. In doing so, two additithreahes emerged from my research.
First, there were discursively created symbolicrimaries within City Park that provided
context for who was allowed to be where and use wiaerial objects in the park. Next,
a strong sense of group identity was organizedutjiraliscourse that allowed for others

to be discussed in particular ways.

Property and Contestations Over Space

City Park is separated into two unique areas tteatlafined through the
discursive acts and are not fixed, but are regulabotiated by the people in City Park.
Each area revolves around the needs and desitles tfo communities of people in
City Park. The area associated with the homelessramity regularly consisted of any
and all picnic benches around the perimeter optr&. In addition, the homeless
community usually congregated on one end of thk paar the edge of the skate features
where there were picnic tables, a small parkindpéytond a chain link fence, and a

public restroom. The other area of the park assetiaith the skaters was comprised of
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the entire center of the park that was filled wisttious skate features such as rails,
jumps, a half pipe, and several cement ledgesh Bathese areas became apparent and
distinct to me during my second week of researcanwlracquired my nickname. For
instance, as Carl asked several times, “what avedging here?” he was not asking about
my being in City Park, but why | was in the coroéthe park that the homeless
community typically inhabited. This discourse abaity | was “here” and not elsewhere
was related to the space that the homeless comynialited and my presence could be
considered a form of trespassing. It was not tli@plarticular didn’t belong in this area
of the park, but that the people who skateboardelie officers, and anyone else
shouldn’t be in this area of the park. Howevewats through my own experiences in this
portion of City Park that | realized the significanof this area of the park as it related to

the experiences of the homeless community.

The homeless community in City Park often explaitiemdr presence in City Park
out of a sense of ownership or necessity. For elgiharles discussed his reason for

regularly coming to City Park by stating that,

where the fuck else would | go? | can’t go sitdesanywhere because | get
kicked out. One time | was at Subway and went ih&eobathroom. And then |
passed out or something. Woke up to cops bangirtgeodoor. Spent [the] night
in jail and now | have some stupid warrant for going to court. | need to get out

here, | was just fucking tired.

Charles, like many others, came to City Park bezesfelt that he could not be

anywhere else. Considering himself to be homelékarles was explaining the divide
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between himself and the rest of society. Shelia elplained that City Park was a place

that she and others could go to do whatever theyedao do by saying that,

| come to this park because | know people herenablave a place we can just
be. At the shelters there are so many rules. Herkave a place that is ours.
Nobody tries to tell us what to do.

While City Park was a place that the homeless conityigould just be, it was not the

entire park that could be considered a place femth

The area in City Park that was occupied by the hessecommunity was not just
a boundary within City Park, but served as an Hraiseemed to protect the homeless
community from the rest of the city and environna¢cbnditions. Charles’s statement
expressed a certain form of hostility that he edgoexed trying to survive and passing out
in a restroom and this made City Park a placetteatouldn’t be troubled. Similarly,
Jackson stated that he came to City Park becaesptpdon’t give us [the homeless

community] shit,” and when | asked what people las valking about he elaborated,

Just everyone. Sometimes | try to fly a sign anehgne just looks at you. | hate
it and the people staring at me. You think | wanbé living in a park... sleeping
on the fuckin’ hard ground? It's bull shit. At I¢deere all those people don't

come. Just us and the skaters.

Jackson was not able to sleep in the sheltergiht due to a negative history between
him and the shelters, so City Park was one of i glaces of refuge for him.
Throughout my conversations with Jackson and otlitdsecame apparent that the
majority of the homeless community desired a chaneceove beyond the shelters and

City Park. While the reasons for this not happerirggcomplicated and beyond the
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scope of this project, City Park was always correidea place where the homeless

community could exist somewhat free of criticisnd arther forms of hardship.

Beyond the ways that individuals within the homslesmmunity talked about
City Park, the material aspects of the park alswided a sense of refuge. Due to an
overpass covering the entirety of the park, th& pas always protected from rain and
snow in the winter and sun throughout the summenth®o Also, the buildings surround
the park and the columns that hold up the overpaiss to shelter the park from cold
winds throughout the winter. One thing regularlyatbby members of the homeless
community was the need to be in City Park becausg did not feel as though they
could be anywhere else throughout the city withmihg hassled. The public restroom
available in the park enabled members of the hasselemmunity to have access to a
lavatory without needing to worry about troublenfrbusiness owners or in some cases
the police. Each of these features of City Parkeveiéscussed by members of the
homeless community as they mentioned that thisayalace they could be free of
ridicule. Due to the location of the park withiretbity, people also rarely walked through
the park beyond the skaters. The material natutieeopark’s construction was imbued
with meaning for the homeless community and thealisses of refuge begin to make

sense in light of these features.

As previously mentioned, one of the ways the pavided is through a sense of
ownership and necessity that is described by pagpiey the park for various reasons.
While | was in the park to meet, know, and undersgaeople, the majority of the other

individuals in the park were there due to limitgdions. Jason was an individual that |
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met in the park who came to skateboard a few daysek. During an interview, he

stated that,

we [skateboarders] come here to skate becausertahgisn’'t anywhere else to
skate without driving very far...Everyone just stitkghemselves... Well, |
mean we hang out over here and skate in this Afetlhhe homeless people just sit
over there. Sometimes they talk to us, but uswedyskate, and they leave us
alone.
In talking about City Park in this way, Jason waaking it clear that the area to skate
was not for the homeless community. The homelessramity had their area and as
long as they were not interfering with skateboagdihdidn’t matter what they were
doing. The two distinct areas of the park cannatdygarated by a clear line, but those
that spend time in the park have an understandimdnat places should be used for

certain people.

The discursively constituted boundaries that dri€lity Park served to organize
groups of people in the park, but were regularbssed and hostility emerged.
Throughout my time spent as a participant obsanvtre park and through stories that
were told to me in interviews, it became apparkat various forms of heckling would
reinforce the discursive boundaries. Much likeftrst time that | sat on a bench in the
area that was primarily used by the homeless corntgnand had my notebook taken
away, the homeless community and the skateboardncoity regularly reinforced their
boundaries through discursive acts. In doing sapirk was constantly being
(re)organized spatially through discourse. Hogtdiinerged at times when the

boundaries conceived of by the two communitieseafgte were not understood to be the
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same and then through discursive acts such asihgctie park would be (re)organized.

For instance, Charles explained the contestatien the benches by saying that,

sometimes the skateboarder kids think they owmplaee. They get all pissed and
yell at us and tell us to get outa the way. We fysto find a place to sit and then

they all they just they yell and try to hit us astdff.

However, as each community of people understoaasarstthe park as partially owned
by them, these types of interactions often ende¢d @ne group feeling as though their

space was not rightfully distributed.

Although clear boundaries could not be drawn iry €&rk to represent exactly
what areas were to be used by the skateboard tiotheless communities, material
objects were regularly understood to be possesgeddgroup or the other. For
instance, benches and picnic tables within CitkRare not to be used by people in the
park that were skateboarding. Conversely, the hords, or other skate features could
not be sat on by members of the homeless commifirailfyother seats were full without
harsh criticism from the skateboard community. Bgrone of my days in City Park, this
became clear as a group of homeless individuale siting on a skate box while | was
talking with them. Over the course of fifteen miesita group of skateboarders continued
to jump onto the box and skate closer and clostradomeless individuals. Eventually,
a woman sitting on the box yelled to the skatebex@rthat they were going to hit her and
they responded by screaming back that this parkfevaskating and to move somewhere
else. After another five or ten minutes of hostjlithe homeless individuals moved and

sat on the ground as there were no other seatatked about how the skateboarders had
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no respect for them. The boundaries that sepatiagedomeless community and the

skateboarding community were regularly sustaineolih these types of interactions.

