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PART 1: THEORY

The foundations of the present thesis are presented in four chapters:

Chapter 1, “Introduction”, states how this thesis started in follow-up to an earlier project,
what were its research questions and aims, and how the thesis is structured. The chapter
then describes broader considerations that shaped the present work, relating to prevention,
the sociology of space, the role of gender, paradigms in mixed-methods research, research

ethics and reflexivity. Section 1.2.6 provides a brief timeline of the project.

Chapter 2, “Environmental prevention of substance use”, formulates a practical point of
departure for this thesis. The chapter suggests that the current theoretical foundations of
environmental prevention may limit its possibilities with regard to intervention points and
effectiveness, and that they may also predispose it toward restrictive and coercive
strategies. The present ‘sociology of space’ perspective is thus framed as an opportunity

to explore possible alternatives to current prevention approaches.

Chapter 3, “Sociology of space”, describes the theoretical frameworks underpinning the
present research. The chapter introduces socio-spatial theory and relational approaches
with reference to LOw’s ‘sociology of space’. It discusses their relevance for the substance
use field. However, rather than seeking to apply existing theoretical frameworks, the thesis
formulates a need to develop a framework that reflects how people themselves construe
space. Kelly’s personal construct theory and the associated repertory grid technique are

briefly introduced as the conceptual and methodological tools to support this aim.

Chapter 4, “Socio-spatial aspects of substance use: from prior research to the present
study”, reviews the existing quantitative and qualitative literature on substance use and
space, with a focus on alcohol and cigarette use by non-vulnerable populations. Special
attention is given to theoretical and methodological aspects, so as to design an empirical
study that addresses the limitations of prior research. Section 4.2 then introduces the
present study, including specific research questions and the draft conceptual model that

guided this study.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introductory words and thesis outline

This thesis is about how we interpret our everyday spaces, with a focus on substance use and

situational abstention from use. At the heart of this research are three basic questions:

¢ How do people think about their everyday spaces?
o How does this relate to their substance use in those spaces?

o How can the answers to these questions inform prevention interventions?

The idea for this project was first conceived in 2009. | had recently completed my master's
thesis, which was an analysis of how women perceive their everyday way back home (Kurtev,
2008). One of my findings was that existing frameworks for the sociological analysis of spaces
(e.g., Low, 2001) may not fully grasp how people experience space, reflecting rather theoretical
ideas and researcher perspectives. A question that emerged from that research was therefore:

in what categories do people think about their everyday spaces?

| did not think | would pursue this further until | heard a presentation by Prof Harry Sumnall on
the repertory grid technique: | was immediately struck by the possibilities that repertory grids
offered in relation to the above question, as they can elicit how people think about a given
topic. It quickly became clear that combining ‘sociology of space’ theory with repertory grid
methodology could further our understanding of how settings are perceived and of how such
perceptions may relate to substance use. Prof Sumnall, our colleague Cathy Montgomery and
| thus conducted a small pilot study in 2010, and a few years later, | built upon this initial work

to undertake the doctoral research presented in this thesis.

| first conceptualised this project as heavily oriented toward developing socio-spatial theory,
but as time passed on | became interested in possible implications for the prevention of
substance use. A recently published report on environmental substance use prevention
(Oncioiu et al., 2018) inspired me to explore how a ‘sociology of space’ approach could inform
environmental prevention theories and practices. | was particularly concerned about the
emphasis on coercive and restrictive measures in that report, and | wondered whether a

different theoretical approach would support other prevention strategies.

Socio-spatial theorising still remained an important part of this work. The early 2010’s brought
about a ‘spatial turn’ in the qualitatively oriented substance use field, with increasing attention

given to ‘assemblages’ and ‘actor-networks’. However, prevention research was little affected
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by these new developments. This encouraged me to explore how socio-spatial theory could
be made more relevant to prevention. Theoretically, the thesis thus contributes to discussions
of how the ‘environment’ can be conceptualised in general, in relation to substance use, and

specifically for prevention.

The present study therefore pursued several aims: to develop an empirically based framework
of socio-spatial aspects and thereby contribute to socio-spatial theory (Chapter 10); to show
how this framework can be applied to study alcohol and cigarette use, thereby demonstrating
its usefulness (Chapters 11 and 12); and to integrate the findings into a socio-spatial theory

tailored to the needs of prevention research (Chapter 13).
The thesis is structured in four parts:

e Part 1 contextualises the empirical study by outlining broader conceptual and
methodological perspectives (section 1.2) and the most relevant research fields:
environmental prevention (Chapter 2), socio-spatial theory (Chapter 3), and empirical
research on socio-spatial aspects and substance use (Chapter 4). Section 4.2. introduces

the empirical study, including scope and research questions.

e Part 2 then describes the empirical methodology, with separate chapters focussing on
study participants (Chapter 5), techniques for data collection (Chapter 6), data analysis

(Chapter 7), and measures to ensure an ethical approach (Chapter 8).

e Part 3 presents the results in four chapters (Chapters 9-12), each addressing a different

research question and analytical approach.

e Part 4 (Chapter 13) summarises the results as a proposed theoretical model, which is
discussed in relation to existing literature and the study’s own strengths and limitations.

The thesis concludes with implications for research, intervention and theory.

Chapter overviews are given at the beginning of each part.

Chapter 13 summarises the unique contributions of this thesis. Further key chapters
include Chapters 2 to 4 and 10 to 12. The remaining chapters as well as the footnotes mostly

provide contextual and methodological details to evidence the study’s rigour.

17



1.2. Positioning the research: broader conceptual and

methodological perspectives

Newman et al. (2003: 174) suggest that researchers view and conduct studies through a ‘lens’
which is the product of their “autobiographies, who they are, their lives [...] their values, beliefs,
experiences, age, and gender as well as their social, psychological, and spiritual
development”. The authors observe that researchers rarely make their ‘lens’ explicit, which
makes it more difficult to understand project aims and theoretical or methodological choices.
Similarly, Miles et al. (2014: 312) identify a need for researchers to be “explicit and as self-
aware as possible about personal assumptions, values and biases, and affective states”, and

Krajic et al. (2017: 25) encourage health sociologists in particular to engage in self-reflection.

Figure 1: Values and perspectives informing the present study

Sociology of space

Reflexivity &
research ethics

Doctorate as
opportunity to
learn and
experiment

‘Quantitative’
background

Interest in methods

Critical realism,
pragmatism

Need to be efficient

Sociology with
substance use
prevention

In response to such considerations, the present section describes how broader perspectives
shaped the present study. Figure 1 above takes up the metaphor of a ‘lens’ to present these
perspectives visually, focussing on the core value of the doctorate as an opportunity to learn

and experiment. The perspectives can be briefly summarised as:

e sociology with substance use prevention (section 1.2.1);

e sociology of space (section 1.2.2);

e an interest in methodological and paradigmatic pluralism (section 1.2.4);

e a commitment to reflexivity and research ethics (section 1.2.5); and

e the tension between a desire to explore and a need to be efficient (section 1.2.6); but

e not a ‘gender’ lens (explained in section 1.2.3).
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As Part 1 unfolds, it will become clear that the present research emerges from the unique
combination of these perspectives. Thus, an understanding of main conceptual influences and
practical conditions of this project should help readers appreciate its scope and aims, the study
design and the presented arguments more fully. Readers interested in outcomes rather than

processes may choose to move on to Chapter 2 at this point.

1.2.1. The sociologist-preventionist schism

Working in substance use prevention can raise various challenges for a sociologist: the
interdisciplinary nature of public health and the preponderance of psychologists in prevention
science can lead to many paradigmatic troubles. However, a fundamental issue concerns the
apparent incompatibility of sociology and prevention in terms of values. This section explores
this further and should help sociologists appreciate the study’s ‘prevention’ lens better, while it

also provides useful context for readers from other disciplines. It complements Chapter 2.

The tension between sociology and prevention

Although there are differences in how sociology is practised, characteristic traits and
worldviews of sociologists include a desire for social justice. From the beginning (e.g., Engels,
2010/1892), sociologists were concerned not only with how society functions but also with how
to improve it (e.g., how to address social injustices). If prevention is understood as an activity
meant to improve quality of life in general and for the socially disadvantaged in particular, it
should align well with a sociologist’'s commitment to creating a ‘better world. Yet, sociologists
tend to view prevention critically. One reason for this is another characteristic trait: generalised
scepticism toward ‘those in power’. As sociologists began to view societal phenomena as
socially constructed (e.g., Berger and Luckmann, 1971/1966), ‘problems’ came to be
understood as emerging from specific social contexts, construed as such by communities for
specific purposes. This resulted in a critical stance toward those powerful actors who define

what ‘problems’ exist and how to address them.

Thus, there are many sociological (and anthropological) critiques of substance use prevention
(e.g., Quensel, 2010; Bell, 2013a; Dennis, 2014; Roumeliotis, 2015), the wider substance use
field (e.g., Moore et al., 2017; Kiepek et al., 2019; Fraser, 2020), other types of prevention
(e.g., obesity prevention, Mik-Meyer, 2014), prevention and health promotion in general (e.g.,

Eakin et al., 1996; Baum and Fisher, 2014; Krajic et al., 2017) and the biomedical approach to

1 Burawoy (2005: 5) also notes that it is “passion for social justice, economic equality, human rights, sustainable
environment, political freedom or simply a better world” that attracts many sociologists to their discipline.
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health (e.g., Lock and Nguyen, 2010) (see also Mykhalovskiy et al., 2019). It is beyond the

present scope to review this body of literature, but key points informing this thesis included:

The view of prevention as one-sided and prohibitionist, as operating in an abstinence-
oriented paradigm in which substance use is only viewed as a problem, while its potential
benefits and people’s rights to use substances are dismissed or denied (see e.g., Holt and
Treloar, 2008, and Moore, 2008, on the erasure of ‘pleasure’ from drugs discourses). This
perspective highlights potential iatrogenic effects, if prevention frames target groups as
“problem people” (Mik-Meyer, 2014: 33) or if it relies on restrictive, stigma and fear-based

approaches. In this view, prevention appears as diametrically opposed to harm reduction.

The view of prevention as a paternalistic, neoliberal or moral project. The critique is that
prevention professionals assume health as a universal goal and, on this basis, feel justified
to decide what is ‘good’ or ‘bad’ on behalf of target populations. ‘Health’ can also appear
as only a purported aim, while prevention rather serves to ensure a productive workforce
that incurs low costs to society (e.g., Roumeliotis, 2015) or to enforce the ideals of
mainstream society (e.g., Mik-Meyer, 2014: 32-34). ‘Health’ thus transforms from an
individual right to an individual responsibility (Lock and Nguyen, 2010: 79-81). Far from
being apolitical then, prevention researchers are entangled in, and contribute to, political

goals and projects concerning substance use as well as wider societal issues.

The view of prevention as an inappropriate solution to societal challenges. In this view,
prevention merely helps people to cope with difficult living circumstances, but it does not
improve the structural conditions that produce these circumstances: the distal determinants
of health and well-being (e.g., poverty, marginalisation; e.g., Roumeliotis, 2015: 753).
Prevention is also critiqued for its incomplete understanding of substance use practices,
addressing substance use as decontextualised ‘behaviour’. Another identified issue refers
to how health is understood: typically reduced to measurable physical health? and seen in

strict opposition to disease.

Thus emerges prevention’s image as a dubious affair incompatible with a sociological position.

Much of the above may seem bewildering to psychologists and other public health researchers.

After all, the negative acute and long-term health and social consequences of substance use

are well documented (e.g., Jones et al., 2011; Murray, 2014; Verstraete and Legrand, 2014;

2 By contrast, the World Health Organization (WHO) definition (first proposed in 1948) describes health as “a state
of complete physical, mental and social well-being”, to be “seen as a resource for everyday life, not the objective of
living”, with a later addition also recognising the “spiritual dimension of health” (WHO, 1998: 1).
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Kuntsche et al., 2017; WHO, 2019b, 2019a); tackling the use of alcohol, tobacco and illegal
substances is an established policy priority at national and international levels (e.g., for Europe:
Council of the European Union, 2012; for Austria: Bundesministerium fir Gesundheit, 2015;
Rendi-Wagner, 2015); and the shift over the last decades from addressing substance use as

a moral or criminal issue to rather a health issue represents a substantial improvement.

To understand the above critique of prevention, it is helpful to put it into context. It can be
understood as a response to the challenges experienced by researchers whose work does not
align strictly with abstinence and ‘zero tolerance’-oriented goals and values (Bell, 2013b;
Dennis, 2014; Kiepek et al., 2019). Scepticism regarding prevention must also be viewed
against the emotional and ideologically fraught ways in which substance use has been
approached over the centuries. These arguments also reflect wider academic discourses, such
as the long-standing debate between scholars with a positivist, quantitative orientation and
scholars with an interpretative, qualitative orientation. Another important discourse refers to
the “division of sociological labour”, as Burawoy (2005: 11) calls it, whereby “critical sociology
largely defines itself by its opposition to professional (‘mainstream’) sociology, itself viewed as
inseparable from renegade policy sociology” (ibid., emphases added). Although the different
forms of sociological enquiry can be seen as complementary (Burawoy, 2005), Straus’ (1957:
203) distinction between a “sociology of medicine” and a “sociology in medicine” established
critical and professional social sciences as two distinct (and ostensibly incompatible) arenas

in health research (Mykhalovskiy et al., 2019).

Implications for the present research

The apparent incompatibility of sociology and substance use prevention, alongside fellow
sociologists’ negative views on prevention research, were part of the reason why | chose
initially to pursue this project without a substance use focus. Even after adding the substance
use focus, | was at first careful not to frame the project as prevention research: | did not want
to be seen as doing sociology in prevention (or in Burawoy’s words: ‘policy sociology’®), and
my socio-spatial research questions did not call for a critical ‘sociology of prevention’ approach,
either. | was also hesitant to write a sociological thesis in a field traditionally associated with
psychological approaches. Still, it felt strange to write a thesis that would purposefully bracket

prevention, while conducting prevention research in other projects. | struggled to articulate this

3 Burawoy (2005: 9) describes “policy sociology” as “sociology in the service of a goal defined by a client. Policy
sociology’s raison d’etre is to provide solutions to problems that are presented to us, or to legitimate solutions that
have already been reached” (original emphasis). Even though policy sociology can emerge from and inform other
forms of sociology (and should hence not be dismissed) (Burawoy, 2005: 10), at one point Burawoy refers to it as
a “renegade” (2005: 11): this, in my experience, captures more accurately how policy research is often viewed.
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unease at first, and eventually understood that my prevention ‘lens’ would represent an

unaccounted-for bias if | did not make it explicit (Brotherhood, 2016).

I consequently had to grasp sociology and prevention as mutually enriching, not as being in
conflict with each other: | had to overcome the “in/of dichotomy” (Mykhalovskiy et al., 2019:
526) and understand how to do critical sociology “with” prevention*. | consequently engaged
with critical writings on prevention® and sought to apply this ‘critical sociology’ lens to my own
work. | was able to dismiss some of the criticism outlined earlier as not reflecting my own
experience or understanding of prevention®. However, | also agreed with many points, finding
that they echoed and extended existing concerns within the prevention community’. | also
noticed that such ‘critical’ perspectives had already informed my earlier work on quality
standards to ensure ethical and user-oriented substance use prevention (Brotherhood and
Sumnall, 2011; Brotherhood, 2018a). Finally, | realised | could draw on Rorty’s (1989) concept
of “irony”® to reconciliate both identities: to understand myself as a prevention researcher who
is aware that there is no ultimate justification for prevention, thereby allowing myself to be

critical regarding its goals and methods.

As a result, the sociologist-preventionist schism influenced the present research in a number
of ways. The research is, in its final form, specifically framed as a sociological contribution to
a (mostly) non-sociological research field. Vis-a-vis my prevention colleagues, it gave me the
courage to develop a critical review of environmental substance use prevention — as the
prevention approach most relevant to ‘space’ — in the present thesis. Vis-a-vis my fellow
sociologists, it gave me the courage to remain in a ‘prevention’ logic and consider how

environmental prevention could be reframed using a strengths-based perspective® rather than

4 In analogy to other authors’ use of phrases such as “sociology with medicine” or “critical social science with public
health” to describe approaches which acknowledge tensions such as those described in this section, yet still seek
to produce insights that are useful to health practitioners (see Mykhalovskiy et al., 2019: 526).

5 | explored these issues more fully in a term paper entitled “Are prevention researchers ‘bad guys’? A view from
inside” and | would like to thank Prof Bernhard Hadolt for the thought-provoking seminar which inspired that paper.
| am also grateful for the feedback | received from European Society for Prevention Research (EUSPR) Board
Members Dr Gregor Burkhart, Prof Rosaria Galanti and Dr Jeremy Segrott on that paper.

6 Prevention is further discussed in Chapter 2, but briefly, in the European context, prevention is not opposed to
harm reduction but is seen as a complementary pillar (EMCDDA, 2017). It covers a diverse range of policies and
interventions, including those which are not strictly abstinence-oriented and which also address positive aspects of
substance use (e.g., as part of providing accurate information about substance use).

7 For example, Fernandez-Hermida et al. (2012: 1572) question whether typical outcome measures (e.g., age of
first use) are appropriate predictors of meaningful health or social outcomes (e.g., injury, morbidity, mortality, quality
of life).

8 Bacon (2017: 954) summarises Rorty’s notion of “irony” as follows: “Rorty does not mean irony in the standard
sense of saying one thing while meaning its opposite. Rather, the ironist is the person who is aware that her beliefs
are historically contingent”.

9 It was not feasible to review the concept of ‘strengths-based’ interventions in this thesis (for overviews, see e.g.,
Linley, 2009; Saleebey, 2009). Briefly, in this thesis, the concept was interpreted to mean that interventions focus
on existing strengths and aim to open up opportunities rather than restrict opportunities. Of course, any intervention
can be described either way, but in the present case, this specifically translated into a focus on spaces of no or rare
substance use as well as consideration for what would characterise an ‘ideal’ space from participants’ point of view.
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be dismissed altogether. It also encouraged me to consider the implications that could be
drawn from this study. This resulted in a study design which purposefully deviated from a

conventional ‘sociology in prevention’ logic, as will be shown later on.

The conceptualisation of terms such as ‘abstinence’ and ‘prevention’ in the present thesis may
thus not reflect broader understandings of ‘abstinence’ (a term which is often used
paradigmatically, yet is used here matter-of-factly to refer to situational instances of no or rare
substance use'?) or of ‘prevention’ (which may, for example, be associated with positions that

are less critical regarding the use of coercive or restrictive approaches).

Nevertheless, reconciling two professional identities is not a one-off activity but something to
be established continuously. | did not always succeed and whilst readers will no doubt notice
incongruences in the thesis, | was personally reminded of this most clearly during the fieldwork

whenever study participants were irritated by my ‘prevention’ lens.

1.2.2. A ‘mentalist’ study in a ‘materialist’ context?

This section relates to this study’s theoretical underpinnings and will be of particular interest to
readers familiar with ‘posthuman’ and ‘more-than-human’ theories or requiring further context
regarding the socio-spatial theories used in this project. | will argue that Léw’s ‘sociology of

space’ represents more-than-human thinking. The section complements Chapters 3 and 4.

The starting point for this study was Léw’s (2001, 2016) ‘sociology of space’. Léw offers a set
of concepts for the sociological analysis of spaces, understood as “relational arrangement[s]
of living beings and social goods” (L6w, 2016: ix)'". Low’s concept of ‘synthesis’ was especially
important: it describes how “goods and people are amalgamated to spaces by way of
processes of perception, imagination, and memory” (Léw, 2016: 135). The present study also
employed the repertory grid technique, which draws upon Kelly’s (1963/1955) theory of
personal constructs. Both approaches are situated in a broadly interpretative/constructivist
paradigm (see next section). Chapter 3 introduces the approaches further; here, | provide
additional context because their relevance to and correspondence with current trends in the

substance use field may not be immediately obvious.

The present study sought to elicit aspects along which people perceive, imagine and remember

spaces and which therefore play a role in the ‘synthesis’ of spaces. The emphasis on

10 The phrase ‘situational abstention’ is more accurate, but ‘abstinence’ is the more accessible term.
1 Low (2016: vii) gives the following examples of spaces in her introduction: “architectural spaces, urban spaces,
regions, nationstates, bedrooms, recreation parks, river landscapes, etc.”.
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“processes of perception, imagination, and memory” (Low, 2016: 135) suggests that such
synthesis takes place in a person’s mind. As Kelly’s ‘personal constructs’ can also be
understood as ‘located’ in the mind, the present study may be seen to represent a ‘mentalist’
approach''. This distinguishes it from two key areas in substance use research which can
serve as reference points for the present project. Both of these are characterised by a more

‘materialist’ approach, albeit in different ways.

Two ‘materialist’ points of reference

The first one is the field of environmental prevention, which here includes the measures
themselves, research on the effectiveness and implementation of such measures as well as
the theories and aetiological studies which inform their development. Chapter 2 will show that
this body of research tends to be quantitatively oriented and linked to disciplines such as
psychology. It generally follow a stimulus-response logic in the sense that it focusses on how
an external condition (e.g., a law, the design of a bar, the shape of a glass, the action of a
fellow smoker) affects a person’s behaviour, with only limited consideration for the person’s
interpretation of the situation™. It can therefore be understood to represent a ‘materialist’
perspective, as it deals with the influence of matter (the physical environment) on matter (use
of substances). Against this background, the ‘mentalist’ approach of the present study is novel
and valuable, as it can help to understand how purported cause and effect relate to each other
and why assumed cause-effect relationships may or may not be found in practice. In addition,
the present study entertained the possibility that a better understanding of how situations are
interpreted may hint at new intervention points or strategies for environmental prevention.
Thus, environmental prevention was chosen as the main point of reference for the present

study in terms of its practical relevance, and it is further explored in Chapter 2.

The second body of research relevant to this study also studies the relationship between space
and substance use but tends to be qualitatively oriented and linked to disciplines such as
sociology and anthropology (examples are cited in Chapters 3 and 4). This research often

positions itself as ‘critical’ research (e.g., ‘critical drug studies’). As Chapters 2 to 4 will show,

2 The use of the term ‘mentalism’ in this section was inspired by Reckwitz (2002). Reckwitz (2002: 247) uses the
term to describe those theories which “locate[.] the social or collective in the human mind [...] because mind is the
place of knowledge and meaning structures”. He offers Schitz’s (1932) social phenomenology as a prototypical
example of the mentalist approach, as it aims “to describe the subjective acts of (mental) interpretations of the
agents and their schemes of interpretation” (Reckwitz, 2002: 247), which has clear parallels with the present study.
3 The link between personal construct theory and mentalism is also found in Kelly’s own work: in passing, Kelly
(1963/1955: 154) refers to the criticism that “The psychology of personal constructs is nothing but mentalism”
(original emphasis) as an example for “preemptive” thinking.

14 |f the person is considered, then this is typically done by including socio-demographic factors (e.g., age, gender),
the general substance use position (e.g., type of smoker) or psychological traits (e.g., impulsivity) as moderators.
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this research does not seem to inform the field of environmental prevention and if it makes
practice recommendations, these typically refer to harm reduction rather than prevention. This
research is ‘materialist’ in the sense that it focusses, for example, on substance users’ bodies
and how they interact with things'®. It differs from psychological studies because it highlights
the emergent and relational nature of space using theories such as non-representational
theory, theories of affect, new materialisms, actor-network-theory and assemblage thinking

(known as ‘posthuman’ or ‘more-than-human’ theories, e.g., Duff, 2018; Maller, 2018).

It was not feasible within the present thesis to devote a separate chapter to this latter body of
work'®. However, as it represents a key area of contemporary sociological research on
substance use and space, the remainder of this section positions the current study (and Low’s
‘sociology of space’) vis-a-vis this literature, addressing also potential points of criticism. From
a ‘posthuman’ or ‘more-than-human’ perspective, the present study’s ‘mentalist’ approach
could be viewed critically as outdated or as disregarding the material nature of substance use.
Also, the fact that | did not choose to work with one of the theories mentioned above could be
viewed critically. | will argue that Léw’s approach represents ‘more-than-human’ thinking and
is therefore compatible (and should be grouped together) with the above-mentioned theories.

| also highlight that Léw’s approach is an established theory in the German speaking countries.

Léw’s ‘sociology of space’

Léw’s ‘sociology of space’ was an essential aspect of this project from its inception. | was first
acquainted with Low’s (2001) book Raumsoziologie (sociology of space) in 2004 during my
master's studies at the University of Vienna, where it was taught as a key text for the
sociological study of spaces. Low reviews existing theories on space and proposes a novel
conceptualisation of space for sociological enquiry. The book ignited my interest in the subject
and | subsequently developed a methodological master’s thesis project to explore the
usefulness of Léw’s approach (Kurtev, 2008). The present study emerged in 2009 as a direct
response to the master’s thesis (further described in section 3.4.1); the use of Léw’s approach
was therefore the logical choice. Moreover, when the present project was first conceived, the

substance use field was still in the early days of incorporating socio-spatial perspectives. The

15 1t can also be said that this research locates ‘the social’ in the materiality of bodies and things. Reckwitz (2002)
distinguishes different strands of social theory based on where they locate ‘the social’: mentalism (mind); textualism
(discourse); intersubjectivism (interaction); and practice theory (practices). As Reckwitz wrote that text in 2002, he
could not consider the approaches that have since become popular in the social sciences, but | suggest that
‘materialism’ would nowadays be another relevant category (possibly subsuming the category ‘practice theory’).

6 Some of these approaches are discussed in Chapters 3 and 4; Maller (2018) offers an accessible and
comprehensive introduction which also highlights the heterogeneity within approaches.
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present project was intended to stimulate these developments further by introducing Léw’s

conceptualisation of space to an international audience of substance use researchers.

An opportunity yet also challenge for the present study was therefore that Léw’s ‘sociology of
space’ is relatively little known internationally (e.g., not at all cited in major compendiums on
spatial theory such as Hubbard and Kitchin, 2011 or Gieseking et al., 2014). This stands in
contrast to its position in the German-speaking context, where it is regarded as a seminal work
(e.g., Gunzel and Kimmerling, 2010: 97-98; Kusenbach, 2017: 1032; Knoblauch and Steets,
2020). The German edition of Raumsoziologie was published in 2001, thus around the same
time or before other more-than-human theories gained traction, including in the substance use
field"”. Low’s work might have become part of the corpus of ‘more-than-human’ theories if the
2001 book had been published in English. However, the English translation (Léw, 2016) was
published 15 years later'® and thus after the establishment of other approaches as the main
streams of more-than-human thinking. Léw did not use the 2016 book or other recent
publications (e.g., Fuller and Léw, 2017) to claim the ‘more-than-human’ label for her own
approach or to explicitly position herself vis-a-vis such approaches, even when referring to
relevant concepts'®. In my view, this represents a missed opportunity, as it means that her

approach may not be easily placed and appreciated by the international scientific community.

However, Loéw’s approach should not be reduced to a ‘mentalist’ approach. In Chapter 3, the
‘materialist’ and ‘more-than-human’ features of Léw’s approach will quickly become evident.
To give a few examples of similarities with established more-than-human theories, Léw
highlights the relational and emergent nature of space and considers materiality (including
smells, sounds and textures) as co-constitutive of spaces; she explicitly includes animals as
living beings that co-constitute space (L6éw, 2016: 131); and she includes ‘spacing’ as one of
the main processes of space constitution: the material positioning of bodies and things (Low,
2016: 134—-136). The act of ‘spacing’ is distinguished from the ‘synthesis’ of spaces in the mind,

but this is done rather for analytical purposes: “In the everyday act of space constitution,

7 e.g., for practice theory: Schatzki et al., 2001; Reckwitz, 2002; Blue et al., 2016; Supski et al., 2017; e.g., for
actor-network-theory: Law and Hassard, 1999; Latour, 2005; Demant, 2009. This is not to imply that these
approaches were not already known or written about before these texts, but these texts point to moments in time
at which these approaches became more formalised and established.

8 An English language article based on Raumsoziologie was published in 2008, but this was a summary of key
concepts rather than a full introduction to Low’s theory.

9 For example, Fuller and Léw (2017: 476) refer to assemblage theory and non-representational theory only in a
general manner as “recent developments in social theory at large”. Knoblauch and Low (2017: 4) use the term
‘assemblage’ interchangeably with ‘space’. In a methodological text, Léw (2018: 71ff.) incorporates concepts from
Reckwitz’ practice theory but without drawing an explicit link. It is also interesting to note that the English language
title of Léw’s book refers to ‘materiality’ (“The Sociology of Space: Materiality, Social Structures, and Action”)
although the German title (“Raumsoziologie”) did not. This was possibly an editorial decision to situate Léw’s work
within the international research focus on materiality.
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operations of synthesis and spacing are simultaneous because action is always processual”
(Léw, 2016: 135). Through this distinction of ‘spacing’ and ‘synthesis’, Léw achieves an
approach which at the same time centres on the human (it is concerned with how people
interpret spaces) and de-centres the human (by acknowledging that humans are not the only

actors within a space).

Thus, the label ‘more-than-human’ (rather than ‘posthuman’) is fitting for Léw’s approach.
Considering other theories in this field, Low’s work can be aligned most closely with practice
theory (both approaches draw heavily upon the works of Giddens and Bourdieu)?® as well as
non-representational theory (Léw builds upon work by human geographers). The continuum

of ‘more-than-human’ theories suggested by Maller (2018: 81) illustrates this further:

one way of thinking about the status of human-centrism in more-than-human theories is a
sliding scale, with practices on the more human-centric end, new materialisms and
assemblages on the opposite more decentred end, and affective and non-representational
approaches somewhere in the middle.

A key difference between Léw’s theory and the other more-than-human approaches discussed
above is that Léw’s is a middle-range theory specifically developed for socio-spatial research,

whereas the other approaches can also been seen as broader social theories or paradigms.

Loéw’s approach was therefore best suited to address the present study’s research questions
regarding the aspects which people refer to in their construal of spaces. Research applying
Léw’s approach can take a more ‘materialist’ or a more ‘mentalist’ perspective, exploring the
relationship between space and substance use from different angles. In the present case, it
was only possible to take a more ‘mentalist’ perspective?', but as Chapter 13 will show, the

findings complement the more ‘materialist’ research discussed here.

Finally, it is a question of ‘vocabularies’ (Rorty, 1989: 3—-22). If we understand the different
theoretical approaches as contingent vocabularies which are independent of reality and whose
merit cannot be judged objectively (i.e., we cannot claim that one vocabulary describes reality
better than another), then we should regard them merely as ‘tools’ that may or may not be
appropriate for a specific purpose. For example, the pathways presented in Chapter 12 could

have been developed using alternative vocabularies (e.g., as assemblages), but the chosen

20 In recent publications (e.g., Léw, 2018), Loéw also incorporates elements from Reckwitz’s practice theory; and
Christmann (2016b) notes the overlap between practice theory and communicative constructivism (to which Low’s
approach has been linked). Mental activities and knowledge (including implicit knowledge, meanings) are also
regarded as essential elements of social practices (e.g., Reckwitz, 2002: 251-254; Blue et al., 2016: 42).

21 | would have preferred to combine a ‘mentalist’ with a ‘materialist’ approach (e.g., through observations or an
additional analysis of the interviews with a focus on physical and material ‘actors’ such as furniture or smells), but
resource limitations precluded further data collection and analysis.
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vocabulary was deemed to fit the present study’s ‘prevention’ lens better. The study can thus
also serve as an introduction to Léw’s vocabulary, even if | ultimately depart from her proposed

aspects of space constitution.

1.2.3. The role of gender: a study with but not necessarily about young

female substance users

The third point refers to the empirical scope of this research as evidenced by the composition
of its study participants. Participants were female, 18 to 26 years old and studied business/
economics, statistics or mathematics at the University of Vienna. They reported using alcohol
or cigarettes in the three months prior to study sign-up, but no use of illegal substances in the
previous 12 months and no significant health and social problems. This section complements
Chapter 5, which describes the study sample further. Here, | address possible misconceptions
of the study’s theoretical background that may arise from this empirical scope. Although a
range of characteristics will be discussed, | will focus on gender: this is a key category in the
social sciences, and my decision to limit the study to women was frequently questioned

(including by the institutional ethics review board).