The contestations over space regularly emergeddghrstories told in interviews
about the opposing group of people’s intrusionse (iterview question that | asked was,
“what are the worst things about other people enghrk?” The responses that | gathered
further demonstrate the importance of space amehsesof ownership over certain areas
in the park that were reinforced through discoufshley, a young woman who came to
skateboard with several friends responded to téstipon by saying, “...sometimes the
park is just filled with homeless people. Theyaditover everything [skate features] and
stand around so we can’t skate in very much op#ré&. It makes me wish they weren't
allowed to be here.” Ashley’s statement equatedtvasionally crowded nature of City
Park with the rights of who was allowed to be ia gark. The skate features were
understood to be owned by the people that canteetpdrk to skate, and although there
were no written rules regarding the use of theeskeditures, it was unacceptable for
members of the homeless community to be in the Wgle, a friend of Ashley’s that
came to City Park to skateboard, agreed that thsthe worst part about other people in
the park. When | asked what usually happened dunese times, Kyle responded by

explaining that,

I don’t know usually we just ask them to move. Tiheyer do and say they can
be wherever they want in the park. One time igatireally heated and everyone
was Yyelling at each other and cussing. We said swetey mean things, but, um,
we just wanted them to move. It sucks that theytd@nsomewhere else. This is a

skate park.
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Kyle’s elaboration is consistent with several entets that | observed between the two
communities. An interesting note is that followithgse hostile interactions, the homeless
community always seemed to move away from the dkateires and toward the picnic
tables, benches, and open spaces. The discurss/thatappeared violent served to

(re)organize City Park into two distinct areas.

The areas of City Park that are considered offtirto certain populations are not
static, but change depending on the people atdaHe pue to the timeframe of this study,
| conducted this research from the middle of Sepethrough the beginning of
November. During these months, after nightfall, paek is quite cold and is rarely
populated by individuals that skateboard. Additignafter six or seven at night, the
majority of the homeless community has moved tostiwdters for the evening. Those
that most often remained in City Park were indialduthat were not allowed to stay at
the shelters and therefore slept in the cornenepirk under the overpass and near the
restrooms. While interviewing Mike one evening gxglained the lack of boundaries by
stating that, “after everyone leaves and stuff eue do whatever we want. None of the
rich kids [referring to the people who skateboand here to push us around.” The
boundary lines within City Park were constantlyrfiag depending on the actions of
those present. The moments of hostility and canféigulated and redistributed the

places in the park that people could occupy.

The contestations over space and intrusions intaineareas are important to
discuss in terms of discourse because the bouredeag were regularly changed or
reinforced through discursive acts. The homelesplpaliscussed City Park in terms of

ownership, refuge, or their need to be in the p@daversely, the skaters most often
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talked about City Park and their right to be ablskate throughout the park because that
is what it was built for. As the material arealoé ppark is limited, the skaters understood
the homeless community to be trespassing on thesisavhenever a member of the
homeless community was in an area that could be tasgkate on. However, when the
park was crowded, the homeless community talkedtabeir need to sit in areas that the
skaters regularly occupied within City Park as pleee of refuge from the weather and
cold hard ground, condescending looks from membkessciety, and troubles with the
law. These conflicting understandings of what G#rk was to be used for required
people within City Park to regularly construct bdanes that organized the two

communities of people through discourse.

Discursive acts within City Park also ascribed niegmo material objects that
would be understood as the boundaries within CitfkPAs meaning was ascribed to
various material elements in the park such as dkatares or picnic tables, the
discursive acts of those in the park were ofter tigseegotiate the meaning of the
various elements within the park. However, it ipartant to note that the material
elements in the park were never fixed in the urtdadsngs of those in the park. Each
day, through discursive acts, various elementh@piark were (re)organized to fit the
needs of the people present in the park. Discuesit® then allowed for the
understandings of the park to constantly be chandihis is not to say that the park was
always distributed in a manner that was free of@owut that the park was organized

through the discursive acts.
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Group Identity and Hostility Toward the Other

The importance of interactions in this public ppdcame most evident through
the group identities that emerged. Over the coofslee seven weeks that | spent in City
Park, | was eventually afforded the opportunityake part in many conversations
wherein | began to understand the ways peopletinRzrk made sense of the world
around them. Throughout this process, a strongesaingroup identity emerged for both
the homeless community and skaters, albeit, iredfit ways. | have identified the
following two themes that have emerged from thealisses that | observed and
recorded in the park. First, the communities ofghe@xplained their experiences in City
Park in terms of their relationships to each otiret toward other individuals or groups
of people in society. Next, each of the communitethe park expressed hostility
towards the other, which could be people that $kateded, the homeless community, or
additional people throughout society. Further, dlisive acts that constituted a hostility
toward the other seemed to be an important orgamniziechanism and token of group
membership within City Park. Thus, discursive act€ity Park organized, created, and
expressed a shared experience within the two pyie@nmunities that spent time in

City Park.

The homeless community in City Park most clearlylaxed their sense of
community and group identity. The lived experienckgarious members of the
homeless community were understood to be uniqtieetgroup as a whole. Returning to

my interview with Carl, he noted that,
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A lot of people come around and it is [my] job t@fect all the people. Most of
us don’t want to be homeless, and people show dganus in trouble or say

they'll help and don’t come back.

Carl considered himself to be a self-proclaimediézaf the group and spoke in a way
that expressed the interests of everyone that madlee homeless community. This
became more evident as he told me, “you aren’todies and you can’t never get us.”
Although | had spent seven weeks talking with grsup of people nearly every day, |
would never be considered “one of them.” One ofrd@sons for this is that particular
lived experiences and understandings of the wodrkwacitly agreed upon by members

of the homeless community and this was regularpyressed in language.

A profound experience that was shared by many mesydiehe homeless
community was a feeling of being understood as &amy useless in society. This is also
reflected by the ways that the skaters talked attmihomeless, which will be discussed
shortly. For example, Mike explained that he cam€ity Park because, “people here
know | want to do something better. When | try $& aome people for money and food
stuff they just won't even look at me.” Throughghype of shared experience, various
individuals explained the ways that they deeplyaratbod one another. Jackson shared
in an interview that most days in City Park hisug®f friends (the homeless
community) “ just try to have fun and uh make iothgh the day.” When | asked what it
looked like for them to have fun he elaborated dyirsg, “we get money sometimes and
then maybe we buy some booze and sit around ahdhbulWhen it was warmer it was
a lot more fun.” | then asked who the people whket he did this with and he said, “all

my brothas and sistas. The people that are liké Tilese statements express a shared
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experience that has been created through simifreences and is understood by the
members of the homeless community. The jokes,estoaind conversations that I listened

to and participated in were all part of creatirgease of group identity.

The shared experiences between members of the éssrmmunity provided
context for each of their interactions on a dag&y-basis, and through their continual
interactions they often spoke of themselves in $eofitheir community. When | asked
guestions regarding why a particular person cantlee@ark, or what they enjoyed about
City Park, they usually responded by discussingtutrer community of people enjoyed.
For instance, when interviewing Stacy about whycdmae to the park, she said, “really |
just come here before the shelters let us come WaeHlike to come here ‘cause it's
close and we stay pretty warm.” This type of reggowas common when | interviewed
members of the homeless community. When Stacy titalgput herself and why she
came to the park, it was inseparably tied to thteonaf why her community of friends
came to the park. This communal understandingefelasons for doing things was also
evident throughout the conversations between mesrdiehe homeless community.
Much like Carl's statement to me during the begngnof my study that “these people are
the homeless,” the members of this community woedgilarly talk about their position
as homeless and what that meant for them. Overltneeized that the group was not
necessarily just taking on the title of “homeledsjt they were redefining what that

meant.

Being homeless was not a condition of living withathome for the people in
City Park, but a description of who they were tvas not shameful, but a present reality.

With this being said, the group identity that wasated around homelessness was only
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inclusive insofar as people were “properly” homsld3uring an interview with a woman
named Kelly who considered herself homeless, shiieed that the worst thing about
people in City Park was a particular group of haaslpeople. Our conversation about

this went as follows,

I: “What are the worst things about other peoplthatpark?”

Kelly: “You know, just those people, over there. .eyigive all of us a bad

name.”

I: “Who are the all of us?”

Kelly: “You know... the homeless. They just sit ovkere and complain and yell

at people and never ... umm... take care of themsedlvemkes me mad. I'm

trying to turn my life around and they are screwatigof us over. We come to the

park everyday because we can't stay at sheltersgitive day. And, uhhh, that’s

because of those people.”
According to Kelly, being properly homeless meduait tan individual should be
attempting to leave the physical state of homekessrFurther, this group of individuals
that Kelly was referring to was not allowed to glée the shelters at night due to prior
disputes. While Carl explained to me, an outsitteat all of the people in this area were
the homeless, Kelly explained that the unity ofrtitemmunity was split into various
segments by their discursive acts. During my inesvwwith McDonald’s around the very
beginning of my research, he made a similar statétoeme regarding this exiled group
within the homeless community. McDonald’s said t®, fiLook, all of us homeless are
actually real nice if you give us a chance andnéce back. We are not crazy. The crazy

ones are those people over there.” McDonald’s vsag @gain drawing a distinction
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between the majority of people within the homelemmmunity and a certain group of
people that they had trouble with. These explanatlty McDonald’s and Kelly imply
that the homeless community has unspoken, but dgigen guidelines for what is

acceptable.

The skateboarding community also demonstrated sesefrgroup identity, but it
was not as developed as the homeless communityn Wdeked Jason, a skateboarder in
his mid-twenties, about his most enjoyable momen@ity Park, he responded by

saying,

sometimes there are a ton of people that comeoakiate in the summer. And,
this one time we had a bunch of music and just lauwtgdrank some beers, and
skated late into the night. | dunno, whenever tlaeeea ton of us out here skating,

it is usually pretty fun.

Jason noted that the group of people centered dringnaction of skateboarding was
what created a memorable experience in City Pankil&8ly, a friend of Jason’s that
came to skate named Stephen explained that, “wleeney are all skating really well is
when | have most fun. Then we are all eggin’ eableroon and its really cool.” The
responses from Jason and Stephen discursivelyesitugir community of people around
the act of skateboarding. The reason the commenists in City Park is because it is
one place in the area that they can come to skatebeyond the action of skateboarding,
little else was discussed in favor of their comntyiof people. However, as | will explain
shortly, the skateboarding community was tightlproected in terms of their hostility

toward the homeless community.
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There was a defined difference in the ways thahthreeless and skateboarding
communities organized and understood themselvégRark was less about identity for
the skateboarding community, and more about a pldheze they could go for an hour or
two to perform an activity. Conversely, the parkswaiquely tied to the identity of the
homeless community. City Park was discussed bhéimeeless community as a place
where “nobody bugged them” and “they could do whaly wanted” even if it was as
Charles explained the only place they could gahisiway, City Park for the
skateboarding community was about doing and fohtimaeless community it was about
being or, for some, surviving. While this differenis key and helps to demonstrate the
difference in the depth of relationships that ekisCity Park, there is one feature of each
of these communities that is similar. Both the hi@s®and skateboarding communities

speak in a way that demonstrates a strong hodulitthe other.

Throughout the course of my interviews, every petsad a story about an
“other” that depicted them as subordinate or ogives Initially, 1 thought these stories
were told to explain how one group was either lbekian the other or being unfairly
treated within City Park. Eventually though, | iead that telling stories and speaking in
a hostile manner about others was more than arstateabout the other group, and was a
ritual within both communities in City Park thatabed for somebody to prove their
allegiance to their respective community. Somehefdtories below will demonstrate the
hostility toward the other or outsider and will@ademonstrate how these stories further
organize group identities. As much as the commemit City Park could be described as
having a strong sense of group identity, they cailsd be described by what they stood

against or spoke out about. In order to explainathgs that each of these communities
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bonded through a shared hostility toward an “otHewill first explain the homeless

community’s stories and hostile moments | expeeedrfollowed by the skaters’ stories.

One of the primary ways the homeless communityethlikbout the skateboarding
community was in terms of them being a bunch affi'tkids.” This depiction of the

skateboarding community is most evident by Mikeégesment that,

all the rich skater punk kids come here and do exetthey want. I'm sure they
go home at night to cry about how hard their dag a@d talk to mommy about

how somebody was mean to them. Life’s a bitchudhes] get used to it.

Mike was referring to the skateboarding commumityeirms of small children that were
not capable of succeeding in life without the gaof their parents. This idea that the
people that came to City Park to skateboard weneatare and fully supported by their
parents was confirmed by Stacy as she said, “theekkard kids don’t know anything
about respect. Their whole life is paid for andyesasd stuff.” Equating the people who
skateboarded as kids positioned members of the leesmeommunity as more fully
capable to understand the harsh realities ofrife way that “children” couldn’t
comprehend. Each of the members of the skateb@pedimmunity that | interviewed
and interacted with were between twenty and thyielgrs old. However, as they were
positioned as “rich kids,” the homeless communigswable to joke about them as being

irresponsible and naive.

Beyond being considered “rich kids,” the homelemsimunity also referred to
the people who skateboarded by claiming they wererisiderate and rude to them.
During my time in City Park, | took part in sevecalinversations with members of the

homeless community where they referred to the mesiteboarding as “a bunch of
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assholes,” “selfish dicks,” or similarly hostilates. These types of remarks were most
noticeable in response to particular situationsjmeasual conversation were used as a
way to demonstrate a sense of group membershigxXeonple, Carl discussed the
skateboarding community by saying, “those assHsleteboarding community] always
think they are better than us.” In addition, whilembers of the homeless community
were sitting around telling jokes, one man saidpse pricks wouldn’'t even know what
to do with a woman if she was naked in front ohtkieThis statement reinforced the
theme of the skateboarding community being childveie simultaneously considering
them to be rude. These types of statements weely iiarreference to one particular
person that was skateboarding, but were made nemrerglly about the community of

people.