The reference to categories such as gender or substance use status might be seen to
represent essentialist understandings, whereby women or substance users are understood as
intrinsically different from men or ‘non substance users’ (on gender essentialism, see e.g.,
Grosz, 1989; Witt, 1995; Stone, 2004; Heilmann, 2011)?. This is not the case. Rather, in view
of the variety of substances/products and spaces already considered in the empirical study, it
was advisable to choose a fairly homogenous participant group in order to avoid an overly
complex study design. In defining the participant group, | referred to key characteristics that
are commonly used in sociological and drugs research (e.g., age, gender, occupation) and
which research has related to substance use and socio-spatial construing. | did not understand
these characteristics to be relevant as such but saw them primarily as categories that are
assigned significant meaning in our society and thus shape people’s lifeworlds (Schitz and
Luckmann, 2017/2003). Limiting the empirical study to women (cf. including women and men),

was thus a way to increase the likelihood that participant lifeworlds would have shared features

22 For example, Witt (1995: 322) explains ‘gender essentialism’ as follows: “Generic gender essentialism holds that
there is a commonality of experience or a characteristic that unites all women, a core of properties that constitutes
the generic Woman and that must be satisfied if something is to count as a woman”. Grosz (1989) points out that:
“Essentialism entails the belief that those characteristics defined as women'’s essence are shared in common by all
women at all times: It implies a limit on the variations and possibilities of change—lt is not possible for a subject to
act in a manner contrary to her nature”.
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(e.g., patterns of substance use, everyday spaces), which is not to say that all women have

identical lifeworlds or that men and women cannot have similar lifeworlds.

Of course, by using established categories — especially those such as gender which are linked
to power and inequalities in society — the research runs a risk of perpetuating existing dividing
lines and also producing differences (on the ontopolitical potential of research, see e.g., Fraser,
2020). In this regard, it is important to note that the present research, although undertaken with

female students who use substances, is not about female students or ‘substance users’.

The study is not about ‘substance users’. Current users of illegal substances were noft eligible
for study participation?®, and only two study participants reported recent non-medical use of
medicines. The sample did include daily smokers and heavier users of alcohol, but only if they
did not report poor mental health or significant health or social problems when registering for
the study. This study also included individuals who reported never having tried a cigarette in
their life-time and whose reported alcohol use pattern consisted of 1-2 alcoholic beverages on
a less than monthly basis. This hardly corresponds to mainstream images of ‘substance users’
as socially marginalised users of illegal substances. Although the inclusion of very seldom
users emerged from fieldwork realities rather than being intended (explained in Chapter 5),
use of the term ‘substance users’ in this study was always intended as a conscious effort to

disrupt taken-for-granted categories (further explained in section 1.2.5).

In a similar vein, most participants did not correspond to prevailing notions of ‘university
students’ as being heavily engaged in alcohol and other drug use. To the contrary, participants
in the present study generally reported restricting heavier patterns of alcohol use to certain
time periods (i.e., during term breaks, at the start of the term, after the exam period) and
engaging in abstinence (or only limited alcohol use) in the weeks or months leading up to their
exams in order to perform well academically. Some participants reported how, over the course
their studies, they had gradually reduced their alcohol use to improve academic performance
or as part of adopting a healthier lifestyle (similar to the young people interviewed by Caluzzi
et al., 2020). A student representative at one of the fieldwork sites, who was also interviewed
for this study (see section 6.5), reported likewise that alcohol and other drug use did not
generally play a great role in this student population’s everyday lives due to the high academic
pressures. Thus, the eligibility criteria of the present study (e.g., specific subject areas, no first-
year students, no recent users of illegal substances) focussed the research on a different type

of student than might be expected in a substance use study.

23 This was an institutional ethics requirement (see Chapter 8).
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In addition, the present study is not primarily about the study participants as representatives
of these categories. The empirical scope might suggest that the study sought to relate primarily
to literature on substance use and gender (e.g., Measham, 2002; Plant, 2008; Hunt and Antin,
2019), substance use among University students (e.g., Kilmer et al., 2014; Supski et al., 2017;
Tanner et al., 2019), youth drug studies (e.g., Moore, 2002), socially integrated (‘mainstream’
or ‘normalised’) substance use (e.g., Hammersley, 2011), and so on. However, women were
not interviewed due to a specific interest in women’s construal of their everyday spaces.
Rather, women were interviewed because the study had to be limited to one gender for
methodological reasons, and there were more arguments in favour of interviewing women in

the present context (see section 5.3).

The result is an unusual constellation in that only women were interviewed but gender is not a
focus and the study does not take a feminist or other gender-oriented perspective: | did not
specifically analyse the interview transcripts for gender-relevant aspects?®*. Therefore,
describing this study as being about women’s socio-spatial construing is rather a description

of its empirical scope than an expression of its theoretical positioning.

Especially for a category such as gender, such an approach might be seen to neglect important
societal issues and to preclude potentially important insights. To clarify, | believe that ‘gender’
perspectives are important, but | am not convinced that a ‘gender’ lens should be a mandatory
focus or ‘add-on’ to all research. A discussion of this viewpoint would go beyond this
introduction, but the important point is that taking a ‘gender’ perspective seriously would have
required a different set of research questions and analytical techniques. The present study’s
focus was on construed socio-spatial aspects in general: this meant that analytically speaking,
there was no requirement for any one participant group. This was a very different situation to
my master’s thesis (Kurtev, 2008), in which the focus on women was an analytical requirement

because | was interested in the extent to which fears of (sexual) assault by men featured in

24 |If | noticed gender-relevant aspects during the analysis, | noted them but did not analyse them further or report
them in the results unless they were construed as such also by the participant. For example, in Chapter 12, the
father-mother-daughter relationships in Pathway 1 could have been interpreted as gendered relationships. Also,
the relationships in Pathway 6 between the participant and her partner and his male friends (focussed on alcohol),
vis-a-vis her relationship with a female relative (focussed on cigarettes), could have been fruitfully analysed using
a ‘gender’ perspective. However, participants did not offer such views and so they were not included in the results.
25 For example, Greaves (2020: 3) highlights “[c]ollecting sex- and/or gender-related data and reporting but not
interpreting or analyzing them” as an issue of the substance use literature in that it precludes sex and gender related
insights. Furthermore, a study by Tutenges and Sandberg (2013), in which the authors drew on “folkloristics”
(Tutenges and Sandberg, 2014: 348) to explore drinking stories, was heavily criticised for not applying a ‘gender’
lens or at least commenting on the role of “gender, sexuality and the taken for granted heteronormativity that
characterise many of the stories analysed” (Radcliffe and Measham, 2014: 346; also e.g., Ettorre, 2014; Giriffin,
2014). However, Gunby and Atkinson (2014: 362) understood this as an issue of “different epistemological
approaches”. While the Tutenges/Sandberg case was extreme, it points to the challenges researchers can face if
the empirical material is seen to call for a conceptual lens different to the one employed by the authors.
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women’s construals of their everyday way home. Gendered aspects of socio-spatial construing
and socio-spatial practices were thus explored in that thesis (also reviewing relevant literature,

e.g., Koskela, 1999; Ruhne, 2003), but were outside the confines of the present research.

Earlier, | introduced the concept of a ‘lens’ (Newman et al., 2003) to explain theoretical and
methodological choices — but if the ‘socio-spatial’ lens did not limit the empirical scope of the
study, and a ‘gender’ lens was not applied, what lens influenced the study’s empirical scope?
Section 5.3 identifies four perspectives, which are also evident from the sections in the present
chapter: a ‘prevention’ lens; a ‘methodological’ lens; an ‘ethics’ lens; and an ‘efficiency’ lens.
For example, the focus on young people resulted not from a ‘youth studies’ lens but from using
substance use prevention as a reference point; the focus on university students emerged in
part from a need for efficient research; and the exclusion of users of illegal substances was an
institutional ethics requirement. These lenses were not analytical or theoretical but rather
practical and in part political: the ‘prevention’ lens, for example, served to highlight the practical

relevance and political potential of the present research?®.

The implication of this is that, from the socio-spatial perspective, the research could have also
been conducted with a very different group (e.g., male, socially excluded users of illegal
substances in their late 50’s, living in rural areas) and still allowed insights regarding the
research questions (albeit with a treatment or harm reduction focus). | will return to the issue
of generalisation of study findings and the role of gender when discussing the study’s strengths
and limitations in section 13.4. Here, | wish to highlight the contingent nature of the study
population, given that the choice of study population was independent of the study’s main
conceptual focus. References to literature and statistics in this thesis which appear to underline
the relevance of studying a particular population group?” must thus be seen as attempts to
conform to the rules of scientific writing and not as expressing a genuine conviction that one
population group (e.g., ‘women’) might be intrinsically different from or more worthy of research

than another (e.g., ‘men’).

26 Feedback from peers and senior colleagues suggested that the originally envisioned study, focussed on settings
of everyday life and aspects used for socio-spatial construing without a substance use focus, would have been
misunderstood as a merely theoretical exercise, of interest to only a few spatial theorists. Thus the ‘prevention’ lens
was added to elaborate exemplary socio-spatial aspects (in Chapter 10) as well as highlight their potential for
understanding contested practices such as substance use (in Chapters 11 and 12) with a view to providing evidence
which could help to improve prevention practice from a strengths-based perspective (see Chapter 13).

27 For example, where | write that “studying women was also of interest in the light of findings suggesting that
smoking is particularly prevalent among females in Austria” (in section 5.3.1 of this thesis).
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1.2.4. The (paradigmatic) perils of mixed methods and repertory grids

The fourth perspective emerges from the study’s methodological approach. | will first comment
on the ‘mixed methods’ nature of the present study and highlight some of the challenges
associated with the research design. | then focus on one of these challenges: the choice of
paradigm. The section resolves this with reference to paradigmatic ‘pluralism’ and identifies
three relevant paradigms: constructivism; critical realism; and pragmatism. Paradigmatic
coherence is achieved by drawing parallels among the paradigms and in relation to the present
study. This section also serves to make explicit basic assumptions underpinning this research

(e.g., on the nature of scientific truth). The section complements Chapters 6 and 7.

Mixed methods and associated challenges

The study represents a ‘mixed methods’ design (i.e., combining qualitative and quantitative
methods?®) in two respects. Firstly, the study applied the repertory grid technique. This is an
inherently mixed-methods technique®, as it generates free descriptions (elicited constructs)
as well as numbers (grid ratings). In the present study, these data were analysed qualitatively
and quantitatively®. Secondly, the study generated interview transcripts which were analysed
separately using qualitative techniques. Thus, the overall more quantitative approach of

repertory grids®' was combined with a more qualitative approach to interview transcripts.

This twofold ‘mixed methods’ approach resulted from the basic research questions. The first
question, “how do people think about their everyday spaces?’, referred to the categories which
people use when thinking about spaces and thus required a qualitative approach to elicit these
categories. The second question, “how does this relate to their substance use in those
spaces?”, was translated into both a quantitative and a qualitative approach. The quantitative
approach focussed on quantifiable differences between spaces on the elicited categories,

while the qualitative approach focussed on the detailed mechanisms through which these

28 |n line with the literature (e.g., Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003; Miles et al., 2014: 42—-45; Ghiara, 2020), ‘mixed
methods’ refers to the use of quantitative and qualitative methods within a single research project. However, the
distinction between ‘quantitative’ and ‘qualitative’ research is not straightforward (e.g., Small, 2011). References to
‘quantitative’ and ‘qualitative’ in this section reflect how these terms are typically understood in sociology and public
health, whilst acknowledging the overlap between the two categories.

29 Manuals on repertory grids (e.g., Fransella et al., 2004; Jankowicz, 2004) do not frame them explicitly as ‘mixed
methods’, but Jankowicz (2004: 15, 71-72) presents the repertory grid as a technique that bridges (and questions)
the traditional divide between qualitative and quantitative approaches. More explicitly, repertory grids are discussed
as an example of mixed methods in the Handbook of Mixed Methods (Rocco et al., 2003).

30 Data collection and analysis methods are further described in Chapters 6 and 7.

31 Although repertory grids are meant to assign equal weight to qualitative and quantitative data, in my view, the
repertory grid technique represents a more quantitative approach overall, as quantitative analyses can be rather
advanced while the possibilities for qualitative data analysis are limited by the rudimentary nature of the qualitative
data generated (i.e., short bipolar phrases; interview transcripts are not typically generated or analysed).
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categories (framed as socio-spatial aspects) were connected to substance use practices. The
repertory grid technique was highly suitable for the present study, as it allowed (with some
enhancements, see Chapter 6) the generation of data pertaining to all these aspects in a single
interview session. A ‘mixed methods’ approach suited me also personally, as | trained in

sociology with a quantitative orientation®? but have an interest in qualitative approaches.

This research design brought forth several challenges or ‘perils’. The different perspectives
outlined above translated into an extensive data analysis phase which increased the size of
the project considerably. The repertory grid technique is not widely known in the scientific
community, which increased the need to explain and justify its use. Also, repertory grids are a
special case of mixed methods, so that much of the guidance on mixed methods does not
apply®. Nevertheless, some of the typical ‘mixed methods’ issues still affected the present
study. One of these was: what paradigm should the present study subscribe to? The remainder

of this section focusses on this question.

Paradigms in mixed methods research and in the present study

Certain methods tend to be associated with certain (seemingly incompatible) worldviews. The
paradigmatic® challenge in mixed methods is therefore that combining methods can lead to
contradictions in the basic assumptions underpinning a research project. This raises questions

as to whether and how paradigms (and methods) can or should be combined (Ghiara, 2020)%.

32 When | first enrolled in sociology in 2002, the University of Vienna offered two different sociology courses: one
focused on legal, social and economic sciences (“rechts-, sozial- und wirtschaftswissenschaftliche Studienrichtung*)
(which is the one | took) and another one on humanities and cultural studies (“geistes- und kulturwissenschaftliche
Studienrichtung”), with relatively little overlap between the two. My ‘quantitative’ socialisation is worth noting
because it set the tone for the present study. For example, | generally followed a linear rather than an iterative-
cyclical research process, | used content analysis instead of more interpretative approaches to examine qualitative
data, | took as given that ‘space’ is somehow important to people’s substance use rather than exploring this
assumption using a more open approach to inquiry, | focussed on the relationship between two ‘variables’
(construed socio-spatial aspects and situated substance use), and so on.

33 The ‘mixed methods’ literature is oriented towards research with distinct quantitative and qualitative elements
(e.g., a survey followed by in-depth interviews with a subsample of survey participants), whereas repertory grids
generate qualitative and quantitative data within the same interview session using a single instrument.

34 According to Ghiara (2020), two uses of the term ‘paradigm’ can be distinguished in the mixed methods literature.
On the one hand, the term can refer to research communities, more specifically to shared examples of good practice
which illustrate how research should be carried out (Ghiara, 2020: 13). From this point of view, it can be meaningful
to speak of a ‘qualitative’, ‘quantitative’ or ‘mixed methods’ paradigm. On the other hand, the term can refer to
“philosophical worldviews based on ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions” (Ghiara, 2020:
15). Such worldviews define, for example, what counts as reality, truth or knowledge in science. In this case, ‘mixed
methods’ cannot be considered a paradigm; instead, examples of paradigms would include postpositivism,
constructivism, critical realism, pragmatism and so on (Ghiara, 2020: 14—15). The latter meaning is relevant here.

35 These issues have been extensively discussed for decades (e.g., Reason and Rowan, 1981; Denzin and Lincoln,
2000; Greene and Caracelli, 2003; Sandelowski, 2003; Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2003) and further discussion is
beyond the scope of this thesis (see Ghiara, 2020, for a recent overview).
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The classical solution in mixed methods research has been to adopt a pragmatic stance:
disregarding the issue in favour of “practice orientation” (Small, 2011: 62) and judging research
based on whether the methods were appropriate to answering the research questions (e.g.,
Greene and Caracelli, 2003; Morgan, 2014). However, taking a pragmatic stance was not
desirable for the present study: eschewing the paradigm question did not seem appropriate for
a doctoral thesis, where paradigmatic clarity or engagement with paradigms can be considered
indicators of a study’s rigour®. In addition, paradigmatic positioning can have distinct
advantages. Ideally, paradigms offer ready-made answers to fundamental questions, so that
the individual researcher does not have to work through basic assumptions from scratch (e.g.,
what is ‘reality’). This was attractive in the present context given some of the tensions identified
during data analysis (discussed below). Finally, the theories and methodologies used in the
present study were themselves associated with certain worldviews, which suggested

constructivism as a possible paradigm for the present study.

Thus, not using a paradigm was not an option in the present study. The question became
rather whether constructivism offered the most suitable paradigm. | had commenced the
research assuming that it was embedded in a broadly interpretivist or constructivist paradigm,
but during data analyses, | started questioning if a different paradigm might be better suited to

achieve paradigmatic coherence. The following two issues illustrate this:

o With its focus on how space is perceived, the present research is at the same time about
objective physical-material arrangements as well as the subjective mental constructions of
such arrangements. | started (and ended®) this research thinking that these two levels
could be clearly distinguished, but during the preparation of pathways for Chapter 12 (to
show how socio-spatial aspects relate to situated substance use), | realised that it is
impossible to ‘capture’ an objective reality that is not already pre-interpreted (regardless of
data collection method). This led me to question the meaning and location of ‘reality’ in the
present study (e.g., what do the pathways ultimately refer to?) and produced a sense of

paradigmatic ambiguity which | wanted to resolve or at least address.

¢ Although ‘mixed methods’ is considered a third paradigm in addition to qualitative and

quantitative research, actual analysis and write-up still required frequent decisions

36 QOther doctoral researchers have also felt an obligation or desire to position themselves paradigmatically. For
example, DeForge and Shaw (2012: 83) sought “philosophical-theoretical-methodological integrity and coherence”
in their own research to meet academic expectations. At the same time, they observe that, for doctoral researchers,
a paradigm may also serve as a “label to hide behind that will adequately defend [... the researcher and their]
methodological decisions” (DeForge and Shaw, 2012: 87).

37 The final solution was to use a tripartite model distinguishing: the ‘objective’ physical environment; the ‘perceived’
environment; and the ‘interpreted’ environment (see Chapter 13).
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between a ‘qualitative’ or a ‘quantitative’ approach. Given my quantitative background and
the study’s orientation toward public health, an overall more quantitative perspective was
preferable. Thus, | was grateful that manuals on qualitative analysis accommodated
‘quantitative’ vocabularies by offering guidance on the integration of variables (Glaser and
Laudel, 2010), causation coding (Saldafa, 2013) and causal networks (Miles et al., 2014).
However, the use of ‘quantitative’ concepts (e.g., ‘variables’, ‘cause-and-effect’,
‘outcomes’) in qualitative analysis also produces paradigmatic ambiguity®®. | was also
aware that quantitatively oriented researchers would likely question the use of quantitative
concepts in what is, in many ways, a ‘qualitative’ study (e.g., small sample sizes,
importance of verbal data). This again highlighted the boundary-crossing nature of the

analyses and the need to clarify the underlying paradigm to achieve greater coherence.

| thus embarked onto a brief journey into the philosophy of science (which provides the basis
for the formulation of research paradigms)®®. Having trained as a quantitative sociologist, | did
not have in-depth knowledge in this area and was surprised to find that there was no consistent
list of research paradigms*® and that the same paradigm was often described in contradictory
ways. Finally, the concept of ‘dialectical pluralism’ offered reassurance, whereby researchers

are encouraged to consider and draw upon multiple paradigms in their work:

The user of DP [dialectical pluralism] needs to ask “What are my ontological
commitments?” That is, what reality or truths of key importance do you see as existing? [...]
Simply stated, reality is multiple—there are multiple true statements that can be made about
reality. [...] The user of DP understands that no single ontology fully “gets it right” [...] The
presence of multiple ontologies and the tensions they produce are treated as strengths in
DP (Johnson, 2017: 162—164, original emphasis)

The tensions | identified during data analysis suggested this approach as the best way forward.
As a result, three paradigms were identified as relevant to the present study: constructivism;

critical realism; and pragmatism. It is beyond the scope of this introduction to discuss these

38 For example, Saldafia (2013: 174) cautions that “Causation Coding carries with it the risk of too easily assuming
surface and positivist-driven causes and effects”. Also, the manuals appeared to utilise different paradigms: Glaser
and Laudel (2010) seek to reconstruct an objective reality, while Saldafa (2013: 163—165) views causation coding
as tapping into causal beliefs.

39 |t was helpful to read researchers’ accounts of how applying a particular paradigm affected the design of their
empirical studies (e.g., Feilzer, 2010; DeForge and Shaw, 2012; Allmark and Machaczek, 2018).

40 Authors generally agree that (post-)positivism and interpretivism/constructivism are two fundamental paradigms
for the social sciences (because these mirror the quantitative/qualitative distinction). Beyond these two paradigms,
there is less consensus. E.g., Alvesson and Skdldberg (2009: 15-52) distinguish “three reference points in the
philosophy of science”: (post-)positivism, social constructionism, critical realism. Ghiara (2020: 15) identifies seven
paradigms frequently used in mixed methods: pragmatism, transformativism, critical realism, postpositivism,
constructivism, realism, and feminism. Johnson (2017: 165) lists 30 items including pragmatism, feminism,
postpositivism, but also e.g., poststructuralism, functionalism, objectivism. DeForge and Shaw (2012: 84) describe
the “paradigmatic landscape” as comprising: positivism, post-positivism, interpretive/constructive(tion)ism, critical
theory, the ‘posts’ (poststructuralism and postmodernism); but then go on to discuss critical realism and pragmatism.
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paradigms, but the following paragraphs highlight elements associated with these paradigms
that echo distinctive features of the present research. In doing so, implicit values are made

explicit and the tensions outlined earlier are addressed.

Constructivism

The relevance of constructivism*' emerged from two angles. Firstly, Low’s ‘sociology of space’
is associated with social constructionism (Berger and Luckmann, 1971/1966) and its more
recent variant, communicative constructivism (Knoblauch, 2020; see also Christmann, 2016a;
Low, 2018: 23, 168; Knoblauch and Steets, 2020)*2. Secondly, repertory grid methodology is
associated with personal construct theory (Kelly, 1963/1955), which is regarded as a form of
constructivism (e.g., Raskin, 2002; Butt and Warren, 2016: 18). However, the present study
did not explore the societal processes which shape our socio-spatial thinking, and so it is not
a ‘social constructionist’ study*. Its conceptual and methodological approach aligns more
strongly with personal construct theory. Specifically, this study conceptualises ‘construed
socio-spatial aspects’ in relation to ‘personal constructs’ that study participants have developed
regarding everyday spaces. Also in line with personal construct theory, the study considers

how such constructs may guide an individual’'s actions.

The question of reality — of relevance here due to the tensions identified earlier — is discussed
ambiguously in the personal construct theory literature. Pavlovi¢ (2011) and Raskin (2002)
emphasise the personal and individualistic nature of meaning-making within personal construct
theory*. However, the theory’s founder, George Kelly, appeared to assume a two-layered

reality, consisting of a connected objective and subjective part*®, and Butt and Warren (2016:

41 For the purposes of this section, | subsume ‘constructionism’ under ‘constructivism’. The terms are frequently
used interchangeably in the literature. | use the term ‘constructionism’ to emphasise how people (as individuals,
groups or societies) produce (e.g., through language) phenomena that then appear to them as naturally given (in
the sense of Berger and Luckmann (1971/1966). By contrast, ‘constructivism’ addresses the relationship between
mind and external reality (e.g., whether we have direct access to an external reality and whether such reality exists).
42 However, L6w’s ‘sociology of space’ approach does not prescribe the use of any particular paradigm. On
methods, Low (2016: 184) writes: “The production of spaces in action can be researched in open, unstandardized
quantitative and qualitative procedures”.

43 An empirical social constructionist study would typically show how a specific pnenomenon is societally produced
rather than being naturally given (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2009: 24, 34).

44 For example, Raskin (2002: 4-5) places the theory in the same group as von Glasersfeld’s radical constructivism,
adding that “personal construct psychology generally conceptualizes people as more or less locked within their own
personal meaning systems” (Raskin, 2002: 9).

45 Consider the following excerpts: “We presume that the universe is really existing and that man [sic] is gradually
coming to understand it [...] it is a real world we shall be talking about, not a world composed solely of the flitting
shadows of people’s thoughts. But [...] people’s thoughts also really exist, though the correspondence between
what people really think exists and what really does exist is a continually changing one [...] A person may
misrepresent a real phenomenon, such as his income or his ills, and yet his misrepresentation will itself be entirely
real [...] Constructs are used for predictions of things to come, and the world keeps rolling along and revealing
these predictions to be either correct or misleading. [...] Some of the alternative ways of construing are better
adapted to man’s purposes than are others. Thus, man comes to understand his world through an infinite series of
successive approximations” (Kelly, 1963/1955: 6, 8, 14, 43, emphasis added).
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15) highlight how much Kelly was opposed to the notion of “a private self within the body”.
According to Raskin (2002: 5-6, 9-10), some scholars consider personal construct theory to
represent limited realism and argue that it should not be considered a constructivist theory*.
For the present research, a ‘limited realism’-reading of personal construct theory was more
appropriate, as it could accommodate the role of physical-material arrangements more easily.

Section 3.4.2 further discusses the role of personal construct theory in the present study.

Critical realism

Another relevant paradigm was critical realism*’. Stevens’ (2020) argument for the application
of Bhaskar’s (1975) ‘critical realism’ to drug policy research highlighted to me most strongly its
relevance, and Miles et al. (2014) — whose handbook on qualitative analysis substantially

guided the present study — also situate themselves “in the critical realist tradition” (ibid.: 311).

In Chapter 12, | map exemplary mechanisms through which a given situation is interpreted as
representing particular socio-spatial aspects and, through this interpretation, results in specific
substance use related outcomes. This approach resonates with critical realism’s emphasis on
developing complex causal mechanisms that are embedded in specific contexts and offer
explanations for why variables may be related. Whilst the anticipation of events features also
in personal construct theory, it is at the core of a critical realist approach*. Moreover, Stevens
(2020: 6, 8) highlights that critical realists understand reality as “relational and emergent”, so
that the seemingly static nature of scientific descriptions, rather than suggesting a reality that
is “fixed and stable”, must be seen as a practical necessity*®. These accounts align well with a
relational understanding of space (see Chapter 3) and my critique of environmental prevention
(see Chapter 2). They also help make paradigmatic sense of the pathways in Chapter 12: to
understand them not as describing universal laws of cause and effect but as offering heuristic

models to illustrate how multiple factors may interplay in a given context.

46 Although Butt and Warren (2016: 21) argue that personal construct theory “qualifies as a strong form of
constructivism”, they appear to understand the term ‘constructivism’ differently to Raskin. Butt and Warren highlight
how, according to personal construct theory, reality is constructed through interaction (thus a constructivist theory
similar to social constructionism), whereas Raskin reserves the term for those theories which assume that we have
no direct access to an external reality but experience it only through our constructions of it. My way of making sense
of this is that personal construct theory may be considered a constructionist (highlighting the constructed nature of
reality) rather than a constructivist theory (not limiting reality to our constructions of it).

47 |t is important to note, however, that this is not a ‘critical realist’ study: critical realism was not chosen ex ante as
a paradigm to guide the research, nor did | apply ‘critical realist’ concepts or vocabulary retrospectively.

48 So much so that valentine and Seear (2020: 3) criticise this exclusive focus on causal mechanisms as
disregarding other legitimate research purposes: “Stevens seems to imply that the worth of [academic] work is to
be assessed based on a single criteria [sic] (his own), namely: whether such work produces knowledge that can
directly inform policy by proposing causal mechanisms of the phenomena concerned” (emphasis added).

49 So writes Stevens (2020: 8): “We need to capture discontinuous moments of the heterogeneous flux of reality in
order to produce [research] accounts of it”.
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Critical realism can be seen to give primacy to the objective world (Alvesson and Skdldberg,
2009: 40). A focus on participants’ subjective beliefs — which represent partial if not erroneous
accounts — may thus appear to contradict the paradigm’s premises. However, Alvesson and

Skéldberg offer the following definition of ‘reality’ in critical realism:

Something is real [in critical realism] if it has a causal effect, that is, if it affects behaviour
and makes a difference. Reality does not just consist of material objects. Ideas and

discourses are real and can have causal effects. (Alvesson and Skoéldberg, 2009: 42)

| take this definition to support the view of subjective beliefs as something real in the present
study — especially since the outcome of interest is the same people’s thoughts, actions, and
feelings®. A further implication of the above definition is that the distinction between an
objective or subjective reality becomes less relevant (what matters is the causal effect), which

helps to resolve some of the tensions highlighted earlier.

Pragmatism

The third relevant paradigm was pragmatism. Although | previously denounced a pragmatic
stance as eschewing the paradigm question, there is a difference between “narrow approaches
that reduce pragmatism to practicality” and those that make “serious contact with the
philosophical foundations of pragmatism” (Morgan, 2014: 1045). For the present study,
multiple threads highlight the relevance of pragmatism. While personal construct theory can
be associated with several philosophies, Dewey’s pragmatism is the one Kelly himself referred
to%!. Pragmatism has also been considered to be the source of Kelly’s treatment of “how we
think, feel, and behave [... as inseparable ] components of action” (Butt and Warren, 2016:
14). Pragmatism can also be linked to social constructionism, as Berger and Luckmann
(1971/1966: 29) acknowledge Mead'’s influence on their work®2.

My own worldviews were shaped in large part by my reading of Rorty’s (1989) Contingency,

irony, and solidarity during my master’s studies, so that Rorty’s pragmatist influence is palpable

50 Always assuming that, despite the many processes that go on during an interview, study participants’ narrations
are sufficiently accurate representations of their actual construing and practices (and not primarily artefacts
produced by the interview). On this topic, Kelly (1963/1955: 136) notes: “The construct of the person from whom
the communication takes place is real; so is the communicated construct, but the communicated construct is a
construction of the original construct and hence not identical with it”. On the paralysis we would experience if we
were to assume that reality is produced primarily through the research act, see for example Stevens (2020).

51 So writes Kelly (1963/1955: 154, 157): “Dewey, whose philosophy and psychology can be read between many
of the lines of the psychology of personal constructs, envisioned the universe as an ongoing affair which had to be
anticipated to be understood. [...] Where Dewey would have said that we understand events through anticipating
them, we would add that our lives are wholly oriented toward the anticipation of events”.

52 Although Mead is known in sociology for his work on symbolic interactionism, he was also a pragmatist (Morgan,
2014; Butt and Warren, 2016: 12).
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in many parts of this thesis. As shown in the previous sections, this includes my ‘ironic’ take
on being a sociologist-preventionist, my understanding of different theories as ‘vocabularies’
that may or may not offer useful tools to make sense of the world, and my being aware of the
contingent nature of this research, including its study population. Not mentioned so far is
Rorty’s commitment to reducing suffering®3, the basis for his engagement with solidarity. Such
commitment is generally shared by sociologists and preventionists (at least in principle, see
section 1.2.1). It is also evident in Kelly’s work (who was a psychotherapist) and in critical
realism (Alvesson and Skdldberg, 2009: 44; DeForge and Shaw, 2012: 91), but Rorty’s

emphasis on it is particularly striking.

The research implication of this that we must consider the consequences of our methodological
choices (Morgan, 2014: 1046). In the present thesis, the critical stance toward restrictive and
stigmatising interventions in Chapter 2, as well as the efforts made to avoid producing evidence
that would support such interventions (e.g., through reflexivity and a purposefully ‘disruptive’

research design, explained in section 13.4), can be understood also from this perspective.

Pragmatism is sometimes reduced to practicality and a disregard for paradigms because its
proponents argue that metaphysical discussions (e.g., on the nature of reality) do not help
people in practice. A ‘true’ statement in pragmatist thinking is not one that corresponds to an
external reality, but one that is practically useful (Feilzer, 2010: 8, with reference to Rorty,
1991). It is important to clarify, however, what this usefulness refers to: ideally, it should refer
to those who suffer from social injustice and who should therefore be the main beneficiaries of
research (Morgan, 2014: 1049-1050). My interpretation of this is that from a pragmatist
perspective, research must, above all else, be useful to reduce suffering. This point of view
can also help frame the present research, albeit in an extreme reading: it might matter less to
what extent the proposed socio-spatial aspects (Chapter 10) or pathways (Chapter 12)
represent something ‘real’; what might matter more is whether they offer useful heuristics, for
example, to inform alternative approaches to environmental prevention that can better address

the needs of substance users and other preventive target populations.

1.2.5. Research ethics, reflexivity, language and length

Another defining feature of this study was its focus on research ethics and reflexivity. This is
not to imply that the study was executed flawlessly but highlights these aspects as priorities

which guided the research. This section explains why they were important, how they were

53 E.g. “Liberal ironists are people who include among these ungroundable desires their own hope that suffering will
be diminished, that the humiliation of human beings by other human beings may cease” (Rorty, 1989: xv).
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addressed and to what effect, using ‘language’ as an example. The section also comments
briefly on the length of this thesis, which resulted in part from this engagement with ethics and

reflexivity. This section complements Chapter 8.