It was not only in interviews and conversationd tistile name calling towards
the skateboarding community happened, but membbehne dhomeless community
occasionally shouted to people as they skatednDuhie fifth week of my research, a
man that appeared to be in his mid-twenties wassngkaear the homeless community
and was Yyelled at by various people. One persoatep“why don’t you go get back in
your car and go home to mom and dad” and anothledyéit must be nice to have
warm clothes. Why don’t you give us your coat?”"tAs man skateboarding ignored
them, another man chimed in and yelled, “you gdhing to say? You a little bitch?” At
this point, the man skateboarding turned aroundstwodted, “fuck off!” and moved to
the other side of the park. After this, the memlodthe homeless community that had
been yelling started laughing and moved on to nenversations. It appeared that the

members of the homeless community didn’t actualg@bout the man skateboarding,
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but yelled because it was something that they didbbhabit. While this particular
confrontation does not demonstrate aggressivenassd member of the skateboarding
community, some explanations from the homeless aamityndescribed the people that

skateboarded as such.

The examples | have given thus far have demondtth&eways that the homeless
community spoke about the skateboarding communityhostile manner. Conversely,
many members of the homeless community descrileddblves as kind and considerate
and positioned people that skateboarded in Citk Baiaggressive. Sheila described

herself and her friends in the homeless communjtyaying that,

we are all real nice people and look out for eatieio If my friends are cold |
would give them my coat or anything. A lot of peshink we might be mean but
we go to church and stuff and love each other.

Later in our conversation, Sheila described théetiGgarding community as she told me,

they are always yelling at us and telling us to emddmetimes they get mad and

tell us to get a job. One time they even triedrgtus with their skateboards to

make us go away.
Sheila described the homeless community as a grbpeople that were kind and cared
for one another whereas the skateboarding commaaitgtantly harassed them. This
narrative of skateboarders as aggressive was atswided by McDonald’s as he
explained, “they [the skateboarders] are alwayslhagus and yelling at us for no good
reason... but I dunno, | guess they’re just kidsthAugh McDonald’s shared that he had
multiple experiences where members of the skateiimacommunity were acting in an

aggressive manner, he framed it in a way that @tbivto be acceptable by comparing it
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to a childlike temper tantrum. Regardless, theamothat the skateboarding community
was aggressive regularly fed into the name caHimg) overarching understanding of

skateboarders as being “jerks” or “assholes” ferhtbmeless community.

Much like the homeless community spoke in a hostiggner about the skaters,
the skaters emphasized three negative charaateribtough discourse of the homeless
community. The skaters regularly referenced thediess community in terms of them
being lazy, drunks, or inconsiderate. Each of tivesgs of talking about the homeless
community discursively constituted a reality whartsie homeless community was to be
laughed at or mocked. However, as | spent timegngavith my field notes and
interview transcripts, it was evident that thisnoof hostility existed in part to
continually organize the skater community. In otiwerds, to be a skater you needed to
speak in a hostile manner about the homeless cotyntihis type of discursive act was
performed by members of the homeless communitybgritie skaters. Below | have
expressed a few ways that the skaters talked abeutomeless community as being

lazy, drunks, or inconsiderate.

Talking about the homeless people in terms of Esgrnwas a common way for the
skaters to talk amongst themselves and to speai puiricly about the homeless
community. In an interview with Kyle, he talked aibohe homeless community by
saying that, “I mean, they wouldn’t have to sitward in a park all day if they would go
get a job. | don’t really feel bad for them.” Tisitatement represents a common
understanding amongst the skaters that the homsdessiunity could simply move
beyond poverty if they would put in the effort to slo. Stephen further supported this as

he explained to me,
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sometimes they [homeless community] constantlyusslor stuff or want to
borrow a cell phone. It’'s just really annoyingsiltiot like | have very much
money but | go to work to pay for my shit you knolfv§ou want something in

life, go get it, don’t just sit around all day.

Stephen’s statement expresses both his undersgpoflivhat he hopes to be true of his
life and how the homeless community is too lazgntke anything good happen for
themselves. Beyond the statements made by therskatey interviews, they would
often infer that members of the homeless communése lazy as they skated around the
park. For instance, one evening when it was quite, @ group of skaters arrived at the
park as | was talking with a few people in the htlmse community. As the three young
men skated around the park, one of them calledioduits friend loud enough that anyone
in the park could hear and said, “it sure must godkave to sleep in the cold park! It
must be time to get a job.” While some membersefitomeless community had jobs
and worked throughout the week, the discoursezifiégss assumed that to be an
impossibility for the skaters. Following the statrhabout getting a job, the group of
people | was sitting with ignored the statement,tba concept of referring to the
homeless community as lazy was constantly reintbtbeough discursive acts such as

this.

In line with the discourse of laziness, the skatdss regularly referred to the
homeless community as a “bunch of drunks.” Theeskatlked about the homeless
community as drunks throughout several of my inewe. Stephen explained that, “most
of ‘em (homeless community) just sit around andkithemselves to death.” While

Stephen did not provide context for this statenmeterms of why it was important to
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share, Kyle talked about the homeless communitrasks by saying that, “all they do is
drink, beg for more money and then drink some rbefere moving on to somewhere
else. | mean seriously, go get a job and stoprfgdlad for yourself.” The statement by
Kyle links the idea of drunkenness to laziness @ogitions the homeless community as a
group of people who are not worth worrying abouite heed to point out the ways that
some members of the homeless community drink appedre less about the action of
drinking alcohol, and more about a broader con@ziation of what kind of people

make up the homeless community.

Through the action of talking about the homelesaroonity as drunks, the
skaters were describing them in terms of theirulseks to society. This was most

apparent through an additional comment made by Kylbe said,

why should | feel bad for people who choose taund and drink all day. |
know they get a bunch of money from people and thaste all [of] it. If you
aren’t going to do something to make your life &ett am not going to waste my
time, | don’t know | mean waste my time by, umnting that they do anything

to help out.

The discourses of laziness and drunkenness wegeelyitied to the skaters’ views of
the homeless community not contributing within stgi Ultimately, while various
members of the homeless community explained themas@h terms of desiring to change
their lives and move beyond their current positibie, skaters discussed the homeless
community in terms of their decisions to wasteo&liheir money on alcohol. The

discourse of drunkenness was then developed attengsiliscourse of laziness to
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position the homeless community as subordinatbeskaters’ conceptions of what it

means to be a contributing member of society.

The last theme of hostility that emerged throughdata was that of the skaters
considering the homeless community to be inconatdeAlthough the word
inconsiderate was never used to describe the hemetenmunity throughout my
interviews, it describes the multiple ways thats$katers spoke negatively about the
homeless community. For instance, when | askedeisivhat the worst things about
other people in the park were, she responded liygehe that, “sometimes the homeless
people can just be so mean you know.” Ashley’s ggpee with the homeless
community relates to Jason’s statement whereiraletlsat, “the homeless people are
assholes. They yell at us and get in our way aanel¢heir trash and shit all over the
park. It gets old.” In addition, Kyle explained th&very now and again some homeless
people are just shitty... They just have nothingdyets do but sit around and act like
‘douche bags’ and stuff.” Ashely, Jason, and KYlelescribed the homeless community
in different ways, but each pointed out how the Blss community often acted like
“assholes” or “jerks.” While these explanationgttg homeless community were
sometimes linked to specific experiences, they wélen generalizations about the

nature of the homeless community.

Through discursive acts, the skaters regularlyutised the homeless community
as lazy, drunks, or in various ways as being iniclemate. These discursive acts provided
a sense of community for the skaters and whilelmbr@nd hostility toward the homeless
community was not always present, it is tellinghe#f culture of the skaters. These three

discourses about the homeless positioned the skatt@rmoral or ethical high ground.
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The discourses of laziness and drunkenness eletragabsition of the skaters by
implicitly claiming that they were not these thin@milarly, the discourses surrounding
the homeless community being inconsiderate positidhe skaters as the group of
people in the park who are considerate or kind.r@llyeeach of these discourses served
to provide a sense of community for the skaterspasitioned the homeless community
as an other or group of outsiders that neededribraally be explained as separate from

the skaters.

Each of the communities in City Park spoke of ttieenin hostile ways, but these
discourses of hostility demonstrate both powertigla and performances of group
identity. The ability to talk about the other groafppeople in the park in hostile ways
was a key characteristic of being considered aqfdhe group within the park. The
discursive acts that | observed through conversatia interviews helped me to
understand the ways that individuals in City Parllerstood themselves in relation to
those around them. Primarily, this was througheth@xperiences of considering oneself
homeless or coming to the park to skateboard anthdpshe ability to talk about the
other group in a hostile manner. Each of thesestgbeliscursive acts serve to constantly
(re)organize the individuals within City Park. Assvnoted, being a part of the homeless
community required being homeless in a particulay that was evident through the
discursive acts that individuals engaged in. Tisedlirses of hostility draw upon many
power-laden, macro-level discourses that are eddbteugh local-level acts within City

Park that | will further analyze in the followingpapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

The findings represented in the previous chaptecrileed three major themes
that emerged through the initial analysis of mydfieotes and interview transcripts. In
doing so, the discursive acts that | observed anticipated in throughout my time in
City Park provided a rich set of data to contengtae primary question of inquiry that
has guided this study. To review, the questiomqtiiry was, how do discursive acts
within a public park organize individuals’ subjexdsitions and social practices?
Throughout the following discussion of my resediobings, | will answer this question
in terms of both my findings and the theoreticallenpinnings represented through my
review of relevant literature. In order to respoadhis question in depth, | will first
review my findings to provide context for the follimg discussion. Next, | will explain
the various ways that different levels of discourgersected within City Park to
organize the people within the park. Then, | wilab/ze the discourses that have
emerged in terms of power at the macro-level, whitates to the primary tenets of

Critical Theory and at the local-level in termssobjectivities.

The first theme that emerged through my findings Wt of my initial
experiences with the homeless community in CitRaud the continually changing
discourse of being called Rich Fuck. Being calléechRFuck demonstrated a tension that
was regularly (re)negotiated through the localdelgcourses surrounding my

involvement with the homeless community. Initiallge nickname was used to express
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the ways that | was noticeably separate and dissziad from the homeless community
as well as a term used to intimidate me. Over timeterm remained a discourse of
separation, but was held in tension with a plaghitit of joking with me much like the
homeless community regularly communicated with amether. The tension between
inclusion and exclusion was demonstrated throughniickname and was also related to
a separation of class expressed by the homelessigoity. In this manner, | was always
positioned as an outsider that was a friend ohtimaeless community, but not a member
of the community. This theme of inclusion and es®n is important as the discourses
surrounding my title of Rich Fuck played a roleonganizing the homeless community

and my relation to the homeless community.

The next theme identified in my findings was theywtzat discourse
(re)constituted symbolic boundaries within City Bambued material objects with
meaning, and organized the communities of peopileinvine park. City Park was then
organized and understood in terms of the discustte engaged in by the communities
of people in the park. Group identity and a hdstioward the other was the final theme
that emerged through my field notes and interviemdcripts. This theme encompassed
ideas discussed in the first two themes and eléddrgpon the various ways that
discourses about self and others served to organidenake sense of the world for
people within City Park. Each of these themes ltawveplicated and extended the
literatures used to ground this study. Returningh&theoretical discussions based in
organizational communication research will hel@talyze and discuss my findings in

terms of discourse, organizing, and power.
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Discourse and Organizing

Organizational communication scholars have regukmbraced discourse
perspectives to explain the ways in which orgarorstcome to be (Hardy, 2004),
sustain coordinated action (Fairhurst & Putnam4200r resist commonplace
understandings of what it means to be a partiouégr within an organization
(Trethewey, 1999; 2001). Engaging in this studydmelya traditional organization has
complicated these concepts while demonstratingvthyes that discourses organize
everyday life within City Park. I've grounded thegidy by discussing the ways that
various levels of discourse (local to macro) mujuebnstitute organization (Alvesson &
Karreman, 2000b; Grant et al., 2001). Similarly khcal-level discourses within City
Park that provided the data for my findings intetsend draw upon macro-level
discourses to organize people within City Parkhia section, | discuss the ways in
which the themes in my findings that were derivexiflocal-level discourses in City
Park can be understood in terms of the literaturdigg this study and intersect with

macro-level discourses that organize society.

As | began my study in City Park and was givenrtitgname “Rich Fuck,”
discourses that organized the park quickly becamparant. First, by calling me Rich
Fuck, Carl noted he was trying to both intimidate amd make it known that | was not
one of the members of the homeless community. Quhis initial encounter, Carl
loudly explained to me that “these are the homélé&sferring to the group of people as
homeless was not only done by Carl, but various begmof the homeless community
described themselves this way throughout the duratf my study. The discourse of

homelessness for members of the homeless commuagtyot a discourse surrounded
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by shame as the skaters would have discussed &, subject position embraced by
members of the community to explain their expergsnand reason for being in City
Park. Ultimately, the discourse of homelessnesstiasdefining feature that allowed for
people to be a member of the homeless communitye lputsider and the Rich Fuck,

could never be “one of them.”

The discourse of homelessness is not unlike treodise of professionalism as
discussed by Trethewey (1999) in that an unspdietncalled upon and powerful,
understanding of what it meant to be homeless a@gdmembers of City Park. Some
people defined homelessness in terms of neediggttout of the park or move beyond
this period in their life. However, the discourgehomelessness draws upon a greater
discussion and macro-level discourse of class. Mesnbf the homeless community
wanted to move beyond their current position, reostared at by others in society as they
asked for money, and ultimately made it clear tlzatuld not fully understand or engage
with their experiences. By labeling me “rich,” thiscourse of homelessness is further
linked to a macro-level discourse of class asedl&b capitalism and economic means.
Although the homeless community discussed themselsddeing kind, caring for one
another, and greatly enjoying their friendshipgwatCity Park, their descriptions about
homelessness can also be linked to a desire foioetic success. This is similar to the
way that Trethewey (1999) discussed the discourpeofessionalism as being related to
gender and male privilege. Professionalism is @bt linked to masculinity just as the
discourse of homelessness is related to clasgthker €ase, the discourse organized the

ways that people understood me, themselves, anddtéd around them.
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The second theme derived from my findings discufiseavays in which space in
the park was discursively organized and linked feeding of ownership or trespassing
for the communities within City Park. The homelessnmunity and the skaters regularly
talked about what parts of the park they couldars® hostility emerged when lines were
crossed such as a member of the homeless comnsittiitg on a ledge that could be
used to skateboard. Material aspects of the par& then imbued with meaning and
served to organize the park as members of the cantyrunderstood what was “theirs”
compared to “ours.” Fairhurst and Putnam (20049wdised the relationship between
discursively constituted structural componentsrobeganization and local-level
discursive acts by stating that the structural comemts of an organization inform
discursive acts, but remain negotiable. SimilaFigylor et al. (1996) noted that as text
and conversation are distanciated, objects oripsliake on an agency of their own to
continue to organize and reinforce the status tuiight of these concepts, the various
skate features, benches, and ledges were imbulkdne#ning through local-level
discursive acts and the meaning was then distauctatguide future moments of action
and organization. As the skaters and the hometaasntinity interacted daily, material
aspects of the park reinforced discursively comt&d boundaries and understandings of
ownership. In this way, discourses within City Peegarding space and material objects

served to sustain coordinated actions that contin(r@)organized people in the park.