Reflexivity as a means of practising research ethics

The importance of research ethics is self-evident, yet it must be put into context. In Austria,
until very recently, research ethics were not as formalised as they are in many other countries.
At the time of preparing this research at the University of Vienna, there was no requirement for
students to obtain approval from an institutional ethics review board and there were no
institutional templates available to support ethical research practice (e.g., consent forms)>*. My
experience of working as a researcher in England showed that the situation there was different,
but that ethical practice could sometimes be reduced to completing an application for ethical
review. This observation was not new (e.g., Guillemin and Gillam, 2004: 263-264) but, fuelled
by my prior work on quality standards and ethical drug prevention (Brotherhood and Sumnall,
2011), it led me to wonder what it would mean to take a commitment to research ethics
seriously. Also, | intended to conduct interviews with cannabis users, but | had never before
undertaken primary research on the use of illegal substances. | thus felt anxious and, like

others before me®®, saw engagement with research ethics as a way to overcome this anxiety.

This explains unusual features of the present research. | applied for institutional ethics
approval even though it was not required, and | agreed to change a major aspect (i.e., to limit
the study to legal substances, see Chapter 8) to obtain such approval even though | had the
option to forego the approval and proceed with the original study design. | also put considerable
effort into designing a recruitment strategy that would best protect study participants, which
culminated in a novel technique for separating sensitive and identifying information at the point

of online data collection (described in section 8.3.3; Brotherhood, 2018b).

Further ethical considerations are outlined in Chapter 8. At this point, an interesting question
is how decisions relating to research ethics can be made. Guillemin and Gillam (2004) observe
that whilst a formal review procedure helps to address main issues, many ethical issues faced
in day-to-day research practice cannot be covered by general procedures. They go on to

suggest reflexivity as a tool for developing sensitivity for potential ethical issues and ways of

54 This has since changed, in part due to the introduction of the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).
55 Consider for instance this reflection by Petrova et al. (2016: 451) regarding her own post-graduate research: “The
study discussed here was clearly a small-scale study by a novice researcher. Thus, the researcher may have been
inexperienced in matters related to research ethics and may have been highly sensitised to issues such as
confidentiality to make sure things were done ‘right’. [...] A more experienced researcher may have responded
differently to the whole issue about confidentiality right from the start of the research”.

40



addressing them. Reflexivity played a key role in the present study, in relation to ethics but

also more broadly, as the following paragraphs show.

Turning thus to reflexivity, Lumsden et al. (2019: 2) note: “Although social scientists now tend
to agree on the importance of being reflexive, they do not share a coherent conception of what
‘being reflexive’ means or how to practice reflexivity”. Correspondingly, reflexivity can be
exercised in different ways and for different purposes®®. In the present study, reflexivity meant
continuous thinking, talking and writing about the research to assure its quality and to develop
as a researcher. This was supported by a range of tools and strategies, including a research
diary, post-interview protocols, self-evaluation, structured monthly reflections, participation in
doctoral writing groups®’, and reading other researchers’ reflexive accounts (e.g., Watt, 2007;
Haines-Saah, 2013; Grant, 2014; Wilkinson, 2014). My research diary was particularly
important: like Watt (2007: 85, 91), | often entered into a written dialogue with myself and

conducted reflective exercises (see section 8.2.2 and Brotherhood, 2016, for examples).

Reflexivity was crucial to practising research ethics, as it helped me identify and address
ethical and other methodological issues relating to the fieldwork. It also helped me develop a
better understanding of my implicit assumptions and values: without this, | could not have
integrated my ‘prevention’ lens in the present project. Subsequently, | also became more aware
of my responsibilities as a researcher, given the potential (at least in principle) for this work to
inform prevention practice and thereby affect people’s lives. This made me appreciate that
research ethics extended beyond the protection of study participants and prompted me to also

consider the purposes to which research findings could be put after project completion.

‘Substances’ and ‘substance users’: a few notes on language

The final paragraphs in this section address how reflexivity shaped the thesis as text. In the
present context, reflexivity was primarily a process; intertwining my reflexive writing with the

writing of the thesis was therefore not a priority®®. A notable exception is the present section

%6 For example, to explore one’s own influence on the research, to reflect on researcher-participant relationships or
collaborations, or to generate data based on one’s own experiences (i.e., researcher as study participant) (e.g.,
Finlay and Gough, 2003: 6—16; Kuehner et al., 2016).

57 Besides participating in my academic supervisor's discussion groups for his doctoral students, for five years |
was also part of a self-managed writing group with two other doctoral students (initially face-to-face, later virtual).
Especially when it was not possible to attend other meetings due to personal circumstances (see section 1.2.6),
this peer group offered an important source of feedback and support. The particular circumstances of the group
(regular meetings with the same people, small number of participants, no other professional or personal relationship
to each other, agreed code of conduct emphasising confidentiality) allowed a high level of detail and openness,
which supported especially the discussion of ethical issues in practice.

58 The literature on reflexivity, rather than addressing the practice and benefits of being reflexive while the research
project is ongoing, sometimes focuses on the final text as a representation or performance of such reflexivity (see
e.g., the examples in Finlay and Gough, 2003).
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1.2, which is the ‘reflexive’ piece in this thesis®. Still, reflexivity shaped the thesis as a whole,

including its content, structure, language and length.

A key consideration was that different terms have different theoretical and political implications.
Thus, it was a conscious decision to refer to, for example, ‘substances’ or ‘products’ rather
than the more emotive ‘drugs’; ‘substance use’ rather than the more evaluative ‘substance
abuse’; ‘users of illegal substances’ rather than ‘illegal substance users’ (to avoid
stigmatisation of users); a ‘general substance use position’ rather than a ‘substance user
identity’ (many participants did not identify as substance users) or ‘motivation’ (a concept at
odds with personal construct theory, where it is understood to imply persons as “inert [...]
psychological objects”, Kelly, 1963/1955: 37); ‘practices’ as a sociological concept to
complement ‘behaviours’; ‘construed socio-spatial aspects’ rather than ‘personal constructs’

or ‘environmental characteristics’; and so on.

1]

While it is not possible to comment on each point, my rationale for using the terms ‘substances
and ‘substance users’ can serve to illustrate the thinking behind such choices. Referring to
‘substances’ rather than ‘drugs’ might be seen to reinforce the notion that ‘drugs’ comprise
illegal drugs but not alcohol or tobacco. | do not share this view, but | learnt over the course of
this study that ‘drugs’ tended to distract (e.g., prompting discussions on cannabis legalisation),
while the more neutral ‘substances’ helped to maintain the study focus®'. Sometimes, | followed
a different logic. Speaking to others about my study of ‘substance users’ and spaces, | found
that they often imagined stereotypical ‘addicts’. Therefore, although describing the participants
in this study as ‘substance users’ may seem inappropriate (many reported only limited use),
this experience encouraged me to focus on this mainstream population and to retain this term

in an effort to counter this ‘othering’ of substance users®? 62,

In relation to academic writing, it should be noted that this engagement with research ethics
and reflexivity also increased the length of this thesis. ‘Length’ was a recurring topic during the

production process. While the length reflects methodological features (e.g., mixed-methods

59 Hence the first person voice is used in section 1.2, whereas the remaining thesis refers to ‘the study author’.

60 |In the present study, ‘substances’ refers to psychoactive substances (e.g., alcohol, nicotine), whereas ‘products’
refers to (manufactured) end-user products containing these substances (e.g., wine, beer, cigarettes, cigars). For
increased legibility, ‘products’ are generally included when the thesis speaks of ‘substances’, and vice versa.

61 For similar reasons, | decided to use ‘substances’ as shorthand for the more accurate ‘psychoactive substances’.
62 | thereby diverge from the (harm reduction) literature which uses terms such as ‘people who use drugs’ (PWUD),
but this must be seen in the context of the explanation given above. It should also be noted that | use terms such
as ‘smokers’, while Haines-Saah (2013: 153) comments, “I use the terms ‘tobacco user’ and ‘people who smoke’
to counter the pejorative implications of the term ‘smoker(s)””. | did not feel a need to replace this term, likely because
of the generally favourable views on smokers and smoking in Austrian culture (cf. the stigmatisation of smokers in
other countries). Another important consideration is that the present study explicitly highlights situations in which
substances are not used, thus it does not reduce the participants to being substance users.

63 Which is, however, not to deny the differences (e.g., experiences, needs) between heavier and lighter users.
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design, use of little known or novel methods for participant recruitment, data collection and
analysis), several chapters might not have been written (or would have been much shorter)
without this focus on research ethics and reflexivity. Another reason for increased thesis length
was the dual aim of the study as contributing to socio-spatial theory and to prevention practice:

this is addressed in the final section of this chapter.

1.2.6. The journey of this research project

The final section in this chapter outlines the practical circumstances under which the present
study was carried out. This will help readers to better appreciate the theoretical outlook and
methodology of the thesis. Box 1 below provides the necessary context via a narrative timeline

of major project milestones and life events.

Box 1: Project background and timeline

The project started formally in 2011 as an unfunded doctorate in sociology at the University of Vienna. It followed
on from two prior projects: my master’s study on Low’s ‘sociology of space’ (also at the University of Vienna), and
an unfunded repertory grid study on spaces of substance use which | had led at Liverpool John Moores University
(LJMU). For the latter, | had developed instruments and carried out a few interviews, but other (funded) priorities
eventually took over. | thus decided to pursue the repertory grid research through a part-time doctorate, initially
without the substance use focus. Following on from my master’s research, | sought to understand how people
think about everyday spaces in general and to discuss this vis-a-vis the urban studies literature. However,
feedback suggested that this proposal lacked practical relevance. In 2013, | therefore returned to the original
project idea of studying spaces in relation to substance use. This suited me personally, as by that time | had come
to identify more strongly with the substance use field than with urban sociology. When one of my other main
projects finished in 2015, | used the opportunity to become a full-time student. The project thus developed
broadly in two phases: a long lead-up (2009-2015), followed by the actual study and thesis writing (2016-2021).

The research in its present form started in 2016. As a full-time student, | soon finalised data collection materials
and applied for institutional ethics review. Ethical approval was received in January 2017; recruitment started on
the same day, and the first interviews followed a few weeks later. However, | was already seven months pregnant
at the time of these interviews and had to pause the fieldwork for health reasons. After the birth of our daughter,
my husband took paternity leave, and this was the timeframe available to me to complete the fieldwork. After
that, | outsourced most of the interview transcription. My own involvement intensified again in December 2018,
as my daughter settled into kindergarten. This was the beginning of the data analysis and writing-up stage, which
lasted over two years, with some delays due to the Coronavirus crisis (thanks again to my Mum and my husband
for helping me so much during this time!). One of the last major developments was the receipt of a competitive
grant from the University of Vienna: this supported the project in the lead-up to its completion in spring 2021.

Several threads can be identified in Box 1, including:

e Oscillating between ‘sociology of space’ in Vienna and international projects on substance
use prevention: negotiating different professional interests and academic ‘homes’ was one

of the greatest challenges in this project. | wanted to include additional analyses focussed
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on space or relating only to prevention, but finally | had to accept that these were outside
the scope of this thesis®. A challenge in writing the theory part was how to balance
discussions of socio-spatial theory, sociology, substance use, and environmental
prevention. The close connection to both research fields explains, however, the overall
approach of this study, the focus on spaces and socio-spatial aspects that are not per se
related to substance use, and why Chapter 12 concludes with assertions on the emergence

and effect of interpreted space (rather than focussing on substance use).

e Pursuing an unfunded project: in Austria, it is common for social scientists to pursue their
doctoral studies outside the context of a funded position, as funded places are very limited.
| applied for funded positions or competitive funding to support this project in 2009, 2012,
2015, 2017 and 2019 but was only successful with the last application. Lack of funding

affected the content and duration of the project, especially in the first years.

e Becoming a parent: as a new mother, | had to de-prioritise additional data collection (e.g.,
interviews, observations) and analyses. | engaged research assistants to support interview
transcription and also for participant recruitment (described in section 5.4.3). The latter was
unusual for a doctoral study, but it was necessary to keep the project going. Because of
the time span between fieldwork and analysis, techniques such as ‘member checking’ (to

discuss researcher interpretations with participants) could not be employed as intended®®.

Carrying out this project as outlined above was challenging, but it also had benefits. Had |
completed in 2015 as originally intended, | could not have drawn upon the English language
translation of Low’s Raumsoziologie (see Chapter 3) or the EMCDDA’s work on environmental
prevention (see Chapter 2). My research interests developed over the years and | came to
understand the project better through reflexive engagement. This greatly shaped the final
thesis, and a thesis submitted earlier would not have included the reflections offered in the

present chapter, nor the recommendations for practice offered in Chapter 13.

64 Some additional analyses exploring how study participants mapped, remembered and talked about their everyday
spaces were presented as Brotherhood (2019).

65 For example, | did not contact participants to individually review their pathways (Chapter 12) with them. However,
participants were contacted to address ethical questions (e.g., anonymity), and all participants who had asked to
review the thesis prior to submission received a copy of the draft dissertation for comment.
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2. Environmental prevention of substance use%% ¢

Environmental prevention of substance use is chosen in the present thesis as an example to
illustrate the practical significance of applying socio-spatial theory. The chapter offers a review
of environmental prevention interventions, including in relation to their theoretical foundations,
conceptualisation of the ‘environment’ and presumed mechanisms of action, to show how a

‘sociology of space’ perspective (to be introduced in Chapter 3) could help enhance this field.

Environmental prevention is a relatively recent field, and the term can refer to different aims
and strategies (e.g., Room, 2006). This chapter focusses on the concept as used in a recent
publication (Oncioiu et al., 2018) by the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug
Addiction (EMCDDA) — Europe’s leading agency on substance use — and related publications
(e.g., Burkhart, 2011; Foxcroft, 2014a)%. Relevant approaches are also known as ‘cueing
interventions’ (Papies, 2017), ‘nudging’ or ‘choice architecture’ (Marteau et al., 2011; Pechey

et al., 2020) or ‘situational’ prevention (Welsh et al., 2018); these are also considered below.

2.1. Introduction

2.1.1. Prevention definitions and taxonomies

The present thesis is based on the notion that prevention seeks to prevent or delay the onset
of substance use or, where this is not feasible, to support ‘lighter’ patterns of use (e.g., in terms
of substances used, quantities, frequency of use) (similar e.g., EMCDDA, 2017: 22; UNODC
and WHO, 2018: 2). This definition is necessarily narrow in order to distinguish prevention from

treatment, harm reduction® and social reintegration (see also EMCDDA, 2017: 22, 26-28).

66 | am extremely grateful to Dr. Gregor Burkhart and Prof. Katalin Felvinczi for their in-depth review of an earlier
version of this chapter. Their thoughtful comments supported a substantial revision of the initial text, in particular a
revised chapter structure, clearer presentation of key arguments, and additional clarifications (e.g., regarding the
chapter aims, making the ‘sociology of space’ and ‘critical sociology’ lenses explicit). Their feedback also helped to
identify potential misunderstandings and discrepant views (some are noted in section 2.1.3). The overall tone of the
chapter was consequently adapted (e.g., “appeared to suggest”, “may”) to highlight that this is but one possible
interpretation of the reviewed literature. The main arguments were maintained as in the original version.

67 As outlined in Chapter 1, this study’s original focus was on space. Environmental prevention emerged during the
project as a possible area for the practical application of study findings. Hence, although presented as a point of
departure, the following literature review and discussion were completed after the empirical study.

68 Burkhart and Foxcroft were co-authors on the EMCDDA'’s key report on environmental prevention (Oncioiu et al.
(2018) but have also published separately on the topic (e.g., Burkhart, 2011; Foxcroft, 2014a). This work is also
referenced in Oncioiu et al. (2018). For the present chapter, this body of literature was considered together.

69 |n practice, the boundaries between prevention and harm reduction are often blurred, but generally speaking,
harm reduction was understood in this thesis to refer to interventions which seek to prevent substance use related
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Prevention is understood here to operate within a ‘demand reduction’ rather than a ‘supply
reduction’ framework, so that its primary aim is to reduce people’s desire for substance use
(cf. limiting access to substances’™. Consequently, although all interventions addressing
substance use may be broadly classed as ‘prevention’, the term as used in this thesis refers

to a narrower set of activities.

Substance use prevention can be related to certain ideologies or moral judgements concerning
substance use. As understood in this thesis, the main justification for prevention is to prevent
negative health and social consequences of substance use (e.g., accidents, respiratory

diseases, cancers, dependence) (see also section 1.2.1).

There are various classification systems that make reference to ‘environmental prevention’.
The EMCDDA (2017: 26) distinguishes “universal’, “selective”, “indicated”, and “environmental”
approaches, based on the target. While universal, selective and indicated prevention address
population groups’, environmental prevention aims “to change the cultural, social, physical
and economic environments in which people make choices about drug use” (EMCDDA, 2017:
26). Thus, one of its defining features is that it does not address people directly but does so
indirectly by targeting relevant environments’. By contrast, Foxcroft (2014c, 2014a) suggests
that environmental prevention could be understood to refer to the “function” of an intervention.
Prevention interventions could then be characterised as taking an “environmental”,
“developmental” or “informational” approach, depending on whether they seek to prevent
substance use via changes in the environment, the development of skills (e.g., life skills), or

information provision (Foxcroft, 2014a: 820)3.

Discussing environmental prevention alongside other prevention approaches is a rather recent

development. Traditionally, discussions of prevention focussed on approaches which address

harms without necessarily trying to prevent substance use as such (e.g., use of plastic cups does not necessarily
prevent alcohol use but may prevent alcohol-related injuries). Such distinctions can be useful for defining outcomes
and target populations as well as for thinking through intervention mechanisms.

0 This is in line with how prevention has been situated, for example, by the United Nations (UNDCP, 1994; see
Ritter and McDonald, 2008: 29) and reflects the typical activities of universal, selective and indicated prevention.
71 Universal prevention addresses entire (sub)populations in a given setting regardless of their vulnerability (e.g.,
all pupils in a school classroom), while selective and indicated prevention address groups and individuals
considered to be more likely (i.e., ‘at risk’) to use substances and develop dependence (e.g., disadvantaged
neighbourhoods, individuals with low impulse control).

72 However, section 2.4.2 will show that people can also be directly targeted by environmental prevention. One
consideration in this regard could be that substance users are part of the environment insofar that, by drinking or
smoking, they can act as substance use related cues for others and contribute to a normalisation of substance use.
From this perspective, interventions targeting substance users could still be understood to target the environment.
73 Foxcroft (2014a: 820), original emphasis) suggests the following definitions: “Environmental prevention comprises
interventions that aim to limit the availability of maladaptive behaviour opportunities, through system wide policies,
restrictions and actions. [...] Developmental preventive interventions aim to promote adaptive behaviours, and
prevent maladaptive behaviours, by focusing on the development of skills that are key in socialization and social
development of appropriate behaviours. [...] Informational prevention interventions aim to increase knowledge and
raise awareness about specific risk behaviours, through communications” (see the original text for examples).
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target populations directly via informational or developmental strategies. However, challenges
of those approaches (e.g., limited effectiveness, resource intense) prompted a reframing of
prevention to include environmental approaches, many of which were typically considered
under separate banners such as policy/legislation or setting-based health promotion.
Environmental interventions are thought to hold greater promise in terms of effectiveness’,
cost, ease and sustainability of implementation, coverage of target populations, acceptance by
policy-makers and target populations (for some strategies), and reduction of health inequalities
between socioeconomic groups’®; and they may also support the delivery and effectiveness of
informational and developmental approaches (e.g., Room, 2006; Burkhart, 2011; Faggiano,
2011; Marteau et al., 2012; Hollands et al., 2013; Foxcroft, 2014c; Oncioiu et al., 2018; Pechey
et al., 2020). These advantages arise from practical differences in delivery (cf.
informational/development approaches) but also from theoretical differences in how substance
use is explained, as described below. This chapter explores these theoretical underpinnings

of environmental prevention, in line with the thesis focus on socio-spatial theory.

2.1.2. ‘Norms’-based versus ‘prompts and cues’-based approaches

As noted earlier, environmental prevention is an emerging field, and it can be conceptualised

differently. The following two excerpts illustrate different perspectives:

[Environmental prevention can be defined] as strategies that aim to alter physical, social
and economic environment without relying on persuasion. [... EJnvironmental prevention
comprises approaches that operate on the level of social, formal, peer and cultural norms

about alcohol, tobacco and also illicit drugs. (Burkhart, 2011: 87, 89, emphasis added)

The purpose of environmental prevention policies and interventions is to limit exposure to
unhealthy or risky behaviour opportunities (or to promote the availability of healthy
opportunities). [...] Environmental prevention measures target the contexts for behaviour
through changing the prompts and cues that guide behaviour. [...] Environmental prevention
operates by changing the physical, economic, or regulatory contexts for behaviour. (Oncioiu
et al., 2018: 5, 13, 48, emphasis added)

74 Evidence on effectiveness of environmental prevention is not discussed here, not least because it differs by
intervention type (e.g., Perman-Howe et al., 2018: 90). A selection of reviews is presented in section 4.1.2 below,
and interested readers will find further evidence reviews in the cited literature (e.g., Papies, 2017).

75 Socially disadvantaged groups are considered less likely to have the resources needed to benefit from traditional
prevention approaches: traditional approaches may therefore increase health disparities by further improving the
health of already-privileged groups while not benefitting disadvantaged groups; by contrast, environmental
approaches may reduce health inequalities because they require fewer resources from target populations and may
therefore benefit groups not served by traditional approaches (e.g., Foxcroft, 2014c; Oncioiu et al., 2018).
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It is suggested here that these phrases (emphasised in the excerpts above) point toward two
different theoretical approaches discernible in the environmental prevention literature™. The
former approach — prominent in Burkhart's 2011 publication — emphasises norms as the
primary mechanism and refers to the wider environments in which people live (e.g., society,
community, school, family). It is compatible with the assumptions underpinning informational
and developmental interventions’”. The more recent approach — the focus of the EMCDDA’s
2018 publication — emphasises prompts and cues located in the immediate environment in
which substance use may occur, with automatic processes (e.g., ease of access, learnt
associations) as the primary mechanism to explain how environments shape behaviour’. It is
presented in the reviewed literature as a significant departure from the traditional prevention

logic and is of particular interest to the present thesis.

This distinction between a ‘norms’-based and a ‘prompts and cues’-based approach to
environmental prevention was not made explicit in the above-cited publications; the reason
being that the immediate environment (e.g., availability or lack of ashtrays, cigarette butts and
smoking people) also communicates prevailing norms (e.g., around smoking), and norms can
themselves be understood as prompts and cues (G. Burkhart, personal communication,
9.10.2020). Also, interventions (e.g., school-based ‘no smoking’ policy) typically utilise both
approaches in practice. The proposed distinction mirrors, however, existing distinctions in the

literature’®. It is also important from a theoretical point of view, as argued below.

A key tenet of the newer ‘prompts and cues’ strand of environmental prevention is that theories
underpinning informational and developmental prevention fail to account for major influences
on behaviour. Instead of assuming a primacy of, for example, reasoned thought (e.g.,

appreciating norms and forming intentions), this approach assumes that people mostly go

76 A third theoretical approach can be linked to health promotion (Burkhart, 2011), well-being (EMCDDA, 2019:
118-119), and nurturing environments (Biglan et al., 2012). Example interventions include those that aim to change
the ‘culture’, ‘climate’ or ‘ethos’ of a context (e.g., ‘whole school’ approaches, interventions focussed on parenting
skills, community coalitions). It is debated whether these should be considered as environmental prevention
measures (e.g., due to their overlap with developmental prevention and the field of health promotion) (e.g., Burkhart,
2011; Foxcroft, 2014b, 2014a). This intervention group is not a focus of the EMCDDA’s key publication on
environmental prevention Oncioiu et al. (2018) and is therefore not considered further in this chapter.

7 For example, in the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), individual beliefs about prevailing norms are
thought to influence behavioural intentions and subsequently behaviour. Environmental prevention can thus seek
to change a given context in order to affect individual beliefs and subsequent intentions and behaviours.

78 A visual model in the EMCDDA report (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 15) refers also to long-term effects of environment
on behaviour via changes in traditional mediators (e.g. norms, beliefs, values, attitudes) but these are not a focus
of the main text (e.g., norms are discussed only in relation to traditional prevention approaches). The EMCDDA
report is thus understood here to represent the ‘prompts and cues’ approach rather than the ‘norms’ approach.

70 In another publication, the EMCDDA (2019: 117) distinguishes between interventions on the “social environment
— reinforcing non-use norms and attitudes” and the “physical environment — limiting access to and availability of
alcohol, tobacco products and other substances”. Similar distinctions are also found in Papies (2017: 5) (‘cueing
social norms’ vs. ‘nudging and prompting’) and Welsh et al. (2018) (‘community crime prevention’ vs. ‘situational crime
prevention’).
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about daily activities by following established routines (‘habits’) and responding automatically
to external and internal stimuli. Behaviour is regarded as far more context-dependent than is
the case in traditional theories of behaviour (e.g., Foxcroft, 2014b: 830). Hence, environmental
prevention makes use of “the automatic system of behaviour” (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 13) and

affects behaviour by targeting “the prompts and cues that guide behaviour” (ibid.).

It can thus appear as if the key distinguishing feature of environmental prevention (vis-a-vis
other prevention approaches) is its focus on automatic processes. Consequently, although
environmental prevention could be defined as any intervention targeting environments for
preventive purposes (regardless of mechanism), it can instead appear to be characterised via
a specific mechanism (i.e., as targeting automatic and nonconscious processes; e.g., Oncioiu
et al., 2018: 13)%.

The key advantage of environmental prevention, conceptualised this way, is that it requires
minimal effort from target populations. By contrast, informational approaches typically require
target populations to actively process information and to translate these knowledge gains into
actual behaviour change. The relative effortlessness of environmental prevention is why it is
associated with the potential benefits listed earlier (e.g., why it may be more effective in general

and especially for those who are unwilling or unable to engage with traditional interventions).

Compared with the ‘norms’ model, the ‘prompts and cues’ model assumes a stronger and more
direct relationship between the immediate environment and behaviour, and interventions are
more likely to be timed and placed very closely to the point at which substances would be
obtained or used®'. As Papies (2017: 5) would put it, the intervention is “situated by integrating
it into the critical situation in which behaviour change is desired”. In line with this, the present
thesis is particularly interested in measures which target “proximal physical micro-
environments” (Hollands et al., 2017) where substances are typically obtained or used, in other
words, where we would expect immediate effects of environment on behaviour®?. Regulatory
and economic measures® are also of interest insofar as they materialise physically (e.g., as

‘no smoking’ signs, price labels) or affect the perception of micro-environments in other ways

80 Also the earlier text by Burkhart (2011: 81), emphasis added) defines environmental prevention via a specific
mechanism: “as strategies that aim to alter physical, social and economic environment without relying on persuasion”.
81 This is true for most example interventions listed in Oncioiu et al. (2018: 19-20) for alcohol or tobacco. The main
exception is “Bans and restrictions on alcohol [or tobacco] advertising and promotion” which can also refer to
advertising that is not situated close to the point of sale or use.

82 The visual model in the EMCDDA report (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 15) refers also to long-term effects of environment
on behaviour, but the thesis at hand is concerned primarily with immediate (‘situated’) effects.

83 Environmental approaches span a very diverse range of measures, including physical ones (e.g., positioning of
alcohol or tobacco products in a shop) but also regulatory (e.g., restrictions on advertising and sponsorship) and
economic ones (e.g., tax increases on alcoholic and tobacco products) (Oncioiu et al., 2018).
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(e.g., merely knowing that a smoking ban is in place can affect the perception of a space, i.e.,

without a physical reminder).

This focus on ‘prompts and cues’-based approaches to environmental prevention corresponds
with the present study’s interest in how spaces are momentarily constituted through processes

of interpretation (Léw’s “operation of synthesis”, to be described in Chapter 3).

2.1.3. Points of interest to the present thesis

The following sections review environmental prevention from several perspectives: ‘sociology
of space’, ‘critical sociology with prevention’ and ‘quality in prevention’. These perspectives
were noted in sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.2, and Chapter 3 will further introduce Léw’s (2001, 2016)
‘sociology of space’. Briefly, the latter is a sociological approach which highlights the socially
produced and socially meaningful aspects of physical environments. ‘Space’ in this sense is
more than the physical environment that is sensorily perceived: it emerges from how specific
arrangements of living beings and social things are produced and interpreted by humans as
members of social groups. Socio-spatial theorists such as Low offer frameworks for the
structured analysis of space (further discussed in Chapter 3), and the present thesis develops

its own suggestion for such a framework in Parts 3 and 4.

The present chapter therefore considers how ‘environment’ is conceptualised in environmental
prevention and to what extent this reflects socio-spatial theory (especially sociological notions
of space as per Low). To this end, section 2.2 outlines main theories that currently appear to
inform environmental prevention. The subsequent analysis will show that socio-spatial theory
is so far underutilised, which opens up an opportunity for the present thesis to explore the

potential value of applying a ‘sociology of space’ approach to environmental prevention.

From this emerges a discussion of potential areas in current environmental prevention which

could be developed further using socio-spatial theory. Three areas are identified:

e A ‘sociology of space’ perspective suggests that current conceptualisations of ‘environment’

may not reveal potentially useful intervention points and mechanisms (section 2.4.1).

e A'critical sociology’ perspective highlights the focus on restrictive and coercive intervention
strategies as an issue worthy of attention: are these supported by the theories currently
underpinning environmental prevention and could socio-spatial theory help to identify

alternative approaches? (section 2.4.2)
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¢ A‘quality in prevention’ perspective invites us to consider if current theoretical foundations
may in some way limit the effectiveness of environmental prevention as well as the ability

to identify undesirable effects (section 2.4.3).

Consequently, this chapter argues that, as intervention strategies and outcomes emerge from
theoretical foundations, use of a different theoretical approach may produce other strategies
or outcomes. Thus, the goal here is not to assess prevention as such (for examples of such
critique, see section 1.2.1) but to reflect on how the underpinning theories shape environmental
prevention and what contributions socio-spatial theory could make to this field®. Possible
implications for future research will be formulated, and the present research offers an example

for how most of these implications can be put into practice.

A note on using the EMCDDA report as a reference point for discussion®

The argument is developed specifically in relation to the EMCDDA’s seminal report on the topic
(Oncioiu et al., 2018) and related publications. The report was chosen as a recent exemplary
publication devoted to the topic, published by a leading agency with the aim of informing policy

and practice.

It is important to highlight that the EMCDDA report served a specific purpose (e.g., as a basic
introduction to environmental prevention for non-academic audiences, to make the concept
more broadly known and outline some of the underlying concepts); this scope limited the extent
of detail that could be included. Environmental prevention is a developing field, and the present
chapter will note some recent developments that occurred after the publication of the EMCDDA
report in 2018. It is clear, however, that the EMCDDA report could not incorporate these.
Furthermore, the present chapter reflects the study author's own reading of the report.
Subsequent exchanges with one of the report authors (G. Burkhart) highlighted other possible
or intended readings (e.g., greater emphasis on long-term effects via norms, no exclusive focus
on automatic processes, no assumption of universality of cues, list of example interventions
not intended to be exhaustive or representative but based on practical considerations for data
collection). The present chapter hence discusses one possible reading of the report and the

potential challenges and opportunities that arise in that case.

84 Due to the practice orientation of the present thesis (see section 1.2.1), this chapter operates within the logic of
environmental prevention. Therefore, certain tenets of environmental prevention are accepted as given (e.g., that
environmental aspects are targeted through intervention in order to reduce substance use).

85 Thanks to Gregor Burkhart for kindly offering further insights into the aims and scope of the EMCDDA report.

51



Finally, given the emerging nature of this field, the authors of the EMCDDA report could not
draw on an established body of literature. The report was therefore also meant to stimulate
further work in this area, and the review in this chapter follows this invitation. The present aim
is hence not to question the value of the EMCDDA report but to highlight possible areas for
future consideration and indicate how a ‘sociology of space’ perspective — and consequently

the present thesis — could support further developments in environmental prevention.

2.2. Main theories informing environmental prevention

This section identifies main theories informing environmental prevention, as evident in the
EMCDDA’s publications on the topic (in particular Oncioiu et al., 2018) and other publications
by the same authors (e.g., Burkhart, 2011; Foxcroft, 2014a).

In prevention research and practice, ‘theory’ can be understood to refer to “a set of interrelated
concepts that are used to describe, explain and predict how various aspects of human
behaviour are related to each other” (EMCDDA, 2019: 44). For the present thesis, ‘theory’ also
included models about how interventions might affect behaviours. The identified theories and
approaches could be grouped into six categories, labelled ‘choice architecture’, ‘dual-process
theories’, ‘COM-B’, ‘affordances’, ‘crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED)’

and ‘broken windows’6.

It is important to note that the reviewed publications did not provide a structured overview of
underpinning theories, and so this overview was developed specifically for this thesis, based
on concepts mentioned in the reviewed documents; it may therefore not be exhaustive. The
following pages briefly introduce the theories in order of prominence in the reviewed literature.
Table 1 below shows key features of each theory. The issues highlighted in the last row of

Table 1 are then explored in a separate discussion from section 2.3 onwards.

86 Examples of “important prevention theories” given in a general EMCDDA handbook on prevention (2019: 45)
include Ajzen’s (1991) ‘Theory of Planned Behavior’, Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ‘Ecology of Human Development’ as
well as Biglan and Hinds’ (2009) ‘Nurturing Environments’. Although the latter two have a socio-spatial dimension,
they do not feature strongly in the publications on environmental prevention. The likely reasons for this are that,
although Bronfenbrenner identifies various contexts that influence a child’s development, his focus is on social
relationships (e.g., between parents and children) rather than the regulatory, economic or physical environment.
Bronfenbrenner is thus referred to in Burkhart's (2011) publication, which used a broader notion of environmental
prevention, but is not mentioned in the EMCDDA'’s later publication (Oncioiu et al., 2018). Biglan and colleagues’
theory of nurturing environments refers to the economic (e.g., reducing poverty) and physical environment (e.g.,
providing high-quality public spaces); however, this theory rather represents the ‘health promotion’ stream of
environmental prevention (see also footnote 76 in section 2.1.2).
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Table 1: Main theories informing environmental prevention of substance use

Key feature

Related concepts
(e.g.)

Example authors/
publications (e.g.,)

Disciplines (e.g.,)

Purposes (e.g.,)

Conceptualisation
of environment as
an array of ...

Relevance to
environmental
prevention of
substance use®

Specific to env.
prevention?

Potential issues in
relation to
environmental
prevention (e.g.,)

Choice architecture

Nudging

Thaler and Sunstein,
2008; Hollands et al.,
2017

Behavioural economics,
psychology

To show how behaviour
change can be achieved
with minimal
restrictions and
minimum effort by
target populations,
through altering choice
presentation

Potential behavioural
choices

Key concept

No

Relative disregard for
thought processes, only
recent interest in
exploring mechanisms

Dual-process theories

Type 1/2; ‘automatic’ vs.
‘reflective’ system

Kahneman, 2011; Evans
and Stanovich, 2013

Behavioural economics,
cognitive psychology/
neuroscience

To explain deviations
from rational choice
model (including
intention-behaviour
gap) by distinguishing
two types of mental
processes

Tasks to be
accomplished

Basis for ‘choice
architecture’ and ‘COM-
Bl

No

Promotes thinking in
dualisms, presumed
mutual exclusivity of the
two processes

COM-B

Behaviour change wheel

Michie et al., 2011

Psychology

To identify key
conditions for
behaviour, illustrate
breadth of possible
interventions and
support selection of
appropriate behaviour
change strategy

Opportunities that
prompt, enable or
constrain behaviour

Situating environmental
interventions within
portfolio of behaviour
change interventions

No

Potentially narrow view
of environmental
interventions, may
support restrictions

Note. Contents of this table are based on interpretation of theories by the author of this thesis.
2 In publications by EMCDDA and related authors (e.g., Burkhart, 2011, 2014; Foxcroft, 2014a; Oncioiu et al., 2018).
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Affordances

Functional meaning

Gibson, 1966, 1979; Hill,
2014

Ecological psychology

To offer an account of
environment,
perception and action
that does not rely on
cognition as a mediator

Action opportunities
emerging from person
and environment

Mentioned as
something that can be
modified by intervention

No

May not fully explain
complex behaviours,
‘meaning’ reduced to
(physical) function

CPTED

Situational crime
prevention

Jeffery, 1971; Cozens
and Love, 2015

Environmental
criminology, urban
design, architecture

To offer a set of
practical strategies to
reduce crime through
improvements in the
(built) environment (1%
generation CPTED) or
community (2"
generation CPTED)

Opportunities (or not)
for crime

In relation to
surveillance measures

Yes, in relation to crime
prevention

Limited applicability to
substance use as such
(“‘crime’ focus), focus on
surveillance

Broken windows

Order-maintenance

Wilson and Kelling,
1982; Wagers et al.,
2017

Criminology, social
psychology

To explain how minor
evidence of neglect
(e.g., a broken window)
can result in gradual
neighbourhood decline
and to highlight a
potential role for police

Environmental cues
indicating & reinforcing
prevailing norms

Highlighting links
between environmental
cues and norms

Yes, in relation to crime
prevention

Potentially overstates
link between
environment and
serious crime



2.2.1. Choice architecture

‘Choice architecture’ interventions are a key element of environmental prevention (Oncioiu et
al., 2018: 12). The concepts ‘choice architecture’ and ‘nudging’ were developed by Thaler and
Sunstein (2008; also Thaler et al., 2012). In this perspective, the environment appears as an
array of potential behavioural choices. People can be ‘nudged’ into making certain choices
based on how choices are presented (those who decide on the presentation are called ‘choice
architects’). Thaler and Sunstein’s work is attractive to intervention designers because it
suggests specific strategies, such as ensuring that the default option represents the behaviour
desired by the choice architect. An important aspect of nudging as conceptualised by Thaler
and Sunstein, however, is that people are free to choose another option than the one
suggested by the choice architect (a position they describe as ‘libertarian paternalism’). Thus,
nudges would not include interventions that force or forbid certain options (e.g., restrictions on
availability, economic (dis)incentives large enough to constrain choice) (also Minscher et al.,
2016: 511). However, in practice, such interventions are also typically considered in order to
map out the entire spectrum available to a choice architect. In this vein, Hollands and
colleagues (e.g., 2013; 2017; Pechey et al., 2020) have applied and developed the approach®’
further in relation to the use of food, alcohol and tobacco products, and their work has been
highly influential for environmental prevention®. Their focus is on physical aspects, specifically
the availability and positioning of products, related objects or objects in the wider environment,
their functionality, presentation, size, and information about the products or their use (Hollands
et al.,, 2017: 3). Research regarding the mechanisms underpinning ‘choice architecture’
interventions is still in its infancy (Hollands et al., 2017; Lindenberg and Papies, 2019; Pechey
et al., 2020). Section 2.4 below will argue that this is because explanations commonly refer to

automatic processes (e.g., Marteau et al., 2012) — a concept from dual-process theories.

2.2.2. Dual-process theories

Dual-process theories (also known as e.g., dual-system models) describe a group of theories
positing the existence of two types of mental processing. It is common to contrast the types

using lists of opposing characteristics. To give examples, the processes known as ‘Type 1’ or

87 Due to controversies associated with ‘choice architecture’ and ‘nudging’, as well as inconsistent usage of the
terms, the authors have on occasion distanced themselves from these concepts (e.g., Hollands et al., 2017: 3). A
more recent publication, however, situated itself again in the ‘choice architecture’ tradition (Pechey et al., 2020).

88 For example, Oncioiu et al. (2018: 56) refer to Hollands et al. (2013) as one the key publications used to identify
environmental prevention interventions for illicit drugs, alcohol and tobacco.
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‘automatic’ are typically characterised as intuitive, impulsive, fast, nonconscious, and
associative, whereas the processes known as ‘Type 2’ or ‘reflective’ are characterised as
reasoned, slow, conscious, controlled and rule-based (e.g., Keren and Schul, 2009: 533;
Evans and Stanovich, 2013: 225, 227; Melnikoff and Bargh, 2018a: 669). The environment is
not a key focus in these theories and seems to be conceptualised as a series of tasks to be
accomplished. Nevertheless, dual-process theories are important in the present context
because they have greatly influenced the environmental prevention literature. They can help
explain why intentions do not translate into behaviours. Moreover, environmental interventions

are typically explained to work via “the automatic system”®.

However, this is not the full story. Although dual-process theories have become associated
with Kahneman'’s (2011) book, ‘Thinking, Fast and Slow’, there is a multiplicity of dual-process
theories®™. This is important because of the common misperception that there is just one dual-
process theory (Evans and Stanovich, 2013: 226). Instead, the theories differ with regard to
which aspect(s) are key to distinguishing the two processes. Also, different theories may use
the same terms in different ways, and concepts can take on different meanings once they are
applied outside the original context. ‘Automatic’ illustrates this point well, as it can refer to a
process that is, for example, fast, routinised, nonconscious, involuntary, uncontrollable or
unmediated®'. Also, while dual-process literature merely suggests that ‘automatic’ processes
do not require conscious awareness (e.g., Evans and Stanovich, 2013: 236; Melnikoff and
Bargh, 2018b: 281), this can be interpreted to mean that they are necessarily nonconscious

(and cannot be made conscious). Finally, the theories have been revised over time.

All this has caused considerable confusion and debate, including doubts regarding the
accuracy and usefulness of dual-process theories (e.g., Keren and Schul, 2009; Melnikoff and
Bargh, 2018b; Grayot, 2020). It has also produced discrepancies between how the theories
have been intended and how they have been understood (Evans and Stanovich, 2013: 227;
Pennycook et al., 2018) and contradictions in how they have been presented (Melnikoff and
Bargh, 2018a). To give an example, the common “received view” (Evans and Stanovich, 2013:

227) is that there are two completely distinct types of processes (or mutually exclusive

89 For example, Oncioiu et al. (2018: 13) state that environmental prevention “differs from traditional behavioural
prevention approaches as it targets the automatic system of behaviour (one that does not require deliberate
cognition)”. Elsewhere, “behavioural insights” (i.e., the use of dual-process theories in policy-making) are identified
as “the foundation of environmental prevention” (EMCDDA, 2019: 117).

9 Relevant ideas can be traced “as far back as Aristotle” (Keren and Schul, 2009: 533), with the contemporary
versions being developed from the 1970s onwards by numerous authors in different fields (briefly reviewed by
Evans and Stanovich, 2013; Melnikoff and Bargh, 2018b: 281). Specific versions relating to health and addictive
behaviours have also been proposed (briefly reviewed in Wiers et al., 2018).

91 These are important distinctions because, for example, a process that starts involuntarily may still be mediated
by a series of steps and be amenable to control (therefore Papies can speak of ‘automatic’ behaviours but still
suggest mindfulness training as a possible intervention; see e.g., Papies et al., 2020).
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systems) which are each characterised by the features shown earlier (“the ‘list-of-features’
view” of dual-process theory, Pennycook et al., 2018: 667). This has sometimes been
understood to imply that behaviours belong to either one system or the other®?, and that a
behaviour is thus characterised by all of the typical features of the system it belongs to (e.g.,
a behaviour belonging to the ‘automatic’ system would be nonconscious, fast, etc.)®. Related
to this is a thinking in extremes, whereby a process is regarded as, for example, fully conscious
or nonconscious, intentional or unintentional®*. However, Melnikoff and Bargh (2018b) argue
that processes can be both (e.g., intentional and unintentional) and belong to both types of
‘systems’ (e.g., intentional yet nonconscious). Responding to similar criticisms in the past,
Evans and Stanovich (2013) clarify that in their theory, there are only two defining features®,
with the remaining features merely representing “typical correlates” rather than “necessary and
defining features” (ibid.: 227). Thus, key authors have distanced themselves from the ‘list-of-
features’ or ‘systems’ view and clarified that this does not represent current dual-process
theorising (e.g., Pennycook et al., 2018). Melnikoff and Bargh (2018a: 669) suggest that “the

dual-process typology should be abandoned” due to its fundamental flaws.

2.2.3. COM-B

The ‘COM-B’ model and the related behaviour change wheel (BCW) were developed by Michie
et al. (2011) to illustrate the spectrum of available behaviour change approaches and thereby
support the selection of approaches. The model identifies three key conditions for ‘Behaviour’:
‘Capability’, ‘Opportunity’, and ‘Motivation’ (hence ‘COM-B’); divided further into six
components: psychological and physical capability; social and physical opportunity; and
reflective and automatic motivation (Michie et al., 2011: 4). The environment appears as an
array of opportunities that prompt, enable or constrain behaviour®®. Michie et al. (2011: 8) also
offer an overview of how the six COM-B components relate to specific intervention approaches

and how these may be supported by policy.

92 |n fact, while some authors refer to ‘systems’ rather than ‘types’, Evans and Stanovich (2013: 225) caution that
this “suggests (falsely) that the two types of processes are located in just two specific cognitive or neurological
systems”.

93 Discussed in the literature as features being wrongly understood to represent “clusters” or to be “aligned” (e.g.,
Evans and Stanovich, 2013; Melnikoff and Bargh, 2018b).

9 Discussed in the literature as features being “discrete” versus representing a “continuum” (e.g., Evans and
Stanovich, 2013; Grayot, 2020).

9 The most important feature is that Type 1 processes do not require working memory, but Type 2 processes do
(Evans and Stanovich, 2013: 225).

96 “Opportunity is defined as all the factors that lie outside the individual that make the behaviour possible or prompt
it’ (Michie et al., 2011: 4, emphasis added).
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The relevance to environmental prevention is apparent, given the inclusion of social and
physical opportunity as COM-B components®, as well as of “environmental restructuring” as
an intervention approach and of “Environmental/social planning” as a policy option (Michie et
al., 2011: 7). The relevance of the COM-B model for environmental prevention has been
pointed out by Burkhart (2014). In his view, the COM-B model can help identify (and reach
agreement on) those intervention approaches that represent environmental prevention.
Burkhart’'s discussion highlights that ‘environmental restructuring’ is not the only relevant
approach; rather, he links environmental prevention to Michie et al.’s (2011) categories of
environmental restructuring, coercion, restrictions, and “maybe” enablement (Burkhart, 2014:
826, 827). An inspection of the COM-B model for the present thesis suggested that further
intervention approaches could be conceptualised as ‘environmental’ interventions if they were

integrated in the actual behavioural context (i.e., “situated” as per Papies, 2017).

2.2.4. Affordances

In the ‘affordance’ perspective, the environment is conceptualised as an “array of affordances,
or action opportunities” (Hill, 2014: ii, emphasis added). Although ‘affordances’ play a less
explicit role in the environmental prevention literature, the EMCDDA’s key publication on the
topic mentions them as a potential intervention target. They are defined as “a property of an
object or an aspect of the environment, which can be inferred from visual or other perceptual
signals” , exemplified as “light, noise, density of crowd, dirt” (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 30). Hill and
colleagues (2014, 2018a, 2018b) have applied affordance theory to alcohol prevention. In
contrast to the EMCDDA'’s definition, Hill (2014: 54) sees ‘affordances’ as “inherently relational
action potentials which are directly perceived by individuals as they navigate their world”
(emphases added). In Hil’'s examples, affordances refer to something being “grasp-able”,

” o« ” ” W

“access-able”, “consume-able”, “communicate-with-able”, “listen-to-able” and so on (Hill et al.,
2018a: 459; 2018b: 749). The discrepancies between the definitions and examples offered by

Hill and the EMCDDA report illustrate ‘affordance’ theory as well as some of its issues.

The original concept was developed by Gibson (1966, 1979) as an alternative theory of visual
perception®. Gibson developed the notion that people perceive the environment: i) with their
entire body (not just their eyes) and ii) directly (without the need for external information to be

interpreted by the brain); and that iii) perception is not limited to ‘seeing’ what there is but also

97 However, the “social” environment refers to the “cultural milieu that dictates the way that we think about things
(e.g., the words and concepts that make up our language)”’ (Michie et al., 2011: 4, original emphasis): hence it is
broader than, for example, the people present in a specific situation. Physical environment is not defined in detail
9 The description of Gibson’s work in this section is based on contemporary interpretations (e.g., Bruce et al., 2003;
Withagen et al., 2012; Hill, 2014; Costall and Morris, 2015; Costall, 2017).
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what actions it ‘affords’ (see Hill's examples above). In other words, for Gibson, perception
includes the ability to instantaneously understand how objects in the environment can be used.
Such “functional meaning”®® (Hill, 2014: 46, with reference to Heft, 2003) depends on what a
person is physically capable of. As in Hill's definition above, affordances are therefore not
located solely in the environment, but emerge from the relationship between person and
environment. It is doubtful to what extent ‘affordance’ theory can be used to explain complex
(e.g., cultural) meaning and behaviours (Bruce et al., 2003: 410—-412) or how people choose
from available affordances in a given situation (Withagen et al., 2012: 252): understandable
limitations given the theory’s origin in visual perception. Still, affordance theory offers an
interesting perspective to environmental prevention, as it indicates how a person can — through
their body — make direct sense and use of their environment. It thereby complements

approaches based on dual-process theories with a greater emphasis on bodily aspects.

Like the dual-process theories covered earlier, Gibson’s ‘affordances’ are characterised by
ambivalence'®. Costall (2017: 221, 225; see also Costall and Morris, 2015) describes how
Gibson is “widely misrepresented as an extreme stimulus—response theorist”’, even though
Gibson explicitly distanced himself from stimulus-response thinking (also Withagen et al.,
2012: 250). Thus, the simplified portrayal of ‘affordances’ by Oncioiu et al. (2018) as located
in the environment (rather than in the relation between environment and person), thereby
implying a person who responds to ‘external’ affordances (rather than one actively seeking out
and co-constituting affordances), is not unique. However, such an interpretation supports an

understanding of affordances as something to be targeted by intervention".

2.2.5. Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED)

The final approaches come from crime prevention. Foxcroft (2014a: 820) includes “situational
crime prevention” as an exemplary approach in defining environmental prevention and lists
“Improved street lighting” and “CCTV [video surveillance] in town centres” as examples of

environmental prevention (ibid.: 821). It is also likely the basis for the inclusion of “Good lighting

9 |n affordance theory, ‘meaning’ refers to what one can do with an object (hence ‘functional meaning’) rather than
the social, symbolic or other more interpretative forms of meaning typically referred to in sociological literature.

100 Hill (2014: 48) also considers that Gibson’s theory never entered mainstream psychology, possibly “due to issues
with defining the affordance construct, incorporating the social nature of behaviour into the theory, or due to
Gibson’s often challenging and opaque writing style”.

101 Withagen et al. (2012: 253) argue that “in Gibson’s terms, to improve an affordance is to make the environment
more compatible with the action capabilities of the human body, not to make it [certain aspects of the environment]
more prominent”. From this perspective, manipulating environments to prevent substance use would not be
unequivocally supported by affordance theory.
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in public spaces”, “CCTV”, “Police presence” and similar examples in the EMCDDA’s key

publication on environmental prevention (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 20).

‘Situational crime prevention’ can refer to different approaches. Increased lighting and video
surveillance are classic examples of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED), which can be seen as “one of the earliest formal models of situational/environmental
crime prevention” (Wortley and Tilley, 2014: 5172)'%2, Contemporary CPTED is defined
through a series of components’®; however, as Armitage and Monchuk (2019: 313) point out,
the composition of these varies by author. A common component is ‘surveillance’, and CPTED
is sometimes reduced to this aspect (as in the examples above). The environment thus
appears to be conceptualised in terms of whether it offers opportunities for crime or not. Herein
lies an important difference to the theories discussed earlier: CPTED (implicitly) presumes
there is a ‘rational choice’ individual with an intention to offend, looking for a ‘weak’ target

(further discussed in section 2.3).

The reviewed publications (EMCDDA, 2017: 138; Oncioiu et al., 2018: 19) also listed
environmental interventions in nightlife settings (e.g., server training, use of plastic cups,
measures to reduce crowding) which have a history in violence prevention and the prevention
of alcohol-related problems (e.g., Graham and Homel, 1997, 2008). These do not reflect the
CPTED approach as such, but are rather related to another situational crime prevention

approach developed by Cornish and Clarke (see Box 3, p. 64).

2.2.6. Broken windows

The last theory to be addressed is ‘broken windows’, which is referenced in Burkhart (2014:
826-827) and also informs the link between norms and environmental cues in environmental

prevention'®. Briefly, the ‘broken windows’ argument is typically portrayed to state that

102 The term dates back to Jeffery (1971) but is also closely associated with Newman'’s (1973) architectural concept
of ‘defensible space’ as well as earlier works by urban activists (e.g., Jacobs, 1961) which are labelled as
‘environmental design theory’ in a recent review by Wilcox and Cullen (2018). Thus, this approach took an ‘urban
design’ perspective from the start. Since then, CPTED has been developed further by several authors, incorporating
also insights from ‘broken windows’ (discussed next) and Cornish and Clarke’s ‘situational crime prevention’
(described in section 2.3) (see also Cozens and Love, 2015: 395).

103 For example, Cozens and Love (2015) list the following seven components for “first-generation” CPTED:
“territorial reinforcement, surveillance, image, access control, legitimate activity support, and target hardening”, as
well as “geographical juxtaposition (surrounding environment)” (ibid.: 396). It is worth noting that although the initial
focus on the built environment has since been extended with a consideration for ‘community’ aspects (e.g., social
cohesion, collective efficacy; known as “second-generation” CPTED; see Cozens and Love, 2015), CPTED is often
reduced to the physical aspects (i.e., “first-generation” CPTED).

104 For example, Burkhart (2014: 826—-827) writes: “If we do not discard litter on clean streets (descriptive norms)
or because we saw somebody else putting our dropped litter in a bin (injunctive norms), it is [... bJecause of these
normative mechanisms, as in the broken window theory (Kelling and Wilson 1982)” (emphasis added).
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‘evidence’'® of physical and social disorder (e.g., broken windows, graffiti, litter, alcohol use in
public, sex workers) provides, in modern terms, “visual cues” (Wagers et al., 2017: 335; Welsh
et al., 2018: 148) that deviant behaviour is acceptable and social control is weak, which in turn
promotes crime. The environment thus appears as an array of environmental cues indicating
and reinforcing prevailing norms. The argument dates back to Wilson and Kelling (1982) who
wrote, for example, that “Untended property becomes fair game for people out for fun or
plunder and even for people who ordinarily would not dream of doing such things and who
probably consider themselves law-abiding” (emphasis added). The authors also suggested a

role for the police in preventing such negative outcomes'®.

Although the theory has been popular with policy-makers, researchers have criticised it, for
example, for not considering other factors as causes of both disorder and crime, or
neighbourhood context as moderator of effect, or because crime caused directly by disorder is
likely to be limited to minor offences (Sousa and Kelling, 2014: 3355-3356; Neubacher, 2017:
96—-98; Welsh et al., 2018: 149). Recent publications (e.g., Sousa and Kelling, 2014; Wagers
et al., 2017) emphasise that ‘broken windows’ never claimed a direct relationship between
environment and crime and that the original argument was misunderstood. Rather than
causing crime directly, it is hypothesised that disorderly areas are attractive to “would-be

offenders” and “criminal invasion” (Wagers et al., 2017: 339f., 345)'".

Two conclusions can be drawn regarding ‘broken windows’ and related research. Firstly,
environmental disorder may produce minor offences with limited geographical scope'®®, while
the relationship between environmental disorder and serious crime is more complex and
evolves over a longer time period (Neubacher, 2017: 96-98). Secondly, Wilson and Kelling’s

work focussed on preventing gradual neighbourhood decline, and ‘broken windows’ does not

105 As graffiti, alcohol use in public, sex work et cetera are not necessarily evidence of social disorder, the term is
put here in inverted commas.

106 As a result, the theory has caused considerable debate because it was used to justify ‘zero tolerance’ policing
in New York in the 1990s (including harsh punishments for minor offences) (e.g., Neubacher, 2017: 95; but see
Sousa and Kelling, 2014: 3356, for a contrasting view). Recent publications emphasise that, in stark contrast with
‘zero tolerance’ policing, ‘broken windows’ policing (also known as ‘order maintenance’ policing) was intended to
mean that police officers build relationships with the community, support the community with exerting informal
control, and use discretion in handling offences, based on local norms (e.g., Wagers et al., 2017: 340-345).

107 Also Sousa and Kelling (2014: 3355) clarify: “the ‘broken windows’ hypothesis as stated by Wilson and Kelling
does not propose a direct connection between disorder and serious crime — the hypothesized connection is indirect,
mediated by increases in citizen fear and breakdowns in informal social control mechanisms”.

108 Neubacher (2017: 97) highlights that offences which result directly from disorder do not spread geographically.
This means that a person seeing litter on a street may be more likely to throw their litter on the same street, but
evidence does not suggest that they would then also throw litter on a different, clean street.
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detail a mechanism to explain direct effects of immediate environment on crime'®. The latter

has been addressed by other crime prevention theories, mentioned in the next section.

2.3. General appraisal of the identified theories'!® !

The previous section described theoretical approaches used in the environmental prevention
literature (e.g., Oncioiu et al., 2018) to conceptualise the relationship between environment
and substance use. All the reviewed theories can advance the prevention field by highlighting
the influence of situational factors on behaviour vis-a-vis the intentions, dispositions and other
‘personal’ aspects that a person may ‘bring’ to a situation. However, as Table 1 (p. 53) shows,
the disciplinary background of the theories lies primarily in psychology, behavioural economics,
and criminology. This is noteworthy, given the substantial work that has been done on person-
environment relationships in disciplines such as sociology and human geography, including in

relation to substance use (reviewed in Chapters 3 and 4).

The discussion in section 2.2 also showed that the identified theories can be interpreted in
multiple and contradictory ways. The environmental prevention literature reviewed here
generally referred to the theories as they are commonly understood: what Evans and Stanovich
(2013: 224) call the “received version” of a theory''?. Section 2.2 highlighted that such
‘received’ versions often stand in contrast with the original authors’ intentions or refer to earlier

versions of the theory''®. The brief review of dual-process theories, for example, suggested

109 The closest explanation offered by Wilson and Kelling (1982) is this: “Window-breaking does not necessarily
occur on a large scale because some areas are inhabited by determined window-breakers whereas others are
populated by window-lovers; rather, one unrepaired broken window is a signal that no one cares, and so breaking
more windows costs nothing. (It has always been fun.)” (emphasis added).

110 Although the identified theories differ on important aspects, the remainder of this chapter generally refers to them
as a group of related theories. This approach results from the required brevity in the present thesis, but it also
reflects how the theories were used in the reviewed publications and elsewhere (e.g., Bouhana, 2013).

"1 To assess the use of theory in the reviewed publications on environmental prevention, Michie and Prestwich’s
(2010) ‘Theory Coding Scheme’ was used as a guide. Michie and Prestwich (2010: 6) offer the following questions:
1. “Is Theory Mentioned?”; 2. “Are the Relevant Theoretical Constructs Targeted?”; 3. “Is Theory Used To Select
Recipients or Tailor Interventions?”; 4. “Are the Relevant Theoretical Constructs Measured?”; 5. “Is Theory
Tested?”; and 6. “Is Theory Refined?”. This review considered two additional questions not included by Michie and
Prestwich, namely “How is theory interpreted?” and “Is the most appropriate theory used?”. The results from this
exercise informed this chapter but it was beyond the present scope to document the results in detail.

12 This made understanding and reviewing the theoretical basis of environmental prevention (as attempted here)
more difficult because of the different levels involved (e.g., an issue might apply to the ‘received version’ but not to
the original theory).

113 To reiterate, contemporary choice architecture does not necessarily incorporate the ‘liberal paternalism’ aspect
highlighted by the original authors; dual-process theories are typically interpreted to suggest that there are two
distinct, mutually exclusive types of mental processes, but authors developing such theories have sought to clarify
that this is a misunderstanding; it is not clear which of the intervention types in the COM-B model should count
toward environmental prevention; Gibson'’s ‘affordances’ are typically framed within a stimulus-response (S-R) logic,
but Gibson distanced himself from S-R thinking; CPTED is often reduced to ‘surveillance’; and ‘broken windows’ is
typically interpreted to claim direct effects of environmental disorder on crime, while the authors have sought to
clarify that it rather refers to indirect effects that develop over time (see section 2.2).
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that references to an ‘automatic system’ should be viewed cautiously as not reflecting current
theory. Also, the ‘received’ versions of the theories were more compatible with each other (cf.
their ‘intended’ versions)''*. Overall, the ‘received’ theories supported a focus on the physical
environment, a strong influence of immediate environment on behaviour, and prominence of
automatic processes. This tied in with the notion of environmental prevention as using ‘prompts

and cues’ to target the ‘automatic system’, as described earlier.

Generally, the identified theories appeared to be situated in (or interpreted in) a behaviourist
paradigm, reflecting a tradition of behaviourism in psychology and in substance use research.
Bell (2017: 33-37) retraces how behaviourism — as a focus on what can be directly observed
— emerged at the beginning of the 20" century to establish psychology as a natural science
and to distance it from the more speculative psychoanalytic approaches. Although
behaviourism became less popular from the 1950s onwards, it still informs much psychological
research. Of interest to the present argument, Bell (2017: 35f.) specifically discusses ‘nudging’
(i.e., choice architecture) as a “return to the old behaviourist model” and as “re-importing
classic behaviourist principles”, such as stimulus-response thinking. Bell (2017: 35f.) further
highlights how dual-process theories are used to reconcile apparent discrepancies between
behaviourist and the more recent, cognitive approaches in psychology: while the latter are
seen as appropriate for studying the “reflective, goal oriented system” (Bell, 2017: 36, citing
Marteau et al., 2011: 263), a behaviourist approach appears to be appropriate for addressing
the “automatic, affective system” of human behaviour, given that this is characterised by “little
or no cognitive engagement” (Bell, 2017: 36, citing Marteau et al., 2011: 263). It can hence be
argued that the focus on automatic processes in environmental prevention both guides and

emerges from a behaviourist interpretation of the theories outlined in section 2.2,

As a consequence, processes such a remembering, imagining and meaning-making, which
are crucial to a ‘sociology of space’ perspective (to be described in Chapter 3), can be assigned

a relatively minor role in current discussions of environmental prevention. Instead, the person

114 This may be explained via the concept of “assimilation of dissidence” (Costall and Morris, 2015). Discrepancies
between ‘intended’ and ‘received’ versions can be coincidental (e.g., if authors contradict themselves or leave too
much open to interpretation), but they can also result from “assimilation of dissidence” by the scientific community:
Costall and Morris (2015) argue that new theory is often interpreted to support what is already known, while aspects
contradicting current knowledge are disregarded. The authors thus explain how Gibson’s affordance theory came
to be understood as representing a ‘stimulus-response’ (S-R) model, whereby exposure to a stimulus automatically
elicits a particular response, although Gibson explicitly distanced himself from S-R thinking (also Costall, 2017).
"5 Other theories currently underpinning environmental prevention have also been linked to behaviourism; for
situational crime prevention: e.g., Tilley and Sidebottom, 2014: 4867; for Gibson’s affordances: e.g., Bruce et al.,
2003: 310 — though Bruce et al. (2003: 310) also note differences: “It would be [..] legitimate to compare Gibson to
the behaviourists, who looked at stimuli and responses but did not care to speculate on intervening stages of
processing. On the other hand, the behaviourists saw animals as prodded into action by discrete stimuli or
sensations—while for Gibson, perception and action are intimately interlinked”.
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may appear as a “Pavlovian automaton at the whim of environmental stimuli” (Bell, 2017:
46)"%. A further implication is that substance use may be understood as primarily a physical
act (cf. a complex and meaningful practice). These are areas where a ‘sociology of space’

perspective may make useful contributions, as later sections in this chapter will show.

A broader question concerns whether the theories in section 2.2 are appropriate for a
prevention context, given that they mostly assume well-established patterns of behaviour''”.
Substance use is not always a habitual activity, and target populations for preventive activity
(especially those without established substance use patterns) do not necessarily engage in
substance use automatically (e.g., without deliberation). Therefore, the focus on automatic
processes as the main route to understanding substance use may not be appropriate for a

prevention sample''8, suggesting a potential need for alternative theories.

Ad(ditional theories of interest

The present literature review identified additional theories from psychology and criminology
which could usefully inform environmental prevention but which were not referenced in the
reviewed publications. They included stronger cognitive elements and are highlighted here as
examples which point toward potential similarities between a ‘sociology of space’ approach

and existing theoretical approaches from psychology and criminology.