The spaces that were regularly occupied by theeskand the homeless
community were not however fixed or static, butlddae considered to be “grounded in
action” (Fairhurst & Putnam, 2004). The demarcatbspaces in the park occurred

through ongoing discursive activities. Much likarRarst and Putnam (2004) discussed
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the cyclical and mutually constitutive arrangemaimicro/local-level discourses and
macro-level discourses, the daily interactions itBity Park intersected and related to
the distanciated discourses and material objedweder, as the objects that were
imbued with meaning were negotiable and reguldipnged depending on who was in
the park at a given time. Whenever City Park wasllyipopulated with members of the
homeless and skater communities, the park was (#¢organized in terms of the taken
for granted meanings that had been ascribed tméterial objects. Skate features would
once again become the property of the skaters enchies or picnic tables belonged to

members of the homeless community.

The final theme addressed in my findings relatetthéostrong sense of group
identity that emerged and was tied to a hostibtydrd the “other.” Boden (1994)
described talk within organizations as being faremoeaningful than it is often
conceived of as. Talk and interactions within oigations moves beyond the act of just
communicating, but relate to the identities of migational members and serve to situate
individuals within a particular organization or getg. Within City Park, group identity
was fostered through talk, or discursive acts,\aasl regularly related to discourses
about the “other.” The homeless community discussedkaters in terms of them being
children that were rich or spoiled. Conversely, $katers discussed the homeless
community by claiming that they were lazy and duttiat didn’t make any effort to
change their lives. Each group spoke of the oth@nmand told stories related to being
treated poorly by the other group. All of thesecdigses served to strengthen an identity
that was related to a form of disdain for the offioeing either skaters, the homeless

community, or occasionally the entire rest of stygidn order to embrace the subject
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position (Weedon, 1997) of either “skater” or “hdess” required engaging in discursive

acts that represented hostility toward the oppogihogp of people.

The discourses of hostility that organized a sefggoup identity are also
connected to the macro-level discourse of clasgiwil inherently tied to capitalism in
contemporary Western society. By naming me RictkFine homeless community drew
a distinction based on class between myself and¢bemunity of people. Similarly, the
skaters discussed the laziness or drunkennessg bdbtineless community in terms of
their inability to remove themselves from theirreunt position. While the skaters
assumed that members of the homeless communityeddedgo get a job,” they
insinuated that this was the only means for thefretsuccessful adults. However,
members of the homeless community talked abouskaters as a bunch of children,
which positioned members of the homeless commuasitgdults that had reached an
important level of maturity. This discourse regagdmature adults versus children
incapable of doing things themselves resists theodirse of class and will be attended to

more fully in the following section.

Each of the themes discussed above demonstratisavays that the local-level
discourses that | participated in and observedesetw organize City Park. One
overarching theme that runs through each of therdtiemes is that of tension. As my
relationship with the homeless community developlee tension of me being both
included within the community yet separate fromc¢benmunity was highlighted. Next,
the discursively constituted symbolic boundariethini City Park were both fixed in one
sense, and constantly negotiated through hostdelerters. Lastly, a tension emerged as

the communities in City Park spoke in hostile maaradout one another. The hostile
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discourses that were used to define the “otherigmf people within City Park
simultaneously defined the other group in negatrags while further developing an
understanding of what it meant to be a “skaterhmmeless.” Consequently, each of
these discourses, local-levels of talk, createdrandeated how | was known to the
participants of the park, the spatial boundariethefpark, and the social identities of the
participants of the park. These meanings orgartizedives of the park participants and
did it in a way that was tension-filled and corsigly negotiated. Each of these tensions
are connected to the macro-level discourse of clelsish is analyzed in terms of power

in the next section.

Power and a Political Public Park

While other macro-level discourses could be disedi$s relation to the local-
level discourses observed within City Park, | th@ach of the themes falls into a greater
discussion of class as the key large-scale diseainsvn upon in the local interactions.
The macro-level discourse of class is based inaiépn and can be considered a form of
instrumental reasoning (Habermas, 1984, 1987 )disatrts the understanding of what it
means to be successful. Class as related to ¢apitad instrumental in that it supports a
form of reasoning that positions economic statuksthe ability to achieve in the financial
world above other forms of success that could Bgimed through communicative
rationality. For Marcuse (1964), this form of instiental reasoning promotes one-
dimensionality insomuch as reflecting upon life twe¢ economic success becomes
unlikely. Much like Deetz (1992) discussed the @asi ways that corporate culture,
practices, and reasoning had colonized the lifadvofiindividuals, the discourses of

class and economic stature colonized the lifewasfdadividuals in City Park. In order
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to problematize the ways in which the discourselads is called upon within City Park
to privilege certain ways of being over othersegjim with a discussion of myself as Rich
Fuck and what it means to be homeless. Followirg thliscuss the discourses of

laziness, drunkenness, and age/maturity.

The separation between myself being labeled Ridk Bad the homeless
community points specifically to a class distinotiwwherein the perception of my
“richness” was the dividing characteristic. Priorany other conversation being possible
| was separated from the homeless community. Fyrthe discourse and subject
position of homelessness was defined in termsasiscdnd the desire to make changes
based upon economic stature. Throughout my intes/end other interactions with
members of the homeless community, a separate gfqugople who identified as
homeless was discussed as the people that “gite@itomeless) a bad name” by not
desiring or trying to “turn their life around.” Tiee properly homeless then was to at least
attempt to climb the economic and capitalist laddesuccess. In this manner, being
homeless was defined in terms of desiring an atera that related to a change in class.
While members of the homeless community definedtwtimaeant to be homeless in this
way, skaters viewed the homeless community in teriniseir perceived laziness and

drunkenness.