Papies’ work on ‘situated conceptualizations’, situated interventions and a ‘grounded-cognition
theory of desire’ (e.g., Papies and Barsalou, 2015; Papies, 2017; Lindenberg and Papies,
2019; Papies et al., 2020) offers an interesting approach that refers to automatic processes,
yet overcomes the dual-process dichotomy''® and considers mental representations as
important mediators and moderators (see Box 2 below and section 2.4.3). Drawing on Papies
et al. (2020), desire could be viewed as a key mental process. In this case, intervention
mechanisms could be distinguished depending on whether they primarily aim to affect the

emergence of desire, or primarily aim to affect if people can act upon their (‘elicited’ or pre-

116 Bell refers to Macnaughton et al. (2012: 459) for the term “Pavlovan automaton”.

"7 The premise of environmental prevention targeting automatic processes rests on the assumption that substance
use is a routinised activity. For example, Marteau et al. (2012: 1493) refers to “highly routine behaviors, including
what and when we eat”. It could therefore be argued that interventions informed by a focus on ‘automatic processes’
would be better understood as environmental ‘treatment’ than ‘prevention’. For example, Marteau et al.’s (2012:
1493) focus on behaviours that are “persistent” and “resistant to change” seems to imply a ‘treatment’ population.
118 While Foxcroft (2014b: 830) speaks of a “risk behavior that is determined by largely automatic, unconscious,
action-oriented predictive processing”, the literature acknowledges that new behaviours draw more heavily on
‘reflective’ processes and only become ‘automatic’ through repetition over time (e.g., Rose et al., 2013; Hollands et
al., 2016: 383).

119 For example, Papies et al. do not strictly distinguish between conscious and nonconscious processes, as evident
from their definition of desire as “the conscious or unconscious state of motivation for a specific stimulus or
experience that is anticipated to be rewarding” (Papies et al., 2020: 193, emphasis added).
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existing) desire (see e.g., Hofmann et al., 2015; Best and Papies, 2017). The reviewed
literature on environmental prevention did not explore these differences, but such distinctions
may open up new avenues for prevention as well as help consider differential effects (e.g., for

inexperienced versus established substance users).

Box 2: Grounded-cognition theory of desire (Papies, Barsalou & Rusz)

The “grounded-cognition theory of desire” (Papies and Barsalou, 2015; Papies, 2017; Papies et al., 2020) suggests
that situational cues produce behaviour by activating situated conceptualisations of previous rewarding
experiences. For example, we might buy a pack of crisps in the supermarket because it reminds us (possibly below
consciousness) of a fun night we had with friends during which we also ate crisps. This memory creates a desire
(which may or may not be consciously experienced) to re-experience such a night, resulting in the purchase of the
crisps. “Situated conceptualizations” (e.g., Papies and Barsalou, 2015: 39—-40) thus refer to embodied, aggregated
memories of similar situations experienced in the past, relating not to one specific environmental aspect but to
complex situations comprising many aspectsi2, Papies and Barsalou (2015: 38) suggest that when we have a
rewarding experience, “all of this situational content is captured and integrated at the time of the original
experience in a comprehensive representation that we refer to as a situated conceptualization” (original
emphasis). Once activated by an external or internal cue, these situated conceptualisations can (via a series of
additional steps) produce desire as in the example above. One of these steps is “pattern completion inferences”
(see Papies and Barsalou, 2015: 40—-41), whereby re-experiencing one aspect of the stored memory can be
sufficient to remember the entire situation. The second step is “embodied simulations” (Papies and Barsalou,
2015: 50), whereby remembering a situation can trigger physiological responses as if we really were in the
remembered situation.

Box 3: Extended ‘rational choice’ perspective in situational crime prevention (Cornish & Clarke)

Although the term is used interchangeably with CPTED, ‘situational crime prevention’ also denotes a specific
approach proposed by Clarke (1980) and later revised by Cornish and Clarke (2003). Here, 25 techniques for
situational crime prevention are presented under five broad mechanisms: “Increase the Effort”, “Increase the
Risks”, “Reduce the Rewards”, “Reduce Provocations”, and “Remove Excuses” (Cornish and Clarke, 2003: 90).
‘Provocations’ were added in 2003 to incorporate Wortley’s (2001) work on situational crime precipitators. In
developing their framework over the years, Clarke and colleagues started with “a simple choice model”, which
soon became “a rational choice one” (Cornish and Clarke, 2017: 31), which was then extended to incorporate — via
the ‘provocations’ — affective and nonconscious processes (e.g., frustrations, stress, emotional arousal, imitation;
see Cornish and Clarke, 2003: 90). Thus, the authors did not abandon the rational choice perspective but modified
it to make it more realistic. Although this has been met with criticism and doubts regarding the adequacy or
necessity of the ‘rational choice’ label (e.g., Bouhana, 2013; Tilley and Sidebottom, 2014: 4872), it also illustrates
how the dichotomy of dual-process theories can be avoided.

Table 1 (p. 53) showed that while most of the theories identified in section 2.2 were geared
toward intervention design, none were specific to environmental substance use prevention.

Theories from environmental crime prevention came closest in this regard.

120 This points to the relationality of environmental aspects, in that a certain aspect (e.g., a bottle of wine) does not
hold meaning on its own but obtains meaning in relation to other aspects (further explored in Chapter 3).
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Environmental crime prevention has a relatively long history (since 1960s) and offers a wealth
of situational theories (see e.g., Wortley and Tilley, 2014; Welsh et al., 2018; Wilcox and Cullen,
2018). In particular, Wortley’s work (e.g., 2017) on situational precipitators, Wikstrom’s (e.g.,
2010) ‘Situational Action Theory’, Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) taxonomies of intervention
techniques'' and offending types, as well as ‘Design against Crime’'?? (e.g., Ekblom, 2017)
could inform the development of interventions, typologies and mechanisms in the field of
environmental substance use prevention'?®. Cornish and Clarke also offer an interesting
perspective on how ‘automatic’ and ‘reflective’ processes can be integrated into a single

framework (see Box 3 above).
Implications arising from general discussion of theories:

» Ensure that the chosen theory is appropriate for the phenomenon of interest (e.g., can
explain substance use as a complex and meaningful practice, can explain non-habitual
substance use, can incorporate mediators and moderators)

» Consider using theories from a greater range of disciplines or paradigms

2.4. Potential areas for further development

The following sections outline example areas within environmental prevention to which a

‘sociology of space’ approach (to be described in Chapter 3) may make a contribution, namely:

o the way the environment and person-environment relationships are conceptualised;
¢ the choice of intervention strategy;
¢ understanding how interventions work with a view to strengthening intended outcomes

and minimising undesirable effects.

121 As noted in section 2.2.5, the reviewed publications listed interventions consistent with Cornish and Clarke’s
approach. The reviewed publications did not, however, link these interventions to a specific theory, and therefore
Cornish and Clarke’s approach is included here rather than in section 2.2.

122 Design against Crime (DAC) differs from CPTED in that it focusses on the design of specific products. As Wortley
and Tilley (2014: 5172) put it, DAC “explores the premise that some products encourage crime and that these
criminogenic features may be designed out at the production stage”. There are strong parallels with the ‘properties’
interventions included in the TIPPME framework (Hollands et al., 2017).

123 These are not recommendations but examples that might inspire further work in the substance use field. For
example, Wortley outlines 16 types of environmental aspects and various mechanisms through which environment
may (co)produce crime. The framework has, however, limitations (e.g., categories not clearly distinguished, unclear
evidence base). More broadly, the ‘crime’ focus of such theories needs to be taken into account.
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2.4.1. Conceptualising the environment

The environment as such

It is important to consider how ‘environment’ is conceptualised in environmental prevention,
given that this is the basis (explicitly or implicitly) for deciding what environmental aspects to
target. In relation to this, it is also useful to consider how specific environmental aspects are

chosen as foci for environmental interventions'?.

In the reviewed literature, the immediate environment was reduced from the outset to specific
aspects, in particular to physical aspects relating to substance use. From a ‘sociology of space’
perspective, we might first consider what aspects define an environment in general (i.e.,
unrelated to substance use), and, in a second step, consider which of these aspects relate to
substance use or abstinence to identify potential targets for preventive action: this is the
approach taken in the present thesis (Chapters 3, 10-13). As the following paragraphs show,
the reviewed literature often appeared to follow a different approach. Conceptualisations of the
environment often lacked detail, and an explicit discussion of general theories, typologies or
categories relating to space or socio-spatial aspects was not common'?®, Where detailed
socio-spatial aspects were developed, this was typically done from the outset in relation to the
interventions or behaviours of interest (e.g., substance use). It was often unclear on what basis
specific socio-spatial aspects had been chosen. Thus, rather than starting with a
conceptualisation of the environment and narrowing this down to substance use related
aspects, it sometimes appeared that the conceptualisation started with substance use (or
existing interventions) to infer possible environmental aspects'?®. There was also a tendency
for the literature to focus on environmental aspects related to substance use, while aspects
related to ‘naturally’ (i.e., not intentionally produced through intervention) occurring situational
abstinence were not separately considered. Finally, conceptualisations of the environment
tended to focus on physical aspects, whereas a ‘sociology of space’ perspective invites us to
also consider symbolic and social meanings of the environment (and of substance use)'?’.

Although the foci on physical aspects or substance use in the existing literature are useful,

124 Such decisions could be based on untested (plausible) hypotheses about what environmental aspects are most
likely to affect substance use or be based on empirical data from correlational research, experimental studies (e.g.,
cue-reactivity paradigm), or qualitative (or mixed-methods) studies. Of these, qualitative approaches (e.g., open-
ended questions) are particularly well placed to systematically identify aspects that people refer to in their construal
of environments (for example designs, see e.g., Best and Papies, 2017: 351).

25 Counter to what might be expected, also the ‘cue’ concept was not usually elaborated further.

26 Hollands et al. (2017: 5) also suggest that the TIPPME intervention types (availability; position; functionality;
presentation; size; and information) may “be informative in attempts to describe physical features of environments”.
127 This critique thus echoes, albeit from a different angle, existing critiques of the ‘health behaviour’ concept (e.g.,
Cohn, 2014; Blue et al., 2016; Bell, 2017).
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they may produce narrow conceptualisations of the environment that limit our perspective on
intervention possibilities. The approach taken in the present thesis should thus complement

existing approaches and may help to identify further intervention points or strategies.

Specifically, the EMCDDA report by Oncioiu et al. (2018: 13—14) did not define ‘environment’
as such. Instead, it suggested that environmental measures could be categorised'?® based on
whether they targeted the regulatory (e.g., laws, rules), economic (e.g., via taxes or subsidies)
or physical environment, thereby going beyond a merely physical conceptualisation of the
environment in principle. However, given that the broader literature often distinguishes physical
and social aspects (see Chapters 3 and 4), it was noteworthy that a ‘social’ environment was
not specifically included. Rather, “social context”, understood as “social interactions”, was
suggested as a moderator and mediator in the relationship between environmental
interventions and outcomes (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 14—15). Physical environment referred to
“properties or the placement of objects, stimuli or any built element within microenvironments
(such as offices and bars) or macroenvironments (such as cityscape and landscape)” (ibid.:
13). While socio-spatial aspects could be inferred from examples in the text, ‘objects, stimuli
or any built element’ were not detailed further into a typology from which intervention strategies

could be systematically developed.

In terms of main theories underpinning environmental prevention, the review in section 2.2
suggested that these conceptualise the environment predominantly as behavioural choices,
tasks or opportunities, or as cues indicating prevailing norms (see Table 1, p. 53). Approaches
within affordance theory and choice architecture offered structured and detailed
conceptualisations of the environment and socio-spatial aspects'?®, but these focussed on

physical aspects, as described below.

For affordances (see section 2.2.4), Hill (2014; Hill et al., 2018a, 2018b) started — similarly to
the present thesis — with a general conceptualisation of the environment and used empirical
research to identify those aspects related to substance use and momentary abstinence.

However, they referred primarily to physical “action opportunities” (Hill et al., 2018b: 747).

For choice architecture (see section 2.2.1), the “typology of interventions in proximal physical
micro-environments” (TIPPME) suggested by Hollands et al. (2017) categorises interventions

based on whether they target the availability, position, functionality, presentation, size or

128 The authors acknowledge, however, that “the same intervention could be described as belonging to different
categories [...] for example, standardised packaging of tobacco products is a regulatory measure but is physical in
nature” (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 14, 31).

129 The principles within CPTED can also be understood as socio-spatial aspects; however, as noted in section
2.2.5, the ‘received’ version (also in the reviewed publications) often reduces CPTED to the ‘surveillance’ aspect.
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information regarding the product of interest, related objects, or the wider environment (ibid.:
3). The authors deliberately chose to focus on physical environments: “As we are concerned
with the consumption of food, alcohol and tobacco products that are themselves objects within
the physical micro-environment, the stated focus of [the] TIPPME [typology] is on the physical
micro-environment” (Hollands et al., 2017: 2, emphasis added)'®. Thus, alcohol and tobacco
were conceptualised from the outset as physical rather than socially or symbolically meaningful
objects. Furthermore, the authors limited ‘environment’ to what is “sensorily perceptible (that
is, able to be seen, heard, smelt, touched or tasted)’ (Hollands et al., 2017: 2). This was
intended to delimit the scope of the TIPPME typology to situations that can be directly
experienced, but also reinforces a focus on isolated physical cues. Less manifest aspects (e.g.,
atmospheres) which emerge from relational arrangements (described in Chapter 3) may thus
be missed more easily. Although the TIPPME typology offers a list of socio-spatial aspects,

the “wider environment” is not conceptualised in detail'3'.
Implications arising from discussion of ‘environment’:

» Consider using a comprehensive conceptualisation of environment as a starting point,
ideally one that offers an empirically grounded typology of environmental aspects

» Do not limit immediate environments to manifest physical aspects (i.e., what can be seen,
heard, smelled, touched, or tasted) — refer to socio-spatial theory and qualitative research
to understand how people may experience environments in ways that are less tangible
(e.g., atmospheres)

» Consider also socio-spatial aspects related to situational abstinence

The environment: causing, inviting or merely supporting actions?

The literature on environmental prevention and the underpinning theories appeared to represent
different assumptions about how the immediate environment may affect people and their actions

(e.g., substance use). These assumptions can be summarised as follows'32:

130 The conceptualisation by Hollands and colleagues draws upon the ‘ANGELO’ framework which distinguishes
four types of environment: “physical (what is available), economic (what are the costs), political (what are the ‘rules’),
and sociocultural (what are the attitudes and beliefs)” (Swinburn et al., 1999: 563).

131 Supplementary Figure | to Hollands et al. (2017) provides a range of examples (e.g., entrances, windows,
furniture, walls, sounds and smells, temperature, lighting), but a structured framework is not provided.

132 To present possible person-environment constellations in a structured way, this overview (developed for the
present thesis) draws upon Withagen et al.’s (2012) article on affordances as opportunities or invitations, as well
as on Cornish and Clarke’'s (2003) “offender types”. Regarding the latter, the three models suggested here
correspond to Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) categories approximately as follows: “direct cause” = “Provoked
offenders”; “invitation” = “Mundane offenders”; “mere opportunity” = “Anti-social predators”.
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As a direct cause — this is evident in statements such as “people may not intend to get
drunk or eat unhealthily, but could still yield to a vast array of stimuli” (Oncioiu et al., 2018:
12, emphasis added). In other words, the environment can be understood to set in motion
an action and exert such a strong influence that a certain outcome will be produced
regardless of other factors (e.g., personal preferences, intentions). Also in terms of
abstinence, a certain environmental aspect (e.g., no alcoholic beverages) may be
considered sufficient to produce (situational) abstinence. (‘received’ version of Choice

architecture; ‘received’ version of Broken windows)'33

As an invitation — the environment can appear to ‘suggest’ a particular course of action
(e.g., a large selection of alcoholic beverages at a party may ‘suggest’ alcohol use).
However, as Withagen et al. (2012: 257) note: “invitations are not causes. An invitation can
always be declined”. The person is thus given greater agency than in the ‘direct cause’
model, but the environment can still ‘prompt’ behaviour, for example if the person has no
strong views against the suggested action or has (from a psychological perspective) poor
impulse-control. (Choice architecture as intended by Thaler/Sunstein;, COM-B; ‘received’
version of Affordances; CPTED)

As a mere opportunity — the environment can support or hinder intended behaviour. In this
case, the person intends to carry out a specific action (e.g., intend to get drunk, intend to
abstain), and the question is to what extent the environment supports the intended action
(e.g., what drinks are available at a party). The difference to the ‘direct cause’ model is that
the immediate environment does not produce the intention, nor does it necessarily
determine the outcome: the person may actively modify the environment to enable the
intended behaviour (e.g., bring their own drinks, go to a different party). (COM-B;
Affordances as intended by Gibson; CPTED)

In this overview, the environment exerts the strongest influence in the deterministic ‘direct

cause’ model and the weakest influence as a ‘mere opportunity’. Conversely, the person has

the greatest agency in the ‘mere opportunity’ model and virtually disappears in the ‘direct

133 The theories discussed in section 2.2 are allocated to the models based on what person-environment relationship
they seemed to utilise the most. Where the review identified discrepant interpretations of the same theory, the
phrases ‘as intended’ and ‘received version’ are used to indicate which interpretation is being referred to. Dual-
process theories and Broken windows ‘as intended’ are not shown because they do not specifically discuss person-
environment relationships in the sense relevant to the present context.
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cause’ model. The same environmental aspect may be allocated to any model, depending on

the person-environment constellation and the theoretical inclination*.

The present review suggests that environmental prevention draws mostly upon the ‘direct
cause’ and (to a lesser extent) the ‘invitation’ model, whereby the influence of the environment
on the person is explained primarily via ‘automatic processes’. As later sections will show, this
can limit our understanding of how environments relate to substance use and thereby
negatively affect intervention planning and outcomes. The present thesis will show that a
‘sociology of space’ approach aligns most closely with the ‘invitation’ model. The ‘invitation’
model may also best support the consideration of a range of mediating processes and
moderating influences in person-environment interactions, and it may be best placed to explain

a broad range of outcomes relating to situational substance use and abstinence.

Focus on ‘automatic processes’ as key mechanism

In explaining how environments can cause or contribute to substance use, the reviewed
literature referred to instinctive or spontaneous reactions to stimuli, habitual'™® or learnt
behaviour, automatic or nonconscious processes (e.g., Foxcroft, 2014b: 830; Oncioiu et al.,
2018: 11-12). Conscious thoughts appeared to play a minor role, for example, limited to

situations in which environments do not meet prior expectations (e.g., Foxcroft, 2014b: 830).

In an article on interventions targeting automatic processes, Marteau et al. (2012: 1493)
distinguish two basic approaches. The first key mechanism relates to the “law of least effort”
(ibid.): people will generally do whatever requires the least effort. Relevant interventions
include those that change default options, the availability and positioning of options, or product
design. The second key mechanism refers to “associations” (ibid.) between environmental
stimuli and responses. This relies on removing or presenting stimuli that evoke certain
associations'®. Thus, the two key mechanisms of environmental prevention relate to: i) what

is (physically) possible; and ii) routinised or conditioned responses to environmental stimuli.

134 Consider the following scenario for illustration: You go to a party with a strong intention to drink alcohol. When
you arrive, you see that there is no alcohol available and nobody has been drinking. If you now, too, stay sober,
then this situational abstinence can be considered to have been directly caused by the immediate environment. If,
however, you leave and come back with alcoholic drinks, then the initial environment merely hindered your
behaviour (but did not determine the final outcome). A researcher inclined toward the ‘direct cause’ model might
consider the latter outcome to be highly unlikely.

135 |n this context, “habit-like behaviour” is commonly understood as “based upon stimulus-response associations,
in which behavior (e.g. substance intake) is triggered by a cue with little or no mediation by the intention to engage
in substance use, or anticipated outcomes of substance use” (Rose et al., 2013: 415, emphasis added); or as Best
and Papies (2017: 337) put it: “isolated cue-response associations”.

136 Marteau et al. (2012: 1493-1494) give the example of coupling a product with existing positive or negative
associations (e.g., displaying fun words or pictures on vegetable packaging).
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Although Marteau and colleagues do not highlight this, the former mechanism is particularly
attractive because it can be assumed to be universally applicable to all humans (whereas

associations are more likely to be shaped by culture and individual experience).

This focus on automatic processes advances the prevention field by highlighting that
environmental aspects can effect action via embodied processes as well as mental processes
below conscious awareness. As such, it can overcome shortcomings of major theories in the
prevention field (e.g., Theory of Planned Behaviour) which do not appropriately account for
situational influences (which may overturn intentions). This perspective could also be seen to
mirror recent developments in social theory which seek to decentre the thinking human subject
and focus instead on bodies and materialities (see section 1.2.2). Moreover, as public health
has been repeatedly criticised for making health the responsibility of individuals rather than
society (see section 1.2.1), the move to considering environmental influences and automatic

processes should be welcomed.

However, in the reviewed literature, the concept of ‘automatic processes’ appeared to be
situated in a rather deterministic and behaviourist stimulus-response paradigm, as described
earlier. People’s thoughts and experiences appeared to be understood exclusively as
conscious deliberations taking place outside of ‘automatic processes’. As a result, the focus
on automatic processes was associated with a relative disregard for what people thought or

experienced. Thoughts occasionally appeared to be discredited, as in the following quote'’:

humans often act automatically and impulsively, while virtually inventing a posteriori the
supposed rationale for their behaviour (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). For example, individuals
who go along with a poor decision because everyone else agrees [...] frequently rationalise
their behaviour post hoc, convincing themselves and others that it was the result of a
conscious decision when, in reality, it was an automatic reaction to environmental cues.
(Oncioiu et al., 2018: 11, emphasis added)

Critics of dual-process thinking (e.g., Melnikoff and Bargh, 2018b) have already argued that
an a priori or forced distinction between ‘automatic’ and ‘reflective’ processes may be
unhelpful, for example because phenomena which do not align neatly within the automatic/
reflective dichotomy may be overlooked or dismissed (e.g., processes that are neither fully
conscious nor fully nonconscious). Despite proposing a dual-process framework, Michie et al.

(2011: 5) nevertheless suggest that, for example, coercion may work via reflective processes

137 Bell (2017: 47) makes a similar observation, writing that “proponents of nudging would suggest that he [one of
Bell’'s study participants who argued that warning labels would not affect his behaviour] is largely unaware of the
impact of packaging on his smoking and his introspections therefore tell us little of value” (emphasis added).
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(“changing conscious evaluations of the options”) or automatic ones (“negative feelings”)'3.
The focus on automatic processes in choice architecture must also be seen against its original
background'®. A ‘sociology of space’ perspective points to thoughts and actions involved in
the construal of spaces which can be automatic and reflective (described in Chapter 3).
Conceptualising the influence of the environment on people and their actions exclusively or
primarily via ‘automatic processes’ as above may thus allow only incomplete insights into
person-environment relationships and may not adequately explain substance use. A related
question concerns whether ‘habits’ should indeed be referred to as an explanation: a more

useful approach may be to view them as something to be explained'*°.

A ‘sociology of space’ perspective suggests to consider a range of mental processes, including
conscious and nonconscious thoughts and bodily sensations, and to study them in detail if we
are to understand how environments shape complex phenomena such as substance use. This
may be especially important for ‘prevention’ populations who have not developed habitual or
conditioned patterns of substance use, as argued earlier. The focus on ‘automatic processes’

as a distinguishing feature of environmental prevention can therefore be questioned.
Implications arising from discussion of ‘automatic processes’:

» Consider a broader range of mental processes and avoid ‘automatic/reflective’ dichotomy
(e.g., do not assume that processes ‘belong’ to one category or the other)
» Use methods that can help elicit thoughts and experiences that study participants might

not be fully aware of

Implied universality of cues and effects

The reviewed literature occasionally appeared to suggest that cues are universal: that the

same socio-spatial aspect produces the same substance use outcomes across persons and

138 Similarly, while the common view is that informational and developmental approaches require cognitive
engagement and complex processing, they can also work via automatic processes (e.g., emotional responses,
nonconscious internalisation of messages, forming new associations). An interesting case in this regard are situated
interventions which employ written information or imagery (e.g., goal priming, ‘no smoking’ signs, warning labels on
cigarette packs). They were typically included in literature relevant to environmental prevention (e.g., Best and
Papies, 2017; Hollands et al., 2017), but they were not covered as environmental prevention in Oncioiu et al. (2018),
suggesting that assumptions about their underlying mechanisms can differ.

139 Thaler and Sunstein’s (2008) commitment to ‘liberal paternalism’ and the concept of ‘nudging’ suggest that a
focus on the ‘automatic’ system was initially chosen for value-based reasons (e.g., in opposition to regulatory
approaches where costs and benefits clearly outweigh each other, so that the rational choice agent is forced to
choose one option over another). Subsequent interpretations of ‘choice architecture’ appear to have moved away
from ‘liberal paternalism’ and ‘nudging’ but retained the focus on automatic processes, now understood as the main
mechanism in person-environment relationships.

140 For example, Best and Papies (2017: 334) suggest that we should rather investigate the processes that “give
rise to habitual behavior” (emphasis added). This view of habit as an outcome to be explained deviates from the
common view in which habit (e.g., as ‘associations’) is used to explain environment-behaviour relationships.
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situations. For example, the reviewed literature generally presented environmental interventions
without discussing how effects may differ by population group or context. Though this may
have been due to required brevity in publications (as noted in section 2.1.3), it also aligns with
the literature’s other features as outlined earlier (e.g., behaviourist paradigm, focus on physical
environments, tendency toward deterministic understanding of environmental effects, automatic
processes). However, whether or not a particular socio-spatial aspect acts as a substance use
cue likely depends on multiple factors (e.g., individual experience and memories, specific

situation or substance use practice), as the following paragraphs outline.

While a ‘sociology of space’ perspective supports the notion that environments can hold similar
meanings for different people, it also highlights aspects such as gender and class that shape
our construals of space (further explored in section 3.2). Similar arguments have also been put
forward from within the substance use field. For example, Best and Papies (2017: 351) suggest
that a “salient cue for one consumer may not be the most salient cue for another”. The literature
on cue reactivity emphasises the role of moderators as well as the insight that, while cues
affect cravings, they do not reliably predict substance use (e.g., Rose et al., 2013). Papies
(2017: 11) highlights motivation as a potential moderator but notes that it has been little
explored in relation to choice architecture. Papies’ ‘situated conceptualizations’ (ibid.: 3-4)
point to the role of individual experience in defining what aspects of the environment can
become cues for substance use, and Stummvoll (2009: 146) notes the potential for cultural
differences in the interpretation of environmental aspects’'. Also, the same environmental

%2 Moreover,

aspect may act as a substance use related cue in one situation but not in another
different substance use practices (e.g., smoking alone vs. smoking in company) may relate to

different cues (Best and Papies, 2017: 341).

The present review also found that existing approaches tended to focus on environmental
aspects that represent substance use in obvious ways (e.g., substance availability,
advertising). However, Papies’ work (see Box 2, p. 64) highlights that environmental aspects
that are not inherently related to substance use can still act as subjective cues for substance

use because they featured in past substance use situations.

The above may suggest that environmental prevention is a futile exercise: if there is such a

variety and changeability of potentially relevant cues, then environmental intervention targeted

141 For example, he notes that “parks with thick shrubs may be seen as hiding places for offenders in high-crime
societies and as exciting playgrounds for children in low-crime societies” (Stummvoll, 2009: 146).

142 For example, Papies et al. (2020: 195) report that seeing tomato soup in a kitchen context increased desire and
expected liking more than when it was seen in a cinema context.
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at just a few aspects may not have a great impact and the task of identifying appropriate cues

may be an impossible one. The following quote expresses this sentiment:

“[...] a large number of very diverse cues may potentially be involved in triggering reward
simulations, making this strategy [of removing or avoiding cues] difficult to put into practice.
We further assume that these cues may often be difficult for an individual to identify, as
situated conceptualizations typically do not reach conscious awareness. In addition,
controlling one’s environment in ways such as removing or avoiding relevant cues may
often simply not be possible” (Papies and Barsalou, 2015: 53).

Similarly, Marteau (2018: 117) speaks of a “myriad of cues” and of “Identifying the most potent
cues” as “a Herculean task”. It also explains why Papies (2017: 11-12) implies our understanding

of cues to be limited, despite the literature on situational aspects of use (see Chapter 4).
Implications arising from discussion of ‘implied universality’:

» Do not assume without empirical study that environmental aspects affect substance use
in predictable/universal ways across substance use practices, situations or people

» Consider that cues may not inherently represent substance use (i.e., relationship to
substance use may not be immediately obvious)

» Consider types of situations and their interpretations as cues, rather than physical aspects

taken out of context

Moving beyond the status quo

While the above issues highlight the inherent complexities of the topic, they may also emerge
from how the environment has been conceptualised thus far (e.g., as isolated physical cues).
The present thesis suggests that referring to socio-spatial theory and a comprehensive
conceptualisation of the environment may offer a promising way forward, especially if this
includes a framework or typology of environmental aspects. This could enable a more
systematic consideration of the environment and thereby address two challenges identified
above: firstly, it could help identify aspects that are relevant but not inherently related to
substance use; and secondly, in a typology, the number of possible aspects would be limited
from the start. This thesis will suggest that this can be achieved by moving away from purely
physical notions of environments to considering how environments are interpreted, and by
moving away from considering socio-spatial aspects in isolation to considering spaces as
relational arrangements. The above points also emphasise the need for an empirical evidence
base which draws upon substance users’ own conceptualisations of environment and cues for

substance use (cf. exclusively researcher-defined environmental aspects).
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2.4.2. Intervention strategies

The previous section outlined how the theories identified in section 2.2 may provide a limited
theoretical framework to understand the environment, person-environment relationships and
therefore situated substance use and abstinence. The main concern was that useful
intervention points and strategies may be missed. Contemplating new intervention possibilities
is of interest not only from a general preventionist position: in the context of environmental
prevention, there are further considerations pertaining to ethics and effectiveness. While the
following sections cannot offer a detailed discussion, they indicate practical issues that can
emerge from a focus on physical aspects of the immediate environment and on automatic
processes relating to substance use (as in e.g., Oncioiu et al., 2018). These are put forward
as issues which may be addressed with a ‘sociology of space’ perspective due to its alternative

conceptualisation of the environment'3,

To give a preview of the following sections, most of the example interventions listed in Oncioiu
et al. (2018) were found to utilise restrictions or coercion, including toward substance users. In
relation to this, a readiness to purposefully use negative affect to achieve outcomes is
identifiable as a theme in environmental prevention. These features may have resulted from
the historical development of environmental prevention but may also relate to its underpinning
theories. From the perspective of the present thesis, such approaches raise ethical concerns,

are less likely to meet relevant quality standards and may produce undetected iatrogenic effects.

A review of example interventions: restriction/coercion as a key strategy?

The EMCDDA report on environmental prevention (Oncioiu et al., 2018: 19-20) lists 38

example interventions for alcohol or tobacco'“. These were submitted to an ad hoc coding

143 The ethical points raised here differ from those typically formulated in relation to environmental prevention. For
example, it has been debated whether choice architecture strategies are manipulative (e.g., Sunstein, 2015;
Schmidt and Engelen, 2020). Such points, although important, are less relevant for the present thesis which
explicitly assumes a preventionist stance, as described in section 1.2.1.

144 As noted earlier, environmental prevention is an emerging field and there are different perspectives on what
constitutes ‘environmental prevention’ interventions. Room (2006: 2) notes that “the discussions of environmental
strategies come up with strikingly different lists of concrete policy initiatives”, including drug testing at workplaces
in schools as well as provision of harm reduction services or public housing. The list shown in Oncioiu et al. is
described as “an illustrative non-exhaustive list of measures [...] The examples of environmental prevention
measures included in the survey were collected from several publications [...] The adequacy/relevance of the
measures included in the final version of the questionnaire was checked independently by one junior and two senior
researchers in the prevention field” (ibid.: 43, emphasis added). Though the list was not meant to be complete or
representative (see also section 2.1.3), in the present context it was understood as an indication for what might be
considered typical interventions within environmental prevention.
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exercise for the present thesis'®. The results, summarised in Table 2 below, show that most
example interventions referred to restrictive/coercive approaches (e.g., prohibitions,
restrictions, tax/price increases, surveillance), and this was also the main approach in
interventions targeting (potential) substance users. Relatively few approaches were less
restrictive/coercive (i.e., lower prices for non-alcoholic drinks, ‘drug-free’ youth establishments,
altering music, server training, altering the design or material of glassware, lighting, public

transport), and these did not typically target (potential) substance users directly.

Table 2: Preliminary results from ad hoc coding of 38 environmental alcohol/tobacco interventions

Primary target

Type of measure Alcohol/tobacco (Potential) Other (e.g., public
. Both . Total
industry Substance users services)
Restrictive/coercive 17 42 7° 2 30
Less restrictive/coercive 4 0 1¢ 3 8
Total 21 4 8 5 38

Note. Example interventions as included in Oncioiu et al. (2018: 19-20), see Appendix B for full list and further details.
@ Such as “Prohibition to use alcoholic beverages in workplaces”, “Drink driving legislation (maximum blood
concentration)”. ® Such as “Age-related prohibition of alcohol purchase/consumption”, “Increase the taxes and prices
of alcoholic beverages”, “Smoke-free indoor public and working premises”. ¢ “Lower the prices of soft drinks in
recreational venues (i.e. pubs, bars, etc.)”.