The discourses of laziness and drunkenness ustitk Iskaters to describe the
homeless community further reproduced class disting and privilege. Considering the
homeless community to be lazy or “drunks” was nstagement only connected to the
perceived actions of members of the homeless contyniut is tied to instrumental

rationality (Habermas, 1984, 1987). It certainlyswet the mere action of sitting around
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and drinking, as the skaters regularly partooknmlar forms of leisure, but the ways in
which the homeless community was considered tabgdr “drunks” is related to
common statements such as, “pull yourself up byptiwstraps.” Instead of drunkenness
being talked about in terms of communal healthastigipation in conversation, it is tied
to the ability of the homeless people to be “progegaroductive in line with a capitalist
ideology. As such, these discourses connect ttss diatinctions with contemporary
notions of capitalism. Furthermore, a tension exigcause the homeless community
discussed sitting around and drinking in termgiehtdship, fun, and survival. However,
the skaters hostile remarks about the homeless cmiities actions demonstrated the
many ways that actions are connected to class apithtist ideology. In this way, the
discourses of drunkenness and laziness relaterticldeus’s (2012) discussion of
discourse as always being hegemonic. Although dinegtess community drinks and
talks about their community in terms of the enjopirttey get from drinking with one
another, it cannot be disconnected from their peeckeinability to be financially
successful and productive in the social world. Tpe of hegemonic tension is further

drawn upon through the discussion of age/maturity.

The homeless community talked about the skateterins of their being like
children who were inexperienced, immature, andddake ability to understand life in
the mature ways. As previously mentioned, this ma@due to the age of the skaters as
most of them were between 25-30, but discussingkheers in this way provided a
subject position of maturity for members of the lebess community. Tension once again
emerges here as the homeless community espousetha ¢dorm of maturity that

resisted the previous discourses of laziness amtkdnness. The action of calling the
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skaters “kids” organized the identity of the honssleommunity in relation to the other
immature members of the park. The homeless comghwais then resisting the macro-
level discourse of class and capitalism, which pmsed members of the homeless

community as immature through the discourses afid¢ss and drunkenness within City

Park.

This tension makes sense in light of Mumby’s (19@r¢ading of Gramschi
wherein he discussed the problem of hegemony mst@f the constant tension between
resistance and domination. Although the homelesmuanity resisted classed discourses
by proclaiming the skaters as children and thenesehs mature adults, many members
of the homeless community imagined progressindghagetonomic ladder to leave behind
their state of homelessness. In doing so, the leBa@lommunity simultaneously resisted
the macro-level discourse of class rooted in chgpitawhile actively participating in the

ideological hopes for financial security, and tliere a classed sense of maturity.

Overall, the question of inquiry that has guideild 8tudy has been responded to
in the following ways. The overarching theme thes each of these responses to the
guestion of inquiry is tension. By tension, | antling attention to the ways that
discursive acts labeled me as Rich Fuck, which bepfarated me from the homeless
community and became a token of acceptance. Slpitantestations over space within
City Park imbued material elements of the park wianing to organize individuals into
spaces defined by their discursively constituteedsewithin the park. However, as has
been demonstrated, the needs of the two groupsagfi@ within City Park were not
always satisfied by the symbolic boundaries thaeveeeated, which relates to a tension

between a sense of ownership within City Park addsire for more. The homeless
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community desired more places where they couldds¢hough they were not being
harassed and the skaters desired more placestébsked. City Park is then a
complicated place that is understood through disessurelated to satisfaction, need, and
desire. Lastly, through each group’s statementwsfility toward the opposing group,
they embraced various subject positions to defihe they were. Each group understood
themselves to be harassed by the “other” and emrawision of themselves as more
mature or at least better at living and understagndontemporary society. As discourse
organized City Park in terms of space and identity,discursive acts were always
political and were often connected to the macr@lleNscourse of class, which served to

mutually organize City Park.

The discourses of me as the Rich Fuck, the hometeasmunity as lazy and
“drunks,” and the skaters as immature children eeiv on the macro-level discourse of
class as rooted in capitalism. In doing so, thalldéevel discourses that | observed and
co-created within City Park regularly intersectethwmacro-level discourses to mutually
constitute understandings of the world and orgathieeark participants. However, as |
have demonstrated here, the discursive acts w@hinPark are not neutral, but are
hegemonic (Heracleous, 2012) and rooted in instni@aheationality (Habermas, 1984,
1987). The same macro-level discourse of clasdghabted in capitalism is a strong
force that organizes much of the rest of society@n ultimately lead to one-
dimensionality (Marcuse, 1964) wherein any sonteftection upon the “true” needs of
humanity is overlooked for the needs of systemsg. Ways in which public parks need to

be thought about in terms of power are further@lated upon in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX: IMPLICATIONS

This study was conducted in part to explore thétegs of recent organizational
communication literature to offer insights in are&society and human interaction that
are not regularly conceptualized in terms of orgag. Having studied discursive acts
and interactions at City Park, two primary implioas can be offered due to this study.
First, this study offers an interesting way to ceptaalize the importance of interactions
in public parks and conceptualizes public parksigsificant places of meaning making
and organizing. Next, when the findings from thisdy are used to reflect back upon
more traditional forms of organizational communi@atesearch, the importance of
thinking about organizations as constituted inalisse is both complicated and
enhanced. Each of these implications provides udéefctions for future research and |

discuss these below.

| began this study by noting that public parksaten considered places for
leisure activities, which can lead to them beirgrdssed as places that are not connected
to significant forms of meaning making. Howevera@ford (1995) discussed public
parks as areas that are ideally free from oppresbiat can often be places that serve to
reinforce the ideologies that guide the rest ofesgcSimilarly, Arantes (1996) talked
about the many ways that public parks can be fikgt diverse populations of people
that regularly end up segregating themselves froenamother due to differences such as

preferred forms of respite, class, or race. Thidyshas demonstrated that City Park was
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an important place for meaning making, identitynfation, and group organization.
Furthermore, in line with Crawford’s (1995) obseiog, the discursive acts within City
Park ultimately served to reinforce ideologiesdaiss and capitalism within this study)
that inform the rest of society. In future studiésyould be important for public parks to
be considered significant places of meaning mathagare constantly negotiated within

the realms of power and politically laden language.

The framework derived from organizational commutia@aresearch that guided
this study was useful in thinking about the organgzjualities of discourse within City
Park. Focusing on the intersection between disegwrganizing, and power highlighted
the many ways that people within City Park undergtihe world around them, their own
identities, and provided a unique perspective iiggrthe ways the communities of
people within City Park organized themselves. Eringaa CCO perspective of
organization also helped to describe the waysrttaeérial objects within public parks
can be imbued with meaning and understood in (umjegon ways for the people that
populate a public park. Ultimately, grounding teigdy in organizational communication
research provided an interesting perspective koatabut interactions within a public
park that draws attention on the many ways thatinegas constituted, organized, and
maintained or resisted. Thus, taking organizati@oaimunication research beyond the
organization (Cheney, 2007) has demonstrated tidicogparks can be understood to be
contested locations where people may organize armlaze various ways of knowing

the world.

Beyond providing an interesting way to think abpublic parks, this study also

informs more traditional studies of organizatiocammunication. The Montreal School
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(Taylor, 2000; Taylor & Robichaud, 2004; Taylor &K Every, 2000) has ontologized
organization as a communicative construction stgrfiom local-level processes of text
and conversation that are ultimately scaled updistdnciated. While this framework
adequately describes the ways that organizatiome ¢o be through communication, my
focus on local-levels of discourse within City Pads demonstrated that organizing
happened in City Park in similar ways as it wouldiimore traditional organization.
People in City Park cooriented around objects sues of interest such as the reasons for
why they were in City Park and material objects aywhbolic boundaries were
organized. Further, this research also challerfgedtontreal School’'s CCO model by
suggesting that power is an important componentg@sdnizing at the local-level and
throughout the process of distanciation. As indraid within City Park cooriented
around objects of concern, they did so in poweetadays most specifically related to
the macro-level discourse of class. The concepisténciation then can be further
complicated to ask what is being distanciated?fifftings of this study reveal tensions
and contestation as processes by which meaningsmvegpotiated and distanciated. As
such, the tensions themselves were distanciateddome the way the park was
organized. In other words, the local-level tensismsounding the negotiation of
relations among individuals, identities, space, euaderial objects constituted the park.
Consequently, the findings of this study challetitgeMontreal School’s discussion of
distanciation by extending it to include the waysvhich meaning is distanciated in the

midst of tension and power-laden relationships.

In light of the ways that this study challenges arténds the Montreal School’s

CCO model (Taylor, 2000; Taylor & Robichaud, 2004ylor & Van Every, 2000),
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organizational communication research can contiauecome better equipped to attend
to a variety of social issues and phenomena. Blsgnificant as communication, or
discourse more specifically, can be thought oemmis of the many ways that it can
organize the lived experiences of individuals piverse set of contexts throughout
society. In this manner, | have hoped to demoresttadt organizational communication
research is equipped to do as Cheney (2007) haetihtpmove beyond the organization

to address different social issues for new audignce

The implications mentioned above provide for a feays that | can see future
research benefitting from this study as well as ltwe/type of study could continue to be
explored. First, public parks have been demonstrtatée significant places of meaning
making and organizing. Future studies should cometiio explore public parks in terms of
discourse, organizing, and power to better undedstiae significance and potential of
public parks within contemporary society. Next,angational communication
researchers should consider public parks as arestieg stepping stone to move beyond
the traditional organization as this study of Ggrk has begun the process of
understanding the ways that discourse organizgs@@veveryday life. However, this
study by no means has provided a complete undeistanf organizing within public
parks and further research would be needed torhetterstand the relationship between
organizing and interactions in a public park. bastls organizational communication
researchers continue to explore organization anthaanication, it would be interesting
to continue to relate the communicative procedsaisconstitute the large structures often
thought about as organizations to additional sitlesre these processes are inevitably

taking place. Perhaps there are many discursigehagipening daily that have the
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potential to be scaled up. Research that offerdidtanction between the organizing
processes that become the grand organizationarhatten thought about and the local-
level organizing processes within everyday lifelddae useful in further contemplating

the potentiality of organization in everyday talk.

At this point, it is also necessary to discusslitih@ations that this study has
faced. One major limitation of this study was tlastraint of time. Having spent seven
weeks in City Park for roughly 20 hours per weebvited a rich set of data, but a longer
period of time more consistent with ethnographyldtave served to provide even
richer insights. An additional limitation to thitugly relates to the strong focus on
organizational communication research to grounsi$hidy. In focusing specifically on
organizational communication research to exploeedttyanizing practices of a public
park, other ways of understanding public parkstaedinique aspects of the public
nature of the park were not discussed. The pubjeet of the park makes it a unique and
atypical site for study. As such, if the rich la&ure on public place and space was
utilized to describe the significance of publicksmas unique places within society, then
this study might have offered more insights tolitezature on public places. Had |
embraced various discussions of power and puldiceplfor instance, the findings of this
study could have been bolstered or complicatedtiiguing ways. Future research could
call upon additional communication scholars thatehstudied public places such as
parks to further inform this type of research. tigating other ways of thinking about
public parks and blending them with this organmaal communication approach would
add to and complicate this study while allowingtlus study to contribute to greater

conversations revolving around publics, place, spate.
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CONCLUSION

This study began with the emphasis that the stfidyscourse and power in
organizational communication has offered many imsighat are valuable, and that these
insights should be taken out of the organizati@sahmunication literature and applied to
other sites of study. City Park was a unique sitegply organizational communication
insights to, as the park does not possess marneaftaracteristics that are often applied
to organizations. For example, City Park does mwelexplicit hierarchies, defined
workplace practices and rituals, or structures dedine many organizations. However,
organizational communication scholars have larggheed that organizations are not
things, but are constituted in communication (Potnd983; Alvesson & Karreman,
2000a; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2004; Taylor & Robichgz@D4). The interactions and
relationships in City Park were interesting in ligi this as individuals constituted their
own sense of identity and understanding of the dvaith others in the park. The manner
in which individuals in the park organized theipexrences together was worth
investigating through an organizational communaratens as the interactions were free
of the explicitly power-laden relationships thas attributed to organizational settings.
However, power-laden relationships and discoursesh(as class and capitalism)
influenced and were influenced by the discursius adthin City Park. Much like Deetz
(1992) was concerned with the way that the lifedevhs being colonized by

corporations through managerialism, professionaleamd everyday workplace practices,
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City Park was colonized by instrumental reasoneigted to the macro-level discourse of

class sponsored by contemporary forms of capitalism

In addition to understanding the many ways thaividdals in City Park made
sense of their subjectivities, this study offersights to better understand organized life
outside formal corporate organizations. Throughb@yg named Rich Fuck, the
contestations over space, and group identify ade@lto hostility toward the other, it was
evident that the two communities that populateq €ark organized themselves and the
park through discursive acts. Scholars such ah@wnety (1999) have looked into the
ways women understand themselves as professiontide workplace. In line with this,
the workplace has been demonstrated to be an ienggutace for meaning making and
identity creation, but | would suggest that placien considered mundane such as a
public park also contribute in significant waysteaning making and identity creation.
These interactions could take place anywhere,dmutsing on a public park proved to be
an interesting and useful way to talk about thenizjng and constitutive characteristics

of discourse and communication.

Overall, this study of City Park is an attemptake organizational
communication research beyond the organizationrf@ne2007). In doing so, the data
has provided interesting ways to think about pupéicks and the relationship between
communication and organization. It is my hope that study has proved itself to be
interesting and that future research can contioyitsue this avenue of inquiry. To do
S0, it seems as though it would be wise to conlingaek strictly communicative
understandings of organization (Koschmann, 2010¢nT from these strictly

communicative understandings, places such as ppdiics, social issues, or other
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phenomena can be addressed from a unique posibondgd in the rich insights

provided over the last four to five decades of aigational communication research.
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Interview Protocol

Prior to the interview through participant obseimatl would have ascertained that the

individual was regularly at the park.

- What brings you to the park today?
0 How often do you come to the park?
0 Do you come here with a group of people?
0 How long have you been coming to the park?
o Tell me about a typical day at the park
- Why do you come to this park rather than other parkocations?
0 What does this park mean to you?
=  Why? (general follow up)
0 Are there particular aspects of the park makepibae that you choose to
spend time?
= What are they? Why are they important? Was thenermaent that
illustrates this? — or follow up per response...
- How would you describe other people that use thk?a
o What are the best things about other people aptris?
o0 What are the worst things about other people ap#nk?
0 How are people similar or different than you?
o0 Do people in the park generally get along?
- How do you typically interact with other peopletive park?
o Tell me about a great interaction you have had wailters...Tell me about

an experience that was not so great...



108

What was your best experience at this park?
o Why was this such a great experience...
What was your worst experience at this park?
o0 Why was this such a bad experience for you?
o What would have made this a better experience?
Is there anything else about your experiencesarpdrk that you would like to

share?