From an ethical perspective, it is important to distinguish whether interventions target industry
or substance users, and the present section focusses on interventions targeting (potential)
substance users (highlighted cells in Table 2). Considering the underpinning theories (section
2.2), theoretical support for restrictive/coercive approaches targeting substance users appears
to come primarily from CPTED (e.g., surveillance focus) as well as from COM-B (Michie et al.,
2011)™8, The COM-B behaviour change wheel includes ‘coercion’ as an intervention type,

defined as “Creating expectation of punishment or cost” (ibid.: 7). It also offers a definition of

145 Space constraints mean that this exercise cannot be covered in detail. Briefly, 38 interventions relating to alcohol
and tobacco were pasted in a separate table and coded depending on whether they represented demand, supply
and/or harm reduction, whose actions were most directly affected (“primary target”) and whether they represented
more or less restrictive/coercive approaches. Regulatory, economic and physical measures were all considered,
due to only few physical examples included in the list and regulatory/economic measures usually having physical
components (e.g., ‘no smoking’ signs). Restrictions on advertising, sales, as well interventions in night-time venues
(e.g., server training, altering glassware) were coded as targeting industry; restrictions on the use of products (e.g.,
drink-driving) were coded as targeting (potential) substance users; interventions covering sales and use/purchase
(e.g., smoke-free settings, tax increases) were coded as targeting both industry and users. Interventions coded as
targeting ‘others’ included those relating to, e.g., police, social work and urban planning. Restrictive/coercive
interventions were generally those that appeared to correspond to the definitions of ‘restriction’ or ‘coercion’ in the
COM-B model (Michie et al., 2011). Less restrictive/coercive approaches were found to correspond to the COM-B
categories ‘incentivisation’, ‘environmental restructuring’ and ‘persuasion’. In Table 2, restrictions targeting industry
(e.g., advertising bans) were coded as restrictions (rather than e.g., ‘environmental restructuring’). This was an ad
hoc exercise to inform this chapter and so a second coder was not involved and the results are indicative rather
than definitive. A table with further detail is available from Appendix B.

146 Though it should be noted that, in their ‘received’ versions, other theories such as choice architecture and ‘broken
windows’ can also be interpreted to support restrictive/coercive approaches toward (potential) substance users.
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‘restriction’ as “Using rules to reduce the opportunity to engage in the target behaviour (or to
increase the target behaviour by reducing the opportunity to engage in competing behaviours)”
(ibid.)™. The effectiveness or ethics of specific interventions types was not discussed by
Michie et al. (2011).

There has been a debate in the environmental prevention literature whether restricting
opportunities should be its key focus. Foxcroft (2014a: 820) defined ‘environmental prevention’
as “interventions that aim to limit the availability of maladaptive behaviour opportunities,
through system-wide policies, restrictions, and actions” (emphasis removed). This focus on

opportunity restrictions was contested in a commentary by Burkhart (2014: 825-826):

David [Foxcroft] seems to interpret environmental prevention as restricted to regulation
alone. However, non-coercive environmental influences on behavior can also be classed
as environmental prevention, even if sometimes the borders with health promotion may be
ill-defined. Examples are positive school or learning climate and the spatial and logistical
arrangement of nightlife events. [...] If we conceive environmental prevention as all
approaches that act on context but not through persuasion, such a category should not only
embrace the COM-B functions “coercion” and “restriction,” but also “environmental

restructuring” and maybe “enablement”—that is not only regulatory aspects48,

Burkhart’s justification for not focussing on restrictions was that it does not cover all possible
environmental prevention strategies. However, another argument against restrictions targeting
substance users can be based on professional values. Such values are encapsulated, for
example, in documents such as the European Drug Prevention Quality Standards (EDPQS)
(Brotherhood and Sumnall, 2011, 2013). Within the component “Designing for quality and

effectiveness”, these standards specify that:

4.1.3 The programme builds on positive relationships with the participants. i.e. relationships
between staff members and participants are marked by reciprocity, partnership, and mutual
respect. [...]

4.1.9 The programme helps participants discover and realise their own resources. It is
positively orientated towards participants’ strengths, and highlights alternatives to unhealthy
choices [...]

4.1.10 [...] Participants are likely to experience the intervention as meaningful, productive,
and relevant. (Brotherhood and Sumnall, 2011: 136, 138-139).

147 Restrictive and coercive approaches are considered together in this section because, in practice, restrictions are
often supported by threat of punishment or cost.
148 See section 2.2.3 for further notes on the correspondence of environmental prevention with COM-B categories.
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If the aim is to comply with such standards, (threat of) punishment or restriction of opportunities

would likely not be the first choice for environmental interventions targeting substance users.

The exchange between Burkhart and Foxcroft appears to be reflected in Oncioiu et al.’s (2018:
13) report, where the purpose of environmental prevention is described as follows: “to limit
exposure to unhealthy or risky behaviour opportunities (or to promote the availability of healthy
opportunities)”. Thus, the strengths-based perspective suggested above is reflected in the
promotion of healthy opportunities, although — as indicated by the bracketing of this option and

the findings in Table 2 above — it can play a relatively minor role.

Furthermore, the choice of words by Oncioiu et al. (“to limit exposure”) suggests a middle path
between empowerment and restriction/coercion, whereby target populations are protected
from harmful environmental influences. This ties in with the idea of “alcogenic” (Huckle et al.,
2008) or “intoxigenic” (McCreanor et al., 2008) environments in which “[e]verything is telling
you to drink” (Hill et al., 2018a: 462). The terms ‘alcogenic’ and ‘intoxigenic’ are typically used
in relation to efforts by the alcohol or tobacco industry to normalise substance use (e.g.,
advertising and promotions, density of alcohol retail outlets). Thus, it can be argued that
“environmental prevention limits the freedom of some industries, rather than that of citizens”
(Burkhart, 2011: 96; similar Marteau et al., 2011; Lindenberg and Papies, 2019: 254). This is

an important argument to support restrictions on industry.

Nevertheless, the above review of example interventions found that environmental prevention
may also target substance users (not merely industry), with restrictive/coercive approaches
possibly seen as a key strategy. While the selection of examples in the EMCDDA report was
guided by practical considerations (noted in section 2.1.3), and other authors have described
other approaches (e.g., harm reduction services and general social policy in Room, 2006), the
potential misconception of environmental prevention as relying primarily on restriction and
coercion, including in relation to substance users, is highlighted here as an issue worthy of
consideration. In the present context, it also provides an argument to consider alternative

intervention strategies using a ‘sociology of space’ approach.

Purposeful use of negative affect

The use of restrictive or coercive approaches raises questions about the mechanisms through
which these approaches are intended to achieve outcomes. The present review found that

assumed mechanisms were not always detailed or they differed from what might be expected.
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For example, what is the presumed mechanism for smoke-free regulation and related ‘no
smoking’ signage'°®? From a dual-process perspective, it could be expected that such signs
are intended to stop the ‘automatic system’ from carrying out a habit (i.e., smoking in a
particular place) by presenting information incongruent with that habit. The smoker is thus
prompted to engage their ‘reflective system’ and recognise the importance of the ban (e.g., in
line with the technique ‘set rules’ by Cornish and Clarke, 2003: 90). However, the literature
suggests another mechanism. Best and Papies (2017) explain that ‘no smoking’ signs are
“likely to operate by reinforcing the [smoking] ban, such that the thought of the habitual
behavior itself becomes less desirable by changing the affective state associated with
engaging in the habitual behavior in consumers’ stored situated conceptualizations” (ibid.: 350,
emphasis added). The authors appear to suggest that the ‘no smoking’ sign, by linking the ban
and smoking, produces an association of smoking with negative affect, which in turn reduces
the desire to smoke. Thus, rather than stopping an automatic script from running, ‘no smoking’

signs are thought to alter the associations themselves'®.

Best and Papies were unable to provide empirical evidence for the proposition above, but it
ties in with a broader theme within environmental prevention that inducing negative affect is
seen as a legitimate means to change associations and behaviour. ‘Affect’ is, for example, one
of the categories in Dolan et al.’s (2012) MINDSPACE framework for choice architecture
interventions, and the authors give examples of how disgust has been used to promote hand-
washing (ibid.: 271). In relation to encouraging physical activity, Marteau et al. (2012: 1493)
cite a 1981 study by van Houten et al., in which setting up elevator doors to stay open for
longer (e.g., 26 seconds instead of 10 seconds) reduced elevator use''. Another article by
Marteau et al. (2011: 264) includes a comic strip showing an elevator soiled with urine and
excrements to illustrate humorously how lifts can be made less appealing. Negative affect thus

appears as a key mediator in relation to coercive approaches.

The suggestion that environmental prevention may purposefully utilise negative affect emerges

as an issue in the present thesis due to its ‘critical sociology’ lens (described in section 1.2.1).

149 Although it may be argued that ‘no smoking’ signs represent informational prevention, there are several reasons
to consider them as environmental prevention: i) they are ‘situated’ (i.e., in the situation where people might smoke);
ii) they can work by targeting ‘automatic processes’; iii) their aim is to support smoke-free regulations (which are
examples of environmental measures as per Oncioiu et al. (2018: 19); iv) the information they provide refers to the
smoking ban rather than substance use as such; and v) choice architecture taxonomies typically include
information-based approaches if they are situated (e.g., Hollands et al., 2017; Munscher et al., 2016).

150 A similar mechanism is proposed for financial interventions that increase the cost of a product as well as for
health-warning labels (e.g., on cigarette packs) (Best and Papies, 2017: 348).

151 Negative affect likely played a role in this study, given that, on the first day of the door delay experiment, “the
University received 21 complaints that the elevator was not working properly” (van Houten et al., 1981: 379). People
were not asked about their reasons for not using the elevator. The authors explained the results with reference to
physical effort and time needed to obtain a “reinforcer” (van Houten et al., 1981: 386).
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Other scholars with a similar lens (e.g., Hastings et al., 2004: 971-976; Williamson et al., 2014)
have also argued that using negative affect (e.g., fear, disgust, shame) as the primary method
to achieve behaviour change should be avoided or at least recognised as an ethical issue. It
also arises as an issue from the present commitment to ethics and quality in prevention, and
interventions using negative affect align less well with quality standards such as those cited
earlier. Especially if environmental prevention is seen as suitable for reaching disadvantaged
populations (see section 2.1), the notion that negative affect may be a method of environmental

prevention is worthy of debate.

Moving beyond the status quo

Thus, restrictive and coercive approaches directed at substance users raise ethical questions
and align less well with quality standards, yet they can appear as a key element of
environmental prevention. Although such approaches can be justified with reference to
proportionality (e.g., potential harms produced by the intervention are overall likely to be
smaller than potential harms from substance use) (see also Bayer, 2008), a preferable route
may be to consider alternative or supplementary strategies to minimise harmful effects from
the start. The less restrictive/coercive examples identified earlier also highlight that prevention

does not necessarily have to operate via restriction and coercion.

A possible explanation for the reliance on restrictions is that, due to the notion that we live in
‘alcogenic’ or ‘intoxigenic’ environments and due to the way the environment is conceptualised,
the environmental prevention literature tends to attribute substance use to environmental
factors, in particular accessibility (within the ‘ease of effort’ mechanism) and substance use
related cues (within the ‘associations’ mechanism, see section 2.4.1). The logical conclusion
within that line of reasoning is therefore to remove or alter anything in the environment that
might facilitate access to substances or that might act as a cue for substance use. On this
basis, healthier alternatives to substance use (as starting points for strengths-based
approaches) are difficult to envision, especially for cigarettes's?. Goal priming (e.g., Papies,

2017) is an example of a strengths-based approach based on a more elaborate concept of

152 The proportion of limiting unhealthy options versus promoting healthier options is overall more balanced in
Hollands et al.’s (2017) TIPPME framework of choice architecture interventions. This is likely because TIPPME
includes interventions targeting diet, where promotion of healthier alternatives (e.g., fruit and vegetables) plays a
greater role and where the evidence base for environmental intervention is more developed (also Hollands et al.,
2013). A closer inspection of the framework reveals that the included examples for promoting healthier alternatives
all relate to food or alcohol (e.g., “adding non-alcoholic options to a bar's range of drinks”, “Marking alcohol
consumption units on glasses”; Hollands et al., 2017: Supplementary Figure 1) but do not cover tobacco. This
suggests that, particularly for cigarettes (where there is no directly conceivable alternative like vegetables or water
— except other nicotine delivery devices which are, however, more relevant as harm reduction for established
smokers rather than for prevention in the narrower sense), the prevailing approach to substance use and person-
environment relationships may limit the perceived range of interventions to those that are restrictive or coercive.
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person-environment interactions'®®. Moreover, with regard to negative affect and coercion, it is
worth noting that some environmental strategies originated in other contexts where such
approaches are more common (e.g., supply reduction, law enforcement). However, using
affect to form new associations also echoes behaviourist methods of operant conditioning (i.e.,
use of rewards and punishments). The persistence of this approach may thus be a
consequence of the theoretical foundations of environmental prevention, in particular the

behaviourist interpretation of the theories as noted earlier.

To summarise, the current theoretical basis may predispose environmental prevention toward
the use of restrictive/coercive approaches. Against this background, a ‘sociology of space’
perspective — with its focus on symbolic meanings and relational arrangements — may help
identify alternative intervention strategies that raise fewer ethical concerns and are better

aligned with quality standards.
Implications arising from discussion of ‘intervention strategies’:

» Research how restrictive/coercive approaches work in practice (not pursued in this thesis)

» Design research to support the development of strengths-based approaches

2.4.3. Understanding what interventions do

Potential for limited effectiveness and undesirable side effects

In light of the above, it is evident that environmental interventions may have iatrogenic effects
(i.e., negative effects caused by intervention). This section points toward possible
‘psychological harms’, ‘group and social harms’, and ‘equity harms’ (categories suggested by
Lorenc and Oliver, 2014) as well as ‘paradoxical effects’ (i.e., iatrogenic effects on targeted
behavioural aspects) and ‘harmful externalities’ (i.e., iatrogenic effects on aspects not targeted

by the intervention) (categories suggested by Bonell et al., 2015).

Marteau et al. (2011: 264) cautioned already a decade ago: “Direct harm may arise from
perverse response to nudges. [... E]Jvaluations must include the capacity to identify paradoxical
or unexpected effects of seemingly benign nudges”. The reviewed literature (e.g., Oncioiu et

al., 2018) did not address this issue. While lack of consideration for adverse effects of public

153 Goal priming is an approach whereby a person is exposed to a cue (e.g., words or images relating to diet)
intended to ‘activate’ a certain goal that the person already holds (e.g., to lose weight). The so-activated personal
goal then directs subsequent choices (e.g., choosing a healthier food option). Best and Papies (2017: 344)
emphasise that the prime should refer to a “rewarding outcome of behaving in accordance with the goal [... e.g.,]
represent the goal state of being thin, rather than the negative outcome of being overweight” (emphasis added).

81



health intervention is not limited to the environmental prevention field — Lorenc and Oliver
(2014) identify this as a general blind spot in public health —, environmental prevention’s
theoretical foundations (as outlined earlier) may predispose this field toward it. As the next
section will explain, the apparent assumption of a relatively universal and direct (i.e.,
unmediated) relationship between environment and behaviour suggests there may be less felt
need to consider detailed mechanisms and differential effects. In addition, an overall
behaviourist paradigm means that people’s thoughts and experiences can be systematically

disregarded, whether as mediators or as outcomes.

When iatrogenic effects reduce the effectiveness of the intervention, an argument to address
iatrogenic effects can be easily made. However, sometimes the intended outcomes (e.g.,
reduced substance use) are achieved, and undesirable side effects appear to be relevant only
from an ethical or quality perspective. Such iatrogenic effects may be accepted because long-
term or population-level benefits produced by the intervention (e.g., decreased mortality) are
thought to outweigh its short-term or individual-level harms (e.g., negative affect). As noted
earlier, another approach — pursued here — is to consider alternative intervention possibilities
that may be better suited to avoid or reduce harms arising from intervention. The following
paragraphs also show that effectiveness issues cannot always be clearly separated from

considerations regarding ethics and quality.

Armitage and Monchuk (2019: 328) provide examples of how CPTED measures may actually
attract rather than deter crime'4. Displacement (i.e., that harmful behaviours are not prevented
but merely displaced, e.g., to a different time, place, or behaviour) is another concern in the
crime prevention literature. There are some indications that displacement may happen but that
it does not offset the effects achieved by situational crime prevention (e.g., Tilley and
Sidebottom, 2014: 4870). Still, for smoking bans, Blue et al. (2016: 46) view displacement as
an indication of how a practice is transformed rather than eradicated’®®. Another consideration
in relation to smoking bans is that ‘no smoking’ signs may themselves elicit cravings'®.
Furthermore, Hastings et al. (2004: 972) point to the issue of “collateral damage”, whereby

“‘unintended audiences” may suffer from exposure to an intervention. This is noteworthy, given

154 For example, they found that “CPTED guidance recommends high rear fences (1.8m minimum) where the rear
boundary of a property borders a footpath [...]. Offenders specifically stated that this attracted them and that a low
or no fence would deter them” (Armitage and Monchuk, 2019: 328).

155 They write that “smoking is demonstrably resilient and is therefore capable of adapting to changing conditions.
For instance, new meanings of smoking are formed when people have to go outside to do it, and as these meanings
take hold, new variants of the practice emerge” (Blue et al., 2016: 46).

156 Although an experimental study of 207 daily smokers found no effect of ‘no smoking’ signs on craving or smoking
(Shiffman et al., 2013), the signs in this experiment “were presented as stillimages on a TV monitor” in an “exposure
chamber” (ibid.: 266). The situation may be different in real-world contexts. For example, two of the smokers
interviewed by Burton et al. (2015) reported that seeing health-warning messages in a shop context triggered
thoughts about smoking (ibid.: 2071).
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that the reviewed literature (e.g., Hollands et al., 2017; Oncioiu et al., 2018) appeared to

conceptualise environmental prevention as not requiring tailoring to population subgroups.

In relation to fear-based media campaigns'’ (e.g., to prevent smoking), Hastings et al. (2004:
971-976) highlight the possibility of anxiety, distress and anger being experienced, especially
among socially disadvantaged groups. Such effects can be considered undesirable from an
ethical point of view, and they can also affect intervention effectiveness and lead to further
negative outcomes. Counter to Best and Papies’ (2017) argument that negative affect
decreases smoking desire (presented earlier), Hastings et al. (2004: 975) suggest that, where
the subjective function of substance use is to cope with negative emotions, interventions using
negative affect may “trigger the very behavior [e.g., smoking] that the ad is designed to prevent”
(similar Lorenc and Oliver, 2014: 288). In the area of environmental prevention, smoking bans
have been linked to the (intentional) stigmatisation of smokers (e.g., Bayer, 2008; Bell, 2013a;
Williamson et al., 2014), and Lorenc and Oliver (2014: 289) highlight that target groups are

more likely to reject an intervention if they feel that it stigmatises them.

Moreover, while it has been argued that environmental prevention can help reduce health
inequalities (section 2.1), Pechey et al. (2020: 11) suggest that if prior preferences moderate
the environment-behaviour relationship, then environmental prevention may actually benefit
privileged population groups more because they are more likely to hold preferences for
healthier options. In other words, it is possible that interventions targeting immediate
environments do not work predominantly via universal automatic processes, in which case

they may not be more effective for disadvantaged groups, at least not in the short-term"s8.

The above points are not to imply that environmental prevention will necessarily bring about
iatrogenic outcomes. Indeed, smokers who are trying to quit or reduce their cigarette use might
view smoking restrictions positively as supporting their goals. The above points rather highlight
the need for careful consideration (and empirical study) of mechanisms, including a variety of
mental processes, population groups and outcomes™'™®, if we are to understand the impact of

interventions fully. The main concern here — also from a quality standards perspective'®® — is

157 While media campaigns represent informational rather than environmental prevention, the example highlights
the potential for undesirable outcomes resulting from the use of negative affect.

158 They may still be effective in the long run via gradual changes in norms (G. Burkhart, personal communication,
15.1.2021).

159 Lorenc and Oliver (2014: 289) argue that “many potential adverse effects may concern impacts which are diffuse
and hard to measure—such as attitudes, emotional reactions, or social relationships or norms—rather than the
more tractable health status or behavioural outcomes which are usually the focus of public health evaluation
research. While evaluations should continue to consider the possibility of adverse effects on the latter type of
outcome, a broader scope may be required to achieve a fuller understanding of the total impact of interventions”.
160 For example, basic standard D.7 in the European Drug Prevention Quality Standards is: “Potential disadvantages
and risks for the target population [...] are outlined and considered” (Brotherhood and Sumnall, 2011: 77).
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that the potential for such effects has so far been little considered in the literature relating to
environmental prevention. There appear to be no strategies in place to identify iatrogenic
effects, even though relevant guidance (e.g., Bonell et al., 2015) is available. Adding this to
the earlier observations, one may conclude that interventions on the theoretical basis outlined
in section 2.2. are more likely to use restrictive/coercive approaches while including few

provisions to measure undesirable effects.

The importance of mediators, moderators and broad outcomes

The previous section points to the importance of considering mediators, moderators and a
range of outcomes to understand how and under what circumstances an intervention will work,
including whether it works as intended and for whom. This is also an important basis for the

evaluation and development of interventions.

In the reviewed literature (e.g., Oncioiu et al., 2018), moderators of the environment-behaviour
relationship (e.g., impulse control, “social context”’) were relatively little discussed'®'. There
was only limited consideration for how mechanisms or effects may differ by population group
or by situation'?. For mediators, reference was made to automatic processes, but there
appeared to be no clear elaboration of intermediary steps that should be empirically analysed
to explore how interventions work'®. For the EMCDDA report, this has to be seen against the
scope of that report (as noted above in section 2.1.3), but similar tendencies were also notable

in the literature reviewed in section 2.2.

The broader choice architecture literature (e.g., Munscher et al., 2016) points to the importance
of complex mental processes (e.g., judging what is acceptable behaviour), and Bauer and
Reisch (2019: 19) specifically caution that “external stimuli should not be seen as simply
pushing a mental button that triggers a specific behavioural response”. Yet, detailed

mechanisms to model the influence of environment on behaviour, including intermediary steps

161 For example, Oncioiu et al. (2018: 14—15) include ‘social context’ as a potential moderator in a generalised way
(i.e., no discussion of how it may moderate the environment-behaviour relationship in a specific situation).

62 Hollands et al. (2017: 2) clarify that their TIPPME typology “excludes interventions that are designed to be
interactive or tailored, meaning those in which the intervention content is not standardized for all recipients and is
intended or enabled to vary dependent on their characteristics or responses”. Foxcroft (2014a: 821) includes
examples of ‘selective’ and ‘indicated’” environmental prevention which target certain settings (e.g., “high-risk
neighbourhoods”) or population groups (e.g., young people, “violent individuals”). However, this appeared to
delineate the scope of intervention rather than discuss differential effects (similarly in Oncioiu et al., 2018).

163 For example, Oncioiu et al. (2018: 15) depict a "working model of environmental prevention" in which an arrow
directly connects prevention measures with behaviours (i.e., unmediated). The figure includes a third box which
refers to cultural milieu, behavioural norms, beliefs, values, attitudes and expectations as 'social context'. This is
presented as a moderator and — in the case of longer-term impacts of environment on behaviour — a mediator
(Oncioiu et al., 2018: 14; G. Burkhart, personal communication, 15.1.2021). Automatic processes, although
highlighted in the report as key to environmental prevention, are not explicitly shown in the figure (they are likely
implied in the unmediated relationship between interventions and behaviours).
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(i.e., mediators) and factors that affect the specifics of such influences (i.e., moderators), have
not been a focus of the choice architecture literature until recently. Primary studies appear to
address moderators often (Szaszi et al., 2018), but the present review found that overview
papers typically discussed mechanisms in an unstructured way (e.g., reviews by Miinscher et
al., 2016; Bauer and Reisch, 2019).

A recent paper by Pechey et al. (2020) is one of the first'® to systematically and more
elaborately discuss and compare several mechanisms (including mediators and moderators)
for a specific group of choice architecture interventions targeting substance use. That paper,
co-authored by Hollands and Marteau, represents a shift from the author group’s earlier work
(described in previous sections). Specifically, despite focussing on ‘availability’ interventions,
Pechey et al. go beyond physical ‘ease of effort’ mechanisms to consider prior preferences,
situational ‘liking’ of products and social norms (ibid.: 6-9). Social norms are seen not as “mere
imitation” (ibid.: 7) but include, for example, the need to ‘fit in’ or be liked. Also of interest to the
present argument, Pechey and colleagues found that salience and visual attention have not
been shown to directly affect behaviour independently of preferences, concluding: “the
potential for increased visual attention to lead to changes in behaviour in real-world contexts

is yet to be demonstrated” (ibid.: 8).

Lindenberg and Papies (2019: 230) observe that “the discussion of nudging in the literature is
so overpowered by ethical issues and the question whether nudging is or is not paternalistic
and manipulative [...], that there is almost no attention to the mechanisms underlying nudging”.
While this suggests that the relative lack of attention to mechanisms may be due to choice
architecture researchers being preoccupied with other issues, the present review suggests that
it may also relate to the theoretical foundations. As outlined earlier, currently used theories
typically conceptualise the environment (as well as substance use itself) in terms of physical
aspects, so that symbolic or social meanings are not systematically accounted for. Consequently,
there may be no felt need to consider how (potential) substance users interpret theirimmediate
environments. Also, the theoretical explanation via ‘automatic processes’ may be seen to
suffice and not warrant further empirical work to explore mediators. Moreover, if the relevant
mental processes are assumed to be ‘automatic’ and therefore (in a simplified dual-process
logic) also nonconscious, this can suggest that it is not possible to collect verbal data on these
mental processes in a valid and reliable way. Thus, there would be little value in discussing

mechanisms with (potential) substance users because any explanations offered by them would

164 Previously, interventions were categorised by assumed mechanism (e.g., Dolan et al., 2012), including in the
substance use field (e.g., Hollands et al., 2013), but due to a focus on categorising interventions, mechanisms were
presented as givens rather than studied.
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be — so suggests that line of reasoning — ex post facto fabrications rather than accurate
descriptions of what happened (see also the quote on p. 71). Thus, a focus on ‘automatic

processes’ can lead to methodological disregard for substance users’ experiences.

However, while it can be difficult to generate data on thoughts and experiences, it is still
important to attempt it. Melnikoff and Bargh (2018b: 284) highlight recent empirical work to
suggest that people have greater awareness of implicit processes than has been assumed by
researchers. Similarly, the present thesis is based on the notion that people are able to elicit
substantial (though not all) implicit knowledge. But even if we regard interview data as a partial
account, there is value in knowing what people think because these constructions may still
influence behaviour'®®. Moreover, the way target populations experience an intervention may
determine effectiveness and be relevant from an ethical point of view (e.g., iatrogenic effects
as outlined earlier). Lack of clarity about (actual or assumed) mechanisms may thus affect

implementation, effectiveness, and possibilities for evaluation.

An understanding of detailed mechanisms is also relevant for intervention development.
Specially, it would be useful to understand the conditions under which an environmental
‘invitation’ is accepted or declined (see also Withagen et al., 2012 in relation to affordances).
A ‘sociology of space’ perspective suggests that substance users’ construals of space could
be relevant to understanding such conditions. By contrast, limiting mechanisms to automatic
physical reactions or automatic mental associations which are not further detailed is likely to
give an incomplete account, especially for a complex behaviour such as substance use (e.g.,
as a behaviour that is imbued with meaning; hence social scientists prefer the term ‘practices’
over ‘behaviours’, e.g., Cohn, 2014; Blue et al., 2016)6¢.

Paradoxically, the work by Hill and colleagues (2018a, 2018b) on unmediated affordances also
underlines the importance of substance users’ thoughts and other experiences. The authors
frequently described or hypothesised about such processes in their explanations of
environmental influences on substance use'®” — showing that, despite the premises of

affordance theory, it is difficult to give unmediated accounts of substance use in practice.

165 For example, in deciding whether to attend the party tonight, it might be more important how | remember the last
party than whether | actually had a good time there. The importance of personal construing as a basis for one’s
actions is also a cornerstone of personal construct theory, to be described further in section 3.4.2.

166 Similarly, Bruce et al. (2003) argue that while ‘affordances’ can help explain limb movements and motor control
(e.g., catching a ball, moving a leg), their applicability to complex (e.g., cultural) behaviours must be questioned.
87 For example, Hill et al. (2018a) identify dancing to music as an affordance theme. While they suggest that
affordances produce situational use or abstinence directly (i.e., unmediated), they also cite a study participant as
follows: “You drink less [when dancing to music] because it's just a hassle sort of having a drink with people bumping
into you and then often people get into fights about drinks being spilled over them” (Hill et al., 2018a: 461). Hence,
the wish to avoid unpleasant situations could be understood as a mediator in this example.
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The present review also identified broader issues, for example that the aims (i.e., intended
outcomes) of the example interventions in Oncioiu et al. (2018: 19—20) were not always clear
and seemed to be rather heterogeneous: ‘environmental prevention’ appeared as a general
term for any intervention targeting substance use via the environment, regardless of whether
outcomes were specifically related to prevention (in the narrow sense of section 2.1.1)'68,
Interventions were also difficult to classify during the ad hoc coding exercise (see section
2.4.2). Such issues may limit understanding and progress made in this field. Previous attempts
at developing taxonomies have found that interventions can be difficult to classify if the “primary
mechanism of action” is unclear (Ritter and McDonald, 2008: 29) or if they contribute to multiple
types of outcome (Brotherhood et al., 2013: 13). The specification of mechanisms could hence

also help to address such issues.

Moving beyond the status quo

The broader literature suggests possible mediators and moderators that could be considered
in mechanisms underpinning environmental prevention. As noted earlier, recent choice
architecture literature offers insights into possible moderators, such as prior goals and
preferences or norm perceptions (e.g., Szaszi et al., 2018; Pechey et al., 2020). The cue-
reactivity literature highlights the role of outcome expectancies (e.g., Rose et al., 2013: 415).
In situational crime prevention, complex mental processes have traditionally been assigned
great importance under the so-called ‘rational choice perspective’ (Cornish and Clarke, 2017).
Wortley’s (2017) alternative ‘situational precipitators’ perspective also highlights, for example,

the role of excuses that offenders make to permit themselves the committal of a crime.

The psychological ‘grounded-cognition theory of desire’ by Papies and colleagues (described
in section 2.3) was the only model identified in the present review'® that systematically
described a detailed mechanism of how environmental aspects can affect health behaviours.
Key moderators in Papies’ framework include past experiences, transformed into situated
memories, while key mediators relate to retrieving memories, performing mental simulations
and experiencing desire. As noted in section 2.3, this work highlights two principle mechanisms,

namely that interventions can target the emergence of desire or the ability to act upon desire.

168 Indeed, the definitions of environmental prevention shown in section 2.1.2 highlight the role of the environment
but not the aims at the level of beneficiaries. This may also be linked to the theoretical foundations because none
of the identified theories was specific to substance use prevention in the narrow sense.

169 However, this review did not include targeted searches for mediated models, hence other models might exist
that could not be covered within the confines of the present literature review.
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A ‘sociology of space’ perspective complements existing work by offering the interpretation of
situations as a possible mediator — for example, how people construe environmental aspects
in general and in relation to substance use or abstinence. A ‘sociology of space’ perspective
may thus improve our understanding of mechanisms and thereby help increase effectiveness

as well as serve to identify (and thereby avoid or minimise) potential undesirable effects.
Implications arising from discussion of ‘iatrogenic effects’ and ‘mechanisms’:

» Develop complex pathways with mediators and moderators to better understand under
what circumstances environmental ‘invitations’ are accepted/declined and to what effect
(e.g., differential effects according to population/situation, undesirable effects)

» Consider as potential mediators e.g., how situations are interpreted (focus of this thesis)
or the role of desire (not pursued in this thesis)

» Consider as potential moderators e.g., memories, prior goals and preferences, norm
perceptions, etc.

» Do not limit outcomes to narrow substance use indicators only, consider the possibility of
iatrogenic effects on substance use as well as on other aspects

» Define target populations and (intended/undesirable) outcomes also for environmental

interventions (not pursued in this thesis)

2.5. Brief summary: towards a ‘sociology of space’ perspective

Chapter 2 reviewed the theoretical basis of ‘environmental prevention’ as implied in a recent
key report by the EMCDDA (Oncioiu et al., 2018) and related publications. Choice architecture,
dual-process theories, the COM-B model, affordance theory, CPTED and ‘broken windows’
were identified as key influences (section 2.2). The review found that these theories were
interpreted in a specific way that echoed behaviourist stimulus-response models (section 2.3).
This affected how the environment itself as well as person-environment interactions were
conceptualised. It was argued that a too narrow view on these matters (e.g., immediate
environment conceptualised in physical terms, automatic processes as main explanation) may
preclude the identification of other useful intervention points and strategies (section 2.4.1). The
current theoretical basis may also predispose environmental prevention toward intervention
strategies that rely on restrictions and coercion, including toward substance users (section
2.4.2), and it may potentially limit intervention effectiveness and the identification of
undesirable effects (section 2.4.3). Reviewing the theoretical foundations of environmental

prevention thus revealed potential issues and avenues for further development.
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The review in the present chapter emerged from a range of perspectives, as outlined in
Chapter 1. From a theoretical point of view, the ‘sociology of space’ perspective was most
important. The identified theories did not include work from fields such as sociology or human
geography, and this is suggested here as a potential ‘root cause’ for the identified issues'”.
The thesis will therefore proceed from the assumption that socio-spatial theory (as developed
in sociology and related fields) could enrich environmental prevention by offering a richer

conceptualisation of the environment and of person-environment interactions.

Chapter 2 thus outlined a practical point of departure for the present thesis: an entry point for
a theoretical and empirical enquiry into socio-spatial aspects of substance use. The next chapter

introduces socio-spatial theory, with a focus on Léw’s (2001, 2016) ‘sociology of space’.

170 Section 2.3 hinted at the fact that relevant theories have also been developed within the field of psychology
(further examples include e.g., Lewin’s, 1951, field theory). It could hence be argued that some of the identified
issues emerge from a behaviourist perspective rather than the choice of discipline per se.
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3. Sociology of space

3.1. Introduction

This project started with an interest in relational concepts of space’”’, especially in how such
concepts can support research and intervention on everyday spaces (e.g., neighbourhoods)
in practice. This was already a focus in the present author’s earlier work'”? and was thought to
hold potential for substance use prevention. This section outlines the theoretical perspective
which informed this study and upon which the critique of environmental prevention in Chapter
2 was based. The section clarifies how ‘space’ can be understood sociologically and how this
may further our understanding of substance use and intervention. It concludes by highlighting

the potential of personal construct theory to advance socio-spatial theory.

In literature on spatial sociology, Simmel (e.g., 2009/1908; 2014/1903) is often cited as one of
the earliest scholars to address space; according to Low (2016: 44), he first used the phrase
“Sociology of space” (“Soziologie des Raumes”) in 1903. However, as Low (2001, 2016)'"®
shows, it was not until several decades later that ‘space’ became a central topic in the social
sciences. For a long time, prevailing notions of space — for example, as territory or as the
physical backdrop to social life — rendered sociological interest in ‘space’ irrelevant, even
“‘reactionary” (Léw, 2016: 3). ‘Space’ became academically interesting only when authors such
as Lefebvre, in ‘The Production of Space’ (1991, originally published in 1974), started arguing
for a different understanding of space, namely as a product of human activity that in turn may
impact on people, and which may therefore be used to study social processes. This renewed
interest in ‘space’, and space as a social product as per Lefebvre, is known as the ‘spatial turn’
in the social sciences (Low, 2016: vii; Knoblauch and Steets, 2020: 134).

In the last decades, literature on space (and place) has flourished, not least because ‘space’
is of interest to many disciplines: sociology, geography, architecture, urban studies, planning,
art, philosophy, psychology, and so on. This wealth of literature is evident in readers on the

topic (e.g., Hubbard and Kitchin, 2011; Gieseking et al., 2014) and its “dizzying turns-within-

171 Some authors focus on ‘place’ as that which is invested with meaning, disregarding ‘space’ as something ‘empty’
(e.g., Gieryn, 2000; more examples available from Hamzei et al., 2020: 33—-34). The present thesis conceptualises
‘space’ as meaningful and as subsuming the concept of ‘place’ (see section 3.2.2 and Fuller and Léw, 2017: 477).
72 Specifically, the present author's master's thesis (Kurtev, 2008) explored the practical applicability of Léw's
(2001) ‘sociology of space’ approach (described below); and the present author contributed to the development and
application of a framework for the study of urban neighbourhoods (Reinprecht et al., 2009).

173 As noted in section 1.2.2, Léw (2016) is the English language translation of Léw (2001). For ease of reference,
this section generally refers to the English version only.
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the-turn” (Fuller and Léw, 2017: 476). Increased interest in space has also resulted from
broader developments in social theory (e.g., social practice theories, theories of affect, Latour’s
actor-network theory, Deleuze and Guattari’'s assemblage theory) which emphasise the role of
bodies and materiality and have stimulated research into spaces from another entry point. It is
not possible to discuss these literatures in detail here, and interested readers are referred to
other publications (e.g., Christmann, 2016b; Duff, 2007; Guinzel and Kimmerling, 2010; Fuller
and Low, 2017; Maller, 2018; Hamzei et al., 2020; some points were already addressed in
section 1.2.2 and in Kurtev, 2008). Instead, this section will outline the understanding of ‘space’

that informed the present research and relate it to the issues identified in Chapter 2.

Why focus on Léw’s ‘sociology of space’ in the present thesis?

This study follows up on an earlier work by the present author (Kurtev, 2008) which applied
and assessed Low’s (2001, 2016) ‘sociology of space’ approach. Subsequently, Low was the
main point of reference also for the present work (further explained in section 3.4). However,
Léw’s is not the only available approach to study spaces. Section 1.2.2 noted that ‘posthuman’
or ‘more-than-human’ theories are commonly used in the substance use field, and this is further
explored in section 3.3 below. In urban studies, empirical research frequently refers to other
authors'” (especially outside German-speaking contexts, as noted in section 1.2.2). It is thus
worth pointing out theoretical and practical considerations that made Léw’s approach attractive

for the present study, before moving on to describing the approach itself.

Socio-spatial theories are often developed in specific contexts (e.g., social criticism) that are
not concerned with space per se; thus, it is not their main intention to define space but rather
to, for example, highlight the importance of space (Malpas, 2012: 228). As a result, existing
conceptualisations often lack detail or are limited to certain socio-spatial phenomena (e.g.,
particular types of spaces), so that — despite the wealth of available literature on space —
‘space’ can still be viewed “as a theoretically underdeveloped concept” (Low, 2016: ix)'’®. By
contrast, Low set out to develop a precise concept of space that could be useful for sociological
analysis: “as a basic sociological concept” and “a shared understanding of space” (Léw, 2016:
ix-x)'76. To achieve this, LOw reviewed and integrated existing socio-spatial concepts (drawing

on e.g., Simmel, Schitz, Merleau-Ponty, Lefebvre, Giddens, Foucault, Bourdieu, and Einstein)

174 It is beyond the scope of this thesis to discuss authors and theories used in other empirical work, but the works
included in Hubbard and Kitchin (2011) and Gieseking et al. (2014) provide an overview.

175 At the level of empirical research, this also means that studies typically refer to relational concepts of space only
in general terms to clarify their overall conceptual outlook (Léw, 2016: viii).

176 In doing so, Low built upon and continued a thread in German sociology, whereby frameworks are formulated
to propose specific aspects for the analysis of space (briefly outlined in section 3.4.1).
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to develop a novel approach that is sociological, applicable to any type of space, and very
comprehensive. Low also illustrates how her framework can inform the analysis of spaces'””.
This theoretical rigour made Léw’s approach attractive for the earlier work (Kurtev, 2008) and
positioned it as a useful reference point also for the framework of socio-spatial aspects to be

developed in the present study.

Moreover, Léw’s approach encourages us to consider how spaces are constituted by those
who are part of them. Other socio-spatial approaches tend to assume the view of an outsider
looking in: a researcher comes ‘into’ a space (such as a neighbourhood) to ‘objectively’
describe it'’®. Of particular importance to this study was Low’s concept of “synthesis”
(described in section 3.2.1), which aligned well with the present aims of understanding how

people construe spaces.

A final consideration relates to the ease with which Léw’s approach can be understood by
those unfamiliar with socio-spatial theory. As the present study aimed to inform prevention
work, it was essential that any theory used would be accessible to psychologists and other
non-sociologists working in public health’®. Relational concepts of space can be
counterintuitive (i.e., they do not correspond to everyday notions of space) and can be
therefore easily dismissed as disconnected from reality. Part of Léw’s success in the German-
speaking countries (where it is considered a seminal work of socio-spatial theory) can be
attributed to her understandable writing style and relative avoidance of jargon'®. This was a

further argument to draw upon Loéw for the present introduction to relational concepts of space.

3.2. Thinking ‘space’ relationally

In the present thesis, space is conceptualised as “a relational arrangement of living beings and
social goods” (Léw, 2016: ix). This short quote contains all the key elements to a relational
understanding of space, and the following paragraphs will explore these in turn. While the
following descriptions are mostly based on Léw, Low’s work is representative of broader

writings on relational space. Other authors have thus made similar points, but to keep the text

77 Léw did not, however, provide detailed methodological guidance on how to use the aspects in practice. This is
a shortcoming of Léw’s book, and the present author addressed this in her master’s thesis (see section 3.4).

178 This point is elaborated further in Kurtev (2008: 14-15).

179 Adams and Buetow (2014: 93-96) highlight that psychology in particular is a field where students are not well
acquainted with theory, instead coming to understand theory as “difficult, unnecessary, and unconnected with the
real world” (ibid.: 93). They write further: “Reading theory is seen as requiring too much effort: too many big words,
too much confusion, too many ideas that are difficult to access” (ibid.: 96); “unfamiliar terminology” (ibid.) can act
as a barrier to engagement with theory.

180 Similarly, Kusenbach (2017: 1033) describes the English translation as “an easily readable work of theory,
especially when compared to some other key texts in this area” (emphasis added).
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concise other authors are cited here mostly for details not elaborated by Léw. Instances where
the notion of ‘space’ in the present study departs from Low’s will be noted, as well as
extensions developed during the present study (e.g., suggesting ‘situation’ as the smallest
socio-spatial unit). In recent years, Lé6w’s approach has been developed further in the context
of communicative constructivism (e.g., Christmann, 2016a; Knoblauch and Léw, 2017;
Knoblauch, 2020: 208ff; Knoblauch and Steets, 2020): these developments are reflected below
insofar as they are relevant to the argument at hand. As the following can only offer an
overview, readers are directed to key texts (e.g., Léw, 2008, 2016; Fuller and Léw, 2017; Low,

2018) for more detail if needed.

3.2.1. Relational arrangements, spacing and synthesis

Low (2016: 9ff.) uses the term ‘relational’ space primarily in contrast to ‘absolutist’ notions of
space (also known as ‘container space’), building upon earlier work discussing different notions
of space (e.g., Einstein, 1969; Lapple, 1991a). Briefly, the absolutist notion of space can be
characterised via two features: i) space is like a container that surrounds us and which exists
independently of (and hence prior to) the living beings and things within it — we live ‘in’ space;
and ii) space can be described using three-dimensional Euclidean geometry (e.g., Lapple,
1991a: 189-190). Space thus appears as static and naturally given, and it appears to be
‘empty’ when there are no living beings or things ‘in’ it (Lapple, 1991a: 189, with reference to
Einstein). To illustrate, in this perspective, a nightclub is always the same space, regardless of
what music is being played or what patrons are present. This notion represents how people in
‘Western culture’ generally perceive space (Lapple, 1991a: 164)'8". However, this conception
of ‘space’ cannot be fruitfully utilised in the social sciences because it cannot accommodate

well the relationship between society and space (Lapple, 1991a: 195; Léw, 2016).

By contrast, a relational understanding implies that space does not exist independently of living
beings and things but emerges from these living beings and things as well as the (meaningful)
relations between them'®2, In this understanding, space cannot be ‘empty’ because it is always
constituted by its elements and their relations; and it is not possible for us to live ‘in’ space,

because we are part of it'®3. Space is therefore socially produced and in constant flux'®. To

181 |t also underpins the theories presented in section 2.2.

182 ‘Relativistic’ theories give primacy to the relations between elements; Low (2016: 132) therefore uses the term
‘relational’ to highlight that the elements themselves must also be considered.

183 This idea is so unconventional that our language does not cater for it easily, nor does it reflect how space was
discussed in the interviews. The present thesis will therefore occasionally refer to space as something we live ‘in’.
184 The dynamic, processual nature of space is further underlined by the constant interplay of interaction (spacing)
and interpretation (synthesis) as well as the ‘duality’ of structure and action (explained further below).
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return to the nightclub, in this perspective the space changes constantly depending on who is
present, what music is being played and so on. This underlines why ‘space’ is preferred here
over terms such as ‘context’ or ‘environment’: though these are common in the substance use

literature, they imply absolutist notions of space that limit the scope for sociological analysis.

Moving on to the term ‘arrangement’ in the earlier definition, Léw (2016: 134ff.) distinguishes
two key processes of space constitution, namely spacing and synthesis. They are so central
to Low’s approach that her theory is sometimes reduced to this distinction (e.g., Christmann,
2016b: 14-15). ‘Spacing’ refers to “the placing of social goods and people or [.] the positioning
of markings that are primarily symbolic [...] Spacing thus means erecting, deploying, or
positioning [...] in relation to other placements” (Léw, 2016: 134). Examples given by Léw
include “how goods are displayed in the supermarket, how people position themselves toward
other people” (ibid.). At first, this definition may appear overly narrow, for example, as limited
to intentional behaviour, to movement, or to the use of things. However, Lé6w’s descriptions
highlight that ‘spacing’ is something we do all the time — it is inherent to our existence as
material bodies surrounded by matter; we cannot avoid positioning ourselves. Moreover,
although Low discusses spacing and synthesis primarily as processes through which people

constitute space, it is clear that ‘spacing’ also applies to other living beings and things'®.

By contrast, ‘synthesis’ (or ‘operation of synthesis’'®®) refers to how “goods and people are
amalgamated to spaces by way of processes of perception, imagination, and memory” (Low,
2016: 135). In other words, a physical arrangement of living beings and things becomes a
sociologically relevant space only when there is a person to perceive, imagine or remember it.
In this vein, Léw (2016: 189) writes: “Spaces are not naturally existent, but have to be actively
(re-)produced through an operation of synthesis”'®”. This argument will be revisited below. At
this point, it is important to highlight a further implication of synthesis instead, namely that
individual elements (i.e., living beings, things) are not perceived separately but together to form

“ensembles” (LOw, 2016: 189)'8. Thus, they are perceived — and obtain their specific meaning

85 More-than-human theories (see section 1.2.2) emphasise the agency of non-humans in the constitution of space.
Though Léw’s approach is human-centred, she considers other living beings and things (e.g., as the ‘bodies’ of
space constitution): “Although people are more active than social goods in their possibilities of moving and making
decisions, it would fall short of the mark to assume that in contrast to people, social goods are passive objects”;
“Like people, other living beings can also be involved in the constitution of spaces” (2016: 132, 188).

186 The term ‘operation of synthesis’ is used in Léw (2016) as the translation for the German ‘Syntheseleistung’.
The present author agrees with Kusenbach (2017: 1033) who describes this translation as “unfortunately [.]
somewhat unclear”. In the present thesis, the simpler term ‘synthesis’ is generally used.

87 Similarly here: “All spaces are social spaces inasmuch as no spaces exist that are not constituted by people
who synthesize” (Low, 2016: 192, original emphasis).

188 | 6w gives the following example: “One city quarter, for example, which consists of various social goods and
people, can be perceived as one element that is relationally linked with other city quarters to form the space of the
city. The city quarter can also be regarded as a space for itself” (2016: 133, original emphasis).
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—in relation to each other. Low (2016: xiv) offers this example: “An empty bowl on a table may
look dismal, but if a bouquet of roses is placed next to it, the same bowl suddenly shines
splendidly, almost full of promise”. Léw’s concept of ‘synthesis’ could thus be understood as a
prerequisite for the development and activation of ‘situated conceptualizations’ as per Papies’
theory (summarised earlier in Box 2, p. 64). Low’s reference to imagination and memory also
emphasises the role of living beings and things that are not physically present at the time of
synthesis. It further highlights that people will synthesise the same physical arrangement
differently (e.g., depending on past experience). Synthesis is therefore not merely a perceptual
task in which people receive and process sensory input in a predictable fashion, but it refers
to complex meaning-making'®. In the present thesis, references to spaces being ‘construed’,

‘perceived’, ‘experienced’ or ‘interpreted’ express this concept of ‘synthesis’.

Spacing and synthesis might be understood to refer to the material and the mental aspect of
space constitution, respectively. Portrayals of Léw’s approach occasionally imply such a
distinction and criticise the concept of ‘synthesis’ accordingly (e.g., as overly mentalist, so that
spaces become merely subjective abstractions in the head; see e.g., Christmann, 2016b: 14;
Knoblauch, 2020: 210; Knoblauch and Steets, 2020: 138). However, such a clear delineation
was likely not intended by Low. Rather, Low emphasises that spacing and synthesis are
separated in her theory only for analytical purposes, being interdependent in practice (Low,
2016: 135). She also highlights the role of the body in her discussions of ‘perception’ (Low,
2016: 164, 2018: 25). Thus, synthesis has material components, while spacing requires mental
processes. Léw’s writings (e.g., on institutionalisation or the role of habitus) also highlight that
synthesis is societally embedded, hence the resulting spaces are not only subjective. Another
important clarification is that synthesis does not imply full consciousness. Although synthesis
can be conscious (e.g., when planning a room) and be (at least partially) made conscious and
verbalised (e.g., when talking about spaces), it typically occurs below consciousness as we
navigate everyday life (Low, 2016: 135—137). Nevertheless, the need for these clarifications
highlights some issues with Léw’s definition of ‘synthesis’. Kurtev (2008) also noted that Low’s
definition does not sufficiently capture the role of feelings. ‘Synthesis’ is thus understood in this

thesis to draw on mental processes in a broad sense.

Processes of spacing and synthesis are informed by (implicit) knowledge. This aspect is not
discussed separately by Léw'® but, drawing on communicative constructivism, Knoblauch and

Steets (2020: 142) suggest that such ‘space knowledge’ (“Raum-Wissen”) develops as we

189 Fuller and Léw (2017: 476) describe ‘synthesis’ as “making-sense of the meaning of particular spaces”, and the
editors’ preface to Low’s 2016 book describes synthesis as “the interpretive act of imagining” (Léw, 2016: v).
190 ‘Knowledge’ is a recurring topic in Léw’s (2001, 2016) book, but it is not addressed in a separate section.
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experience materiality (with our own body) in relation to social (i.e., communicative) meanings.
These experiences remain accessible beyond the immediate situation as memories in which
the material and the symbolic become synonymous. Again, this parallels Papies’ concept of

‘situated conceptualizations’ (as summarised in Box 2 above).

3.2.2. Place — setting — sociosphere — micro-space

Considering the above, what is the difference between space and place? Low’s use of ‘place’
is somewhat ambiguous (Kurtev, 2008: 19-20; Hamedinger, 2019: 696). This is because place
takes on a double meaning in Low’s theory. On the one hand, “place denotes an area, a site,
which can be specifically named, usually geographically marked” (Low, 2008: 42); what might
be called a “location” (Low, 2016: xvii). It is a condition for spacing and synthesis: “For it to be
possible to place oneself or something, there have to be places where it is possible to place”
(Léw, 2016: 167). On the other hand, places are the meaningful, symbolic sites that result from
the processes of spacing and synthesis'®'. This includes ‘place’ in the sense typically invoked
in, for example, urban studies literature or environmental psychology, where places are
uniquely meaningful in a biographical sense or as sites of collective memory (not necessarily
in a positive way; Manzo, 2005'%?). ‘Place’ in this sense can be understood as a type of space
(Fuller and Léw, 2017: 477). However, in the present thesis, the term is not limited to such
‘special’ places: if meaning-making is integral to spacing and synthesis, then spacing and
synthesis always produce places that are (to some extent) meaningful. Generally speaking,

place could then be understood as space that is bound to a specific location.

By distinguishing ‘space’ and ‘place’, Loéw achieves several things. Firstly, it becomes possible
to conceive of multiple spaces in the same location (also Christmann, 2016a). People can use
and interpret the same ‘place’ differently, resulting in different spaces. This refers not only to
different people: the same person can constitute different spaces at the same location (e.g.,

many different activities may take place in a person’s living room over the course of a day).

Secondly, it highlights that a space need not be limited to one location. Consider, for example,
the vast space constituted by an individual's life: what Albrow (1997: 51) refers to as a
“sociosphere”. It spans across many different places, including ones only accessed via

communication media (i.e., technologically mediated), memory, or imagination.

91 Accordingly, Low writes: “The constitution of space thus systematically generates places, just as places make
the emergence of space possible” (2016: 167).

192 Conceptualisations of place often focus on the ‘good’, ‘meaningful’, ‘liveable’, etc.; ‘place’ often has a normative
or “romantic” connotation (Canter, 1988: 10, cit. in Gustafson, 2001: 6; also Lewicka, 2011; Graumann, 2002: 108).
Manzo (2005) showed that places can be meaningful in negative ways (e.g., associated with painful memories).
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Thirdly — and of most relevance to the present study —, if space is not defined primarily via
place (whether as location or symbolically), it becomes possible to typify spaces according to
other criteria. Spaces can then be conceived of as primarily characterised by particular
arrangements rather than their locations. The opportunities for classification are then only
limited by our imagination and research interests. Returning to the example of especially
meaningful places discussed above, such places could be understood as a type of space by
virtue of representing relational arrangements in which the location holds central meaning for
individual or group identity' % To give another example, the concept of ‘settings’ in
substance use prevention (e.g., school, family, nightlife, community) could be understood to
refer to institutionalised arrangements of living beings and things (e.g., school infrastructures)
that bring forth various opportunities for intervention. The present argument suggests that
space can be separated from place further, to conceive for example of ‘alcohol spaces’ or
‘spaces of no substance use’ as types of spaces representing substance use patterns without
pre-empting what locations they might be associated with (i.e., not synonymous with formal

drinking establishments or places where substance use is banned).

The above examples illustrate that Low’s approach is applicable to a range of spaces, including
spaces at different scales'®. As scale is not a focus of Léw’s work, the present thesis draws
on Lapple’s (1991b: 43f.) distinction of micro, meso and macro spaces. Examples of macro-
spaces include nation-states or global networks, while examples of meso-spaces include cities
or regional networks. Of greatest interest to the present thesis are micro-spaces, which have

the human body at their centre and refer to what can be directly experienced'®: 197,

While Lapple’s three-level structure points to the nested nature of spaces (i.e., micro-spaces
within meso-spaces within macro-spaces), Low’s ‘synthesis’, Albrow’s (1997) ‘sociosphere’

and Knoblauch’s (2020) work on technologically mediated spaces remind us that the lived-in

198 The importance of ‘identity’ in relation to places is also highlighted by Léw: “If we look from a sociological point
of view at a formation as a place, which is often endowed with the unifying force of a name, strategies and structures
(whether individual or collective) that are oriented on identity come into focus: traditions, memories, shared
experiences, and so on” (2016: xvii).

194 Similarly to ‘place’, other socio-spatial figurations such as ‘borders’, ‘networks’ or ‘territories’ can then also be
conceived of specific types of spaces (Léw, 2016; Fuller and Low, 2017).

195 In the introductory words of her 2016 book, Low speaks of “architectural spaces, urban spaces, regions, nation-
states, bedrooms, recreation parks, river landscapes, etc.” (2016: vii). She further proposes that “sociology of space
[...] can study the constitution of spaces on all scales, whether cities, regions, or small communities” (2016: 43).
Knoblauch and Léw (2017: 6) also suggest that “the notion of [spatial] figuration makes it possible to address spatial
relations of any order and across different scales”.

196 Hence, micro, meso and macro spaces in this context are not to be confused with, for example, micro, meso
and macro systems as defined by Bronfenbrenner (1979).

197 This understanding thus resembles that of ‘micro-environments’ in Hollands et al. (2017), defined as “settings
that people use for specific purposes (for example, shops, restaurants and bars) and where they interact directly
with objects and stimuli in those environments” (ibid.: 2) (see Chapter 2). A difference is, however, that Lapple’s
micro-spaces are not limited to those institutionalised settings highlighted in Hollands et al.’s definition.
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micro-spaces of everyday life are also embedded in a broader mesh of imagined, remembered
and technologically mediated spaces, which nowadays frequently take place at global macro
levels. This ‘networked’ view invites additional research questions, especially if we consider
substance use practices. Concepts such as Foucault’'s (1986) ‘heterotopia’ — the ‘other place’
which reinforces the normalcy of everyday life by showing what is not normal —, Goffman’s
(1990/1959) ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’, as well as Giddens’ (1984: 110ff.) ‘regionalization’
point to how spaces define each other. They could thus help explore the role of substance use
spaces (or spaces of situational abstinence) as situated within people’s broader sociospheres.
Although such concepts informed the present study'®, it was only feasible to explore networks

cursorily in section 11.7, and so these concepts are not discussed here further.

3.2.3. ‘Situation’ — bridging everyday and relational vocabulary

The relational conceptualisation of space brought about challenges during the interviews in the
present study. One such challenge was that everyday concepts of ‘space’ and ‘place’ do not
correspond to the relational understanding outlined here. Interviews were conducted in
German, and speaking of ‘spaces’ (Rdume) could easily reinforce notions of ‘container space’
as well as conflate ‘space’ and ‘place’, considering that the word ‘Raum’ (space) can also refer
to the rooms of a house. Similarly, speaking of ‘places’ (Orte) risked limiting spaces to those
bound to singular locations, thereby excluding spaces spanning across locations. Further
complications arose from the dynamic nature of relationally conceived spaces as well as the
nested structure of spaces and places'®®: even at the micro-level, multiple spaces can co-exist
(concurrently or over time) at the same location (e.g., a living room) and, together, form another
space, such as a symbolic place (e.g., “my living room”); and locations can be delimited in

different ways and differentiated further (e.g., a flat into rooms into areas within each room).

The concept of ‘situation’ was therefore introduced in this study, initially to communicate to
study participants in an understandable way that multiple spaces can be found in a single
location, or that similar relational arrangements can be found in different locations. In other
words, participants were better able to employ a relational understanding of space when
thinking of ‘situations’. Chapter 9 illustrates the situations that participants thought of during
the interviews. Theoretically, ‘situation’ does not differ from the definition of ‘space’ above (i.e.,

it also refers to a relational arrangement of living beings and social goods). However, ‘situation’

98 For example, it was with reference to the concept of ‘heterotopia’ that non-everyday spaces, in particular
holidays, were included in the empirical part of the present study.

199 | 6w also highlights “that according to perspective a person or a social good is itself a space or an element of a
construction of space” (2016: 133).
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is suggested here as the ‘smallest’ possible relational arrangement, a coming-together of just
the necessary minimum of living beings and things in a micro-space, held together just enough
by materiality, time and relational meaning to be recognised?” as an ensemble. This definition
was not provided during the interviews, as the word ‘situation’ was sufficient to elicit relational
arrangements as intended (further described in Chapter 6). This theoretical clarification of
‘situation’ made it possible, however, to continue using the term beyond the fieldwork and

integrate it into the theoretical framework emerging from this study (in Chapters 12 and 13).

On this note, two further terms can be clarified here. In the present thesis, the term ‘situated
substance use’ emphasises substance use as it situated®! in (i.e., forms part of) a specific
socio-spatial arrangement?*? (cf. substance use as an abstract category independent of the
specific use context), while ‘situational substance use’ refers to the fact that substances are

used in some situations but not others?°3.

3.2.4. Socio-spatial structures as conditions and outcomes of actions

Returning now to Low’s conceptualisation of space, ‘arrangement’ also points to the interplay
of structure and action in the constitution of space. This is especially evident in Low’s original
German-language term of ‘(An)Ordnung’, which refers to both action (‘Anordnung’; ordering)
and structure (‘Ordnung’; order) (Léw, 2016: 141). The interplay of structure and action is
central to Léw’s work because she draws heavily on Giddens’ (1984) theory of structuration.
Léw extends Giddens’ theory by applying it to spatial structures, understood as a type of social
structures (Léw, 2016: 141). Drawing on Giddens, she suggests that “we can speak of spatial
structures when the constitution of space [...] is inscribed into rules and secured by resources
that are recursively incorporated in institutions independently of place and point in time” (Low,
2016: 145, original emphasis). Thus, ‘spatial structures’ are not material structures per se but
rather the social structures (rules and resources) which support certain forms of spacing and
synthesis (and thereby certain arrangements) whilst hindering others. Material structures can,

however, be understood as the tangible manifestations of these structures (Léw, 2016: 143).

200 With Léw, we could say: “... to be synthesised as an ensemble.”

201 Similar to Papies’ (2017) use of the term with reference to ‘situated interventions’ (see Chapter 2).

202 The term ‘socio-spatial arrangement’ is used here synonymously with ‘relational arrangement of living beings
and social goods’.

203 |n a study on young people’s alcohol use, Parder (2018: 189) defines ‘situational abstinence’ as “refusing alcohol
in certain situations while consuming it in others”. The terms ‘situational substance use’ and ‘situational abstinence’
in the present thesis are based on Parder’s concept. However, Parder appears to limit the term to situations that
involve a deliberate decision to abstain, while the present thesis uses a broader understanding of ‘abstinence’ as
de facto absence of substance use (regardless of whether or not it involved a conscious decision to abstain).
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The main point here is that actions (i.e., spacing and synthesis) create structures which in turn
structure actions via processes of institutionalisation. It is beyond this thesis to go into depth
here, but among the structuring aspects discussed by Léw are people’s own everyday routines,
the “external effectuality” of things on the basis of their smells or sounds (Low, 2016: 164), and
institutionalised forms of spacing and synthesis (e.g., what constitutes a drinking
establishment, how products are arranged in supermarkets)?®. While Low uses Giddens’
theory of structuration as an overall framework, the processes through which initially contingent
actions become reified as structures can also be explained using other theories, such as
Berger and Luckmann’s (1971/1966) social constructionism?®® 2%, Drawing on the latter,
Christmann (2016a) describes a hypothetical step-by-step process to show how initially
contingent, individual ways of spacing and synthesis can over time become habitualised and
shared by a group of people, so that eventually these products of human action can appear as
naturally given, objective und unchangeable realities. In terms of institutionalisation (in this
context as the process through which certain forms of spacing and synthesis become shared
by a group of people), language plays a central role for all of these authors. Words such as
‘shopping mall’, ‘school’ or ‘airport’ thus refer to institutionalised socio-spatial arrangements. It
is particularly with regard to institutionalised forms of spacing and synthesis that the double
role of materiality becomes clear: on the one hand, as an opportunity for action, on the other
hand, as a constraint that perpetuates the status quo. Materiality can thus become a resource
for third parties to (purposefully) encourage or enforce certain spacings and operations of
synthesis (Christmann, 2016a: 95). Power relations, social inequalities and processes of
inclusion and exclusion are therefore commonly addressed in the literature on relational space,
also by Low (2016: 177)2°".

204 The recognition of ‘situations’, as suggested in section 3.2.3, also reflects such institutionalised and routinised
forms of synthesis. Thanks to Cornelia Dlabaja for pointing this out during her review of this chapter.

205 Berger and Luckmann (1971: 106, original emphasis), explain ‘reification’ as: “the apprehension of the products
of human activity as if they were something other than human products [...] Reification implies that man is capable
of forgetting his own authorship of the human world [...] as an extreme step in the process of objectivation, whereby
the objectivated world loses its comprehensibility as a human enterprise and becomes fixated as a non-human,
non-humanizable, inert facticity”. While Giddens uses the term in a similar fashion, he adds “that reification is a
discursive notion [...] it should be seen as referring to forms of discourse which treat such properties [of social
systems] as ‘objectively given’ in the same way as are natural phenomena" (1984: 180, emphasis added).
Christmann (2016a: 99) comments briefly on the parallels between Giddens’ and Berger and Luckmann’s work.
206 Although Berger and Luckmann did not explore the “spatial structure” of everyday life in detail (1971/1966: 40),
Luckmann clarified in a later interview that this was not to imply “that you can make houses without bricks [...]. |
[Luckmann] consider this total nonsense. The bricks are the human body, evolutionary givens and preconditions,
et cetera” (Dreher and Vera, 2016: 32).

207 |n fact, this is a key focus of this literature (e.g., capitalism critique, feminist writings, ‘right to the city’). Socio-
spatial structures may be analysed to understand, for example, how they serve to (re)produce societal structures
and thereby deepen social inequalities. Attention is paid to who shapes socio-spatial structures (and who does not)
and using what techniques, and how change can be effected (e.g., this is a focus in Christmann’s, 2016a, own
extension of LOw). In the present context, this perspective might point to, for example, the power relations underlying
environmental prevention (e.g., who has the power to define and enforce measures, who benefits and who does
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Léw’s approach appears to emphasise the ordering function of social structures, insofar that
she addresses change in only one section explicitly (see below) but includes many aspects to
explain how initially contingent forms of spacing and synthesis become stable over time and
how action is shaped by existing material, spatial and broader social structures. However, this
is not to imply a deterministic understanding of ‘structure’. With his theory of structuration,
Giddens (1984: 15) sought to reconcile two positions in sociology: those that emphasise
individual agency versus those that emphasise the power that society holds over individuals.
To overcome this dualism, structure and action are seen as intertwined, with the term ‘duality’
used to highlight their interdependency. In this perspective, structures do not determine actions
but offer opportunities, conditions and guidelines for action. In fact, Giddens can be seen to
overemphasise the role of action, as in this view, structures can only survive if they are
supported and reproduced by actions (Low, 2018: 35ff.). Thus, while main theories
underpinning environmental prevention (see section 2.2) tend to portray the (material)
environment as having a relatively strong influence on human behaviour, such a viewpoint is
considered controversial and outdated in spatial sociology, where people are seen much more

as active agents in the constitution of space (Christmann, 2016b: 9; Léw, 2018: 35).

It was already outlined above that people actively constitute spaces through spacing and
synthesis. Whilst these processes lose their plasticity over time, this does not mean that at
some point people start to dispassionately follow established routines and passively accept
invitations posed by external stimuli. Yet, as the basic premises of environmental prevention
remind us (see Chapter 2), we should not assume that people go about their everyday routines
fully conscious and ready or able to effect change at will. If we are to avoid this apparent
dualism of fully conscious deliberate efforts (‘reflective’) versus a kind of nonconscious
acceptance of environmental conditions (‘automatic’) (as argued in Chapter 2), it is important
to ask what sources of change there may be between these two extremes. Léw discusses the
role of “bodily—emotional desire”, understood as “an unease [regarding the status quo] that
cannot yet be articulated” (Léw, 2016: 157) as well as “curiosity, passion, and imagination”
(ibid.: 156), while Christmann (2016a: 102) highlights the role of creativity. Christmann argues
that the modern conditions of society (e.g., globalisation, increased diversity, media) expose
people to a multiplicity of contexts, thereby increasing people’s awareness of different options.

This is turn expands their repertoire (whether consciously or not) for spacing and synthesis.

not). While Chapter 2 touched upon these issues, this aspect had to be bracketed in the empirical study because it
was not directly related to the research questions (similar to how ‘gender’ was not an analytical focus, see section
1.2.3). LOw’s own exemplary analyses show that it is not necessary to address all aspects of space constitution in
each study, but that certain aspects come into focus depending on the research questions.
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These are some examples for how people can interact with their environment in novel or

unexpected ways and thereby change existing structures outside of full consciousness.

Socio-spatial structures are not the only ones that shape action. Incorporating Bourdieu and
Wacquant's (1992) concept of ‘habitus’, Léw (2016: 149) highlights gender and class as
“structural principles” that shape spacing and synthesis. It is here — at the question of what
individuals ‘bring’ into a space constitution — that Léw’s approach, with its focus on everyday
routines and habitus, seems somewhat limited. As noted earlier, the role of ‘space knowledge’
as a precondition for spacing and synthesis could be explored further. Kusenbach (2017: 1034)
also suggests that “a firmer embrace of spatial ideas in relation to culture, identity, emotion
and interaction could strengthen the ‘action’ side of Léw’s theory”. In the present context, for
example, it might be useful to consider substance user identity to understand substance use
related spacings and operations of synthesis. In any case, these examples highlight further
that person-environment relations should not be viewed through a behaviourist stimulus-
response lens (cf. Chapter 2) — not just because people are active (e.g., desiring, creative)

agents, but because doing so would disregard the many other factors that shape action.

The references to social constructionism and the theory of structuration highlight how
questions regarding person-environment relationships mirror central debates within sociology
and science more generally (e.g., on agency or free will). The last paragraphs underlined,
however, that the ‘active/passive’ dualism in the discussion of person-environment relations,
although at times reproduced in this thesis, is misleading because it assumes that active
engagement and passive responding can be clearly distinguished. Indeed, the question of
whether people are active or passive in relation to their environments makes sense only within
the logic of the very same ‘structure/action’ dualism that Giddens and Low sought to overcome.

To conclude with Spain (1992: 6, original emphasis):

“do spatial arrangements cause certain social outcomes or do social processes create
spatial differentiation? [...] it is fruitless to try to isolate space from social processes in order
to say that one ‘causes’ the other. A more constructive approach is to acknowledge their
interdependence, acknowledge how one tries to separate the two for analytic purposes, and

then reintegrate the two”.

3.2.5. Beyond the physical: living beings, symbolic meaning, and the ‘social’

In the final part of her definition of ‘space’, Low speaks of “living beings and social goods”. This
is relevant insofar that it includes humans and other animals, plants as well as things. As noted

in section 1.2.2, Low’s approach is therefore in line with more-than-human thinking. But why
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does Low speak of ‘social’ goods? As Low clarifies (2016: 130-131), goods can be ‘social’ in
the sense that they are products of human activity; however, the adjunct ‘social’ also highlights
their symbolic aspect?®®. Thus, Low includes “songs, values, and regulations” in her discussion
of social goods (2016: 130). This means that while the materiality of bodies and things?® is a
basic condition for space constitution, things are relevant to the constitution of space primarily

because of their symbolic meaning. Accordingly, Léw (2008: 34) writes:

“Goods are thus ordered in their material aspect, but these orderings can be understood
only if the symbolic properties of social goods are deciphered. [...] Symbols in road
transport, for instance, can be ordered only because they possess materiality, but the

reason for ordering them is to display symbolism”.

It is therefore recognised that the physical dimension alone (to which environments are often
reduced, see section 2.4.1) cannot explain the social implications of space constitution. From
this emerges also the importance of retaining a human-centred view (cf. some interpretations

of posthuman approaches), given that it is people who assign meaning.

In this context, symbols are not understood only as explicit signs (Christmann, 2016b: 19),
although these would also be included (e.g., ‘no smoking’ signs). Furthermore, the symbolic
meaning does not have to be deeply meaningful (e.g., for individual or collective identity).
Meaning can be as ‘simple’ as the connotation a certain material holds (e.g., ‘cheap’ plastic,
‘elegant’ glass). This is not to imply an essentialism, whereby meanings are somehow inherent
to things, even if Low (2016: 164) argues that social goods have “symbolic effects” or “external
effectuality” (e.g., via smells, sounds, textures, colours) with which they actively shape how
spaces are constituted?'. In the specific moment of space constitution, meaning emerges from
the overall spatial arrangement: “[the meanings of] things are dependent on the spatial

arrangement in which we place them; and the other way round, in their spatial arrangement

208 Though L6éw (2016: 130) distinguishes between things that have a primarily material function (e.g., chair, table)
and those that have a primarily symbolic function (e.g., signs), this distinction is not used here because it may
suggest that primarily material goods are relevant by virtue of their materiality. By contrast, the present thesis argues
that it is principally the symbolic aspect that is relevant to the constitution of space. Even if this perspective is seen
as too radical, it must be considered that the symbolic function of, for example, a chair may be more decisive for its
role in the constitution of a space than its material function. Low herself hastens to add that “social goods are never
only material or symbolic, but rather exhibit both components” (2016: 130).

209 “Things’ is the preferred term in the present thesis over Léw’s ‘goods’. The following terms could be used roughly
interchangeably: goods, things, matter, objects, stuff, materials; however, each term has advantages and
disadvantages. The term ‘things’, although it may imply something man-made, is considered here to offer the best
option, being defined as “an inanimate material object as distinct from a living sentient being” (Oxford English
Dictionary). Even if, for example, a song is more appropriately described as a ‘social good’ than a ‘thing’, ‘goods’ is
not considered ideal here due to its commercial connotations (e.g., as “merchandise” or “things to be transported”
according to the Oxford English Dictionary). ‘Objects’ is problematic because it can be seen to denote a
subject/object relationship (i.e., objects as passive) which is not in line with more-than-human thinking.

210 While Léw discusses the differential “symbolic effect” of wood versus marble (2016: 162f.) and describes
“external effectuality [... to] emanate from social goods”, she does not comment on the origins of such effects.
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they have a specific effect on us” (Léw, 2016: xiv). Moreover, in the present interpretation of
Low’s theory, meaning is understood to emerge from socially shared notions (e.g., forms of
synthesis in line with one’s culture)?' and personal experience (further discussed in section
3.4.2). As noted earlier in relation to ‘synthesis’, meaning-making thus relies on perception but

also memory and imagination of other spaces beyond the immediately perceptible.

Section 2.2 showed that theories underpinning environmental prevention tend to reduce
environments to their physical dimension. However, the present perspective suggests it is
misleading to assume that we can perceive things just in their physical state, or that their purely
physical state is what influences behaviour. Instead, we perceive things together with the

meaning they hold, and act on this symbolic basis. Low (2018: 44, translation by AB) writes?'?:

Placed objects, which are synthesised to form spaces, are material. However, it is not
possible to recognise or sensorily experience this materiality in a ‘pure’, ‘uninfluenced’,
much less a ‘natural’ form. Rather, as socialised beings, people also perceive materiality

through an established system of meaning-making and therefore symbolic connotations.

This is partially recognised in the literature on choice architecture, as Dolan et al. (2012: 271)
note with reference to Zajonc (1980): “It has been argued that all perceptions contain some
emotion, so that ‘we do not just see a house: we see a handsome house, an ugly house, or a

”

pretentious house™. The continued focus on physical environments in those theories suggests,
however, that the full implications of this insight have not yet been realised. This is not to imply
that the physical dimension should be dismissed altogether, but to highlight that both aspects

must be considered to understand how spaces are constituted (Low, 2016: 163).

In light of the above, what are those ‘relations’ in the phrase ‘relational arrangement’? Counter
to what might be expected, the concept of ‘relations’ remains somewhat vague in Low’s (2016)
text. Christmann (2016a: 104) suggests that Low means mostly physical relations, which
seems to be accurate. For one, Léw’s discussion of absolutist versus relativist conceptions of
space focusses on physical relations between bodies (e.g., 2016: 23). And while Léw
expresses a need to move beyond the consideration of “(mobile) positional relationships” to

capture their “social dimension” (Léw, 2016: 106), this social dimension refers to “who arranges

211 What, with Berger and Luckmann (1971/1966: 56), could be described as the “social stock of knowledge”: the
shared body of knowledge that is passed on between generations. The proposed study therefore takes a more
sociological perspective than, for example, place meaning research, which focuses on personal meaning of place
produced through repeated use of or significant experiences in a place (e.g., Gieryn, 2000: 481; Gustafson, 2001;
Manzo, 2005: 81).

212 German original: “Materiell sind platzierte Objekte, welche zu Rdumen verknlipft werden. Diese Materialitat ist
jedoch nicht als ‘reine’, ‘unbeeinflusste’, gar ‘natiirliche’ erkenn- oder erfiihlbar, sondern als vergesellschaftete
Wesen nehmen Menschen auch die Materialitdt durch ein tradiertes System von Sinngebungen und damit
symbolischen Besetzungen wahr” (Low, 2018: 44).
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what objects in what way and with what body”, “with what right, with what power?” (ibid.: 108,
127). By contrast, the present thesis assumes that the constitution of space emerges primarily
from symbolically meaningful relations between living beings and things. Physical relations
matter as well, but more often than not, it is suggested here, they matter as carriers of symbolic
meaning rather than as physical relations per se. Léw alludes to this possibility only on very
few occasions in her book?'3, but an understanding of relations primarily in terms of symbolic
meaning is more consistent with her overall conception of space (as well as the concept of
‘synthesis’) than one focussed on physical relations. This understanding of ‘relationality’ as
referring to symbolic meaning is also supported by recent developments of Low’s approach

within communicative constructivism?2'4.

On a final note, it is noteworthy that the aspect of ‘meaning’ is somewhat underdeveloped in
Léw’s original text. It appears rather as a transversal aspect: mentioned at various points but
not considered separately?' (which can lead to it being overlooked; Kurtev, 2008) and not a
constituent element in the definition of ‘synthesis’. Subsequent work has, however, explored
meaning-making more, albeit in relation to specific formations such as cities (e.g., Low, 2013,
2018: 132-133; Muller, 2018) or buildings (Low and Steets, 2014; Steets, 2015). The
importance of meaning-making in relation to synthesis has also been better articulated in

recent publications (e.g., Fuller and Léw, 2017: 472).

3.3. Implications for substance use research

The above perspective implies a very different understanding of space than that evident in the
theories currently underpinning environmental prevention (as outlined in section 2.2). Key
differences include a greater consideration for social and symbolic dimensions of space (cf. a
focus on the material-physical) and a different concept of the person-environment relationship,

whereby the person is understood as more active (e.g., as a creative meaning-maker; cf. the

213 For example, where Low writes: “The arrangement of two people with respect to each other is equally constitutive
of space, namely as a function of their social relationship. People who are socially close to each other leave less
space between each other than do social strangers” (2016: 131, emphasis added); “relationships of opposition and
competition” (2016: 133); or “The formation of relations is a primarily symbolic process” (2016: 192).

214 For Knoblauch and Léw (2017: 4-5), spaces are ‘social’ not only because they are products of human activity
or because they draw on social stocks of knowledge, but because spacing and synthesis are communicative acts
that always have the person in relation to other people as their starting point, even when we are on our own (on the
latter point, see Knoblauch, 2020: 207ff.). Knoblauch and Léw (2017: 5) thus state that “the active relation in space
is always a social relation of communicative action [...] Spatial relations, therefore, are always social relations”.
Accordingly, their definition of ‘space’ (2017: 5, emphasis added) differs from Léw’s earlier writings: “Spatial
assemblages consist of material and symbolic relations of interdependence between human beings and objects”.
215 While Léw includes a separate section on ‘Symbolism and Materiality’ (2016: 161ff.), this covers the structuring
effects of symbolic/material aspects of things, rather than meaning and meaning-making as such.
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‘automaton’ tendency noted in section 2.3) while also influenced by additional forces beyond

immediate physical arrangements (e.g., gender and class as ‘structural principles’).

Table 3: A ‘sociology of space’ perspective

Key feature Sociology of space

Related concepts (e.g.,) Relational space, spatial turn, more-than-human

Key authors/publications (e.g.,) Loéw, 2001, 2008, 2016; Fuller and Léw, 2017

Disciplines (e.g.,) Sociology

Purposes (e.g.,) To facilitate research on the spatiality of social processes by offering a

sociologically useful concept of ‘space’ which accounts for the material
as well as the social and symbolic aspects of space constitution

Conceptualisation of environment as ... | Meaningful relations between living beings and things

Relevance to environmental prevention | Not used
of substance use (i.e., in publications
by EMCDDA and related authors)

Specific to env. prevention? No
Potential issues in relation to Unfamiliar concepts and vocabulary, may be perceived as too complex,
environmental prevention (e.g.,) draws on different paradigms, not geared toward explaining health

behaviours and supporting related intervention

Note. This table uses the same format as Table 1 in Chapter 2 to allow direct comparisons with main theories used in
environmental prevention.

Table 1 (p. 53) summarised main theories currently informing environmental prevention, and
Table 3 above provides equivalent information for the ‘sociology of space’ perspective outlined
earlier. While theories underpinning environmental prevention conceptualise the environment
mostly as offering behavioural opportunities, a relational understanding of space produces a
more complex account of the environment. Many aspects were mentioned in section 3.2, but
above all, the environment is conceptualised as an array of meaningful relations between living
beings and things. This perspective thus invites us to take a step back and consider first how
a space is constituted (including its social and symbolic dimensions), before exploring how this

is linked to specific behavioural choices or outcomes.

3.3.1. Potential limitations of a relational approach

Before we explore potential benefits of a ‘sociology of space’ lens in environmental prevention,

let us first consider potential issues (last row in Table 3 above).

Firstly, although L6éw’s is one of the easier-to-understand theories, it is still relatively complex
and draws on a completely different set of paradigms and concepts to the ones currently used
in prevention. Section 3.1 already alluded to the difficulties of integrating theory in practice-

oriented fields (see footnote 179). Moreover, the reduction of space to its physical dimension
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may not be a coincidence. Instead, it may meet a need for simplicity as a precondition for
intervention. Intervention is easiest if the aspects to be targeted are few, clearly identifiable,
easy to modify, and linked to outcomes in predictable ways. In other words: simplified space
is easier to control, while complexity and diversity make intervention more difficult?'®. The
tendency toward reductionist or universalist models in environmental prevention (outlined in

section 2.4) may be understood better against this background.

The second point highlighted in Table 3 is that the specific ‘sociology of space’ perspective
outlined above, with its roots in urban studies, gender studies, and critical sociology (in the
sense employed by Burawoy, 2005), is not geared toward explaining health behaviours and
supporting related intervention. Where change is discussed, this is usually in relation to how
people themselves may effect change (e.g., Low, 2016: 155ff.). Efforts by others are discussed
in the context of how spacing and synthesis are purposefully used to create certain
atmospheres, with a focus on how this perpetuates social inequalities through processes of
inclusion and exclusion (Léw, 2016: 174-175, 181-182). While clearly relevant, for example if
we consider the “staging” (Léw, 2016: 174) of drinking establishments to produce certain
atmospheres, it is not immediately obvious how this could inform preventive practice. A
scenario in which people are deliberately presented with new arrangements (e.g., as in choice
architecture interventions which present options differently to how they were before) is not
discussed?'”, particularly not with regard to potential impact on specific behavioural outcomes
(e.g., choice of substances). Thus, practical implications for intervention are not offered, and
the questions asked in Chapter 2 (e.g., under what circumstances an environmental invitation

is accepted or declined), are not systematically addressed by Loéw.

The challenge is thus how to translate the above theory of space into a framework that can be
used in prevention practice and be seen to open up opportunities for better intervention?'®. This
was one of the challenges that the present thesis sought to address. The conclusions
formulated in the last chapters are therefore intended to help overcome the above limitations

and complement similar efforts by other authors in this regard (noted in section 3.3.3 below).

216 | ow (2016: xi) similarly argues that concepts such as ‘nation-state’ or ‘territory’ produce reductionist accounts of
“homogeneous” spaces, without complexity or diversity, in order to make these spaces manageable and amenable
to intervention by governments.

217 The closest scenario to this was found to be a brief instance where Léw (2016: xix) comments on an Israeli
intervention to relocate nomadic people from tents to houses.

218 The present thesis is framed within a ‘prevention’ perspective, as explained in section 1.2.1. The question of
whether interventions are desirable is therefore not the focus here, but rather how interventions can be improved.
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3.3.2. Potential gains of a relational approach

The above limitations suggest that further work is needed to facilitate the integration of a
‘sociology of space’ perspective in prevention research, and the present thesis hopes to make
a useful contribution in this regard. But why undertake this effort? Fuller and Low (2017: 478—
479) propose that spatial sociology can help to explain “how space is produced and how
processes of constituting meaningful space shape social reality. [...] Relational space can
provide a lens through which to explain practices, social action and discourses [...]". The
premise of the present thesis is therefore that a relational concept of space may facilitate
greater understanding of the nexus between person, environment and substance use than
theories based on absolutist notions of space. The following paragraphs suggest five potential
gains from adding a ‘sociology of space’ perspective to environmental prevention. They formed
the basis for the formulation of implications in section 2.4 and are reiterated here to highlight

the specific contributions that the present study hopes to make.

Potential gain 1: Considering social and symbolic aspects within a broader concept of
‘environment’ may open up new intervention possibilities. The ‘sociology of space’ perspective
invites us to understand spaces as multifaceted and to account for social and symbolic aspects
in addition to physical ones. This may help identify aspects that could be targeted by
intervention but have not been hitherto considered. This would be of particular interest if these

aspects supported strengths-based approaches rather than restrictive or coercive ones.

Potential gain 2: Concepts such as ‘synthesis’ and the ‘duality’ of structure and action may
help to better understand the mechanisms linking person, environment and substance use.
Léw’s concept of ‘synthesis’ invites us to consider how people interpret what they perceive,
not so much in terms of visual attention, but based on the symbolic meanings that the living
beings and things hold for them, in line with, for example, past experiences, aspirations and
corporality. ‘Synthesis’ is the basis for action in ongoing interplay with structure. Particularly
for complex practices such as substance use and abstinence, considering this variety of
influences and their dynamic interrelationships is likely to be important. Although mechanisms
linking environments, people and behavioural outcomes are not a focus of Léw’s work, the
concepts offered by her approach could inform the development of relevant models that take

on at least some of this complexity.

Potential gain 3: A sociological concept of space may help to identify barriers and facilitators
to intervention uptake and help avoid iatrogenic effects. Rather than assuming that structures
produce action, a ‘sociology of space’ perspective suggests that structures need to be

sustained by action. When are such actions most likely? The concept of ‘institutionalised’ forms
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of spacing and synthesis (explained in section 3.2) implies that the interaction between a
person and their environment draws on (implicit) knowledge of group conventions, of

discourses in the broadest sense (Christmann, 2016a). Léw (2016: xix) suggests that:

the conscious or unconscious recognition of spatial pattern has a structuring effect. Spaces
take their full effect when actors have the impression that they are not influenced in their
conventions by spatial structures. Accordingly, [... constitutions of space] take place
effectively when they can rely on existing knowledge that is already established in

conventions and routines.

A ‘sociology of space’ perspective thus invites us to consider the extent to which the space
envisioned by an intervention corresponds with (or deviates from) existing understandings of
the space. For example, to what extent does a smoke-free workplace correspond to the notion
of ‘workplace’ held by the target population? Similarly, the notion of ‘spatial structures’ (as the
rules and resources to support certain forms of spacing and synthesis) encourages us to
consider the extent to which the newly envisioned space is supported by these?'®. While such
implementation considerations are not uncommon, they lie outside the scope of theories that
take a reductionist approach to space and person-environment relations. They are, however,

easily embedded within sociological theories of space.

Potential gain 4: A relational perspective offers a theoretical foundation for the involvement of
target populations in intervention design, which may increase the quality and acceptability of
interventions. Christmann (2016a) describes concerted efforts to effect change in contexts of
city planning and neighbourhood development. There is no doubt in her account that such
change efforts would usually be implemented by consulting all relevant stakeholders, including
‘users’ (e.g., people living in the neighbourhood); there may even be a legal basis for such
consultations (Christmann, 2016a: 107). Such a perspective seems to be largely missing from
environmental prevention as reviewed in Chapter 2, even though target population involvement
is recommended in relevant guidance (e.g., in the context of needs assessments) and is a key
feature of related approaches, such as setting-based health promotion (e.g., Krajic et al.,
2017). Because of its focus on meaning-making, a ‘sociology of space’ perspective makes us
more inclined to involve substance users in the development of environmental interventions
(or at least to refer to qualitative research on how relevant environments and interventions can

be experienced).

219 Note that Giddens, upon whose theory of structuration the concept of ‘spatial structures’ is based, does not
mean formalised rules, but rather “the rules of social life [..] as techniques or generalizable procedures applied in
the enactment/reproduction of social practices” (1984: 21).
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Potential gain 5: Concepts such as ‘synthesis’ and the ‘duality’ of structure and action may
help to avoid unhelpful dualisms (e.g., ‘reflective/automatic’). Chapter 2 identified a trend in
environmental prevention to conceive of action either as ‘reflective’ or as ‘automatic’, with
person-environment relationships framed almost exclusively as the latter. Issues that emerge
from a focus on automatic processes were also noted (e.g., iatrogenic effects less likely to be
identified). Léw also highlights that the constitution of space is mostly routinised and does not
involve full consciousness. However, rather than concluding that it is automatic, she uses
Giddens’ (1984) notion of ‘practical consciousness’. This sits outside the ‘reflective/automatic’
binary, as the “line between discursive and practical consciousness is fluctuating and
permeable” (Giddens, 1984: 4)*2°, Thus, Low is able to offer a concept of ‘synthesis’ for the
constitution of spaces that includes mental processes (perception, memory and imagination??")
without limiting these to either reflective or automatic processes. Moreover, although the role
of unconscious motives for action is recognised (Low, 2016: 161), LOow suggests that people
are able to reflect on and put to words their constitutions of spaces: “on inquiry or in reflexive
contexts, a part of the knowledge of spaces that is deployed in everyday life by practical
consciousness can be transformed into a discursive consciousness” (2016: 137, emphasis
added). In contrast with some of the approaches presented in section 2.2, a ‘sociology of
space’ approach is not concerned a priori whether experiences are, for example, conscious or
nonconscious, or reasoned or affective. Section 3.2 also outlined how Low draws on Giddens
specifically to overcome an opposition between structure and action, using the term ‘duality’ to
emphasise their interdependency. A ‘sociology of space’ perspective invites us to think in
intertwined dualities rather than dualisms, and along sliding scales (within complex relational
arrangements) rather than binary extremes. We can better appreciate the role of meaning-
making as a key mediator between ‘stimulus’ and ‘response’ and understand people as active

agents of space constitution, even when they act routinely.

3.3.3. Relational approaches in the substance use field

The example gains outlined above highlight the value of a relational conceptualisation of space
for research on substance use and intervention. While the present thesis utilises Léw’s

approach???, other approaches to relational space are available. Thus, although dedicated

220 The ‘reflective/automatic’ dualism is not a key concern for Léw, but it seemed to be for Giddens (e.g., 1984: 3ff.).
He distinguishes between discursive consciousness and the unconscious, but also cautions (with reference to
Freud’'s psychoanalytic theory) against “a reductive theory of consciousness which, wanting to show how much of
social life is governed by dark currents outside the scope of actors' awareness, cannot adequately grasp the level
of control which agents are characteristically able to sustain reflexively over their conduct” (ibid.: 5).

221 Section 3.2 also highlighted the role of bodily desires, curiosity, passion and creativity.

222 Sections 1.2.2 and 3.1 outline the reasons for this decision.
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applications of Léw’s approach could not be identified in relation to substance use??, a ‘spatial
turn’ is also evident in the substance use field. In this field, relational accounts of space and
substance use appear to have emerged via the influence of more-than-human social theory
(e.g., assemblages, actor-networks, social practices, affect; see section 1.2.2) rather than the
‘urban studies’ perspective which characterises Low’s approach??*. It is not possible to review
this literature here in detail (examples include Malins, 2004; Demant, 2009; Jayne et al., 2010;
Tan, 2012; Bghling, 2015; Supski et al., 2017 and many others); though a few studies are

covered in section 4.1.6.

Duff’s assemblages of health

Duff (e.g., 2007, 2012, 2014b, 2014a) must be mentioned as one of the key writers in this
regard. In his book ‘Assemblages of Health’ (2014a), Duff seeks to reframe concepts such as
‘health’ and ‘subject’ and thereby stimulate changes in how health interventions are thought of
and devised. He suggests that overcoming “conventional ontological distinctions such as
human/nonhuman, nature/culture and body/society” may afford “fresh insights”, and that
“Deleuze’s philosophy provides the most coherent intellectual resources for this task” (Duff,
2014a: x). He thus offers an introduction to Deleuzian thinking, including concepts such as
‘relation’, ‘affect’ and ‘event’, to inspire further work in the health and social sciences. This is
an explicitly posthuman approach (Duff, 2014a: ix), which in this case means that humans are
not seen as the primary agents, so that outcomes cannot be explained with sole reference to
individual intentions, decision-making and so on (ibid.: 142). Substances shape outcomes
(ibid.: 137-139), but Duff (2014a: 147) highlights that substances do not cause outcomes (e.g.,
violence) by themselves but do so in an ‘assemblage’. We should thus seek to understand the
“assemblages of local and non-local bodies, spaces, affects, objects, technologies, signs,
habits and forces” which effect certain outcomes relating to alcohol and other drug use (Duff,
2014a: 128). The implication is that neither humans nor substances are solely responsible for
certain outcomes, and this supports a different approach to intervention vis-a-vis the
foundations upon which health interventions are typically based (ibid.: 142-143)??°. Examples

of Duff’'s empirical work are summarised in section 4.1.6.

223 |n the health field, Low’s approach seems to have been referred to mostly in relation to institutionalised health
settings such as hospitals and health care centres (e.g., Saidi et al., 2017; Shamir, 2017; Corfee et al., 2020).

224 Although Low also draws on, for example, Bourdieu and refers to social practices, these are not her primary
starting points and she does not frame hers as a ‘social practice’ approach. Léw’s ‘urban studies’ lens is evident,
for example, in the discussion of urban sociology in her opening chapters (2016: 32ff.).

225 However, this point is less applicable to environmental prevention, which also decentres the individual and shifts
our attention to environmental aspects, albeit from a different theoretical perspective (see Chapter 2).
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Despite the different vocabularies (e.g., ‘arrangement’ versus ‘assemblage’??), there are many
similarities between Duff's and Low’s work. Both focus on socio-spatial arrangements (rather
than individuals) as the primary units of analysis; and similarly to Low, Duff (2014a: 130) argues
that “the body can no longer be understood as separate, or prior to the spaces around it; rather,
the two are mutually embedded one within the other”. Thus, both seek to overcome existing
dualisms, emphasising instead the role of relationality. Though the term ‘relation’ is not used
exactly in the same way, both emphasise that relations are not inherent to the elements being
arranged but emerge from the arrangement, and that “relations are always made or invented
rather than discovered” (Duff, 2014a: 39, original emphasis). Both consider material as well as
symbolic (Duff: “expressive”??’) aspects of arrangements. Though substance use is not a focus
in Low’s work, substance use would in both cases be understood as embedded within specific

orderings of (not necessarily substance use related) bodies and meanings.

A key difference is that Duff’'s approach is specifically developed in relation to health (including
substance use) and intervention. Thus, there is a much greater focus on what assemblages
do, what specific health-related outcomes they enable or hinder (whereas Léw refers more
generally to power relations and processes of inclusion and exclusion). Duff also places greater
emphasis on bodies and affects?®. In the present context, the role of ‘space’ in the two
approaches is particularly interesting. In Duff's writings, ‘spaces’ are one component within
assemblages, yet Duff’s ‘assemblages’ also appear to be broadly equivalent to Léw’s ‘spaces’.
This apparent oxymoron is easily resolved by considering the examples of ‘spaces’ that Duff
provides, namely “chillout rooms, dance floors and bars, the private homes, parks, ski-slopes
and street corners” (2014a: 135). Depending on what is invoked with reference to these
spaces, Duff's ‘space’ may resemble LOw’s concepts of ‘place’ (2016: 167ff.) or of
‘institutionalized arrangement’ (2016: 139). Thus the two vocabularies can be seen as broadly
compatible. However, Léw’s vocabulary, especially with the clarifications offered in section 3.2,
could be considered to afford more possibilities for socio-spatial theorising. A final notable
difference emerges from the concepts of ‘spacing’ and ‘synthesis’ in LOw’s approach. These

give LOw’s approach a distinctively human-centred quality, emphasising the role of the person

226 Though L6w has, in recent publications, also used the term ‘assemblage’ for her own concept (e.g., “assemblage
(spaces as relational arrangements of social goods and living beings in places)”, in Knoblauch and Léw, 2017: 4).
227 puff (2014a: 129) writes: “assemblages have material dimensions, forces or components (spaces, objects,
technologies, bodies), and expressive ones (identities, signs, meaning, affects, desires)” (original emphasis).

228 While ‘bodies’ is one of the aspects covered by Léw (2016: 130ff.), her emphasis is rather on how bodies are
positioned or what symbolic meaning they carry; and affect is discussed primarily in relation to atmospheres (ibid.:
117, 174). By contrast, Duff discusses, for example, how substance use changes what “bodies can, or will do”
(2014a: 138) and relates ‘affect’ more strongly to individual experience: “affects describe what bodies become in
their encounters with other bodies, human and nonhuman” (ibid.: 131, 139-141).
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in the constitution of space (materially and mentally), even if Ldw accounts for spatial and other

social structures that shape (and are reproduced in) the constitution of space.

Duff's texts are also referenced here because they highlight further potential gains from a
relational approach to space. As noted above, in a relational perspective, ‘responsibility’ for an
outcome (i.e., causality) lies not within substance users or substances but can only be
understood by considering broader arrangements. In addition, Duff (e.g., 2014b: 634, 2014a:
126ff.) highlights that while conventional approaches to studying substance use have produced
many insights regarding personal and structural factors related to substance use, these factors
appear as relatively disconnected from one another as well as from actual experiences of
substance use. By focussing on substance use experiences ‘in context’, it is possible to see
how the various forces come together to shape substance use related outcomes: “The logic of
the assemblage thus overcomes the fissure between ‘macro’ and ‘micro’, ‘structure’ and
‘behaviour’ not in some grand dialectical gesture, but rather in a simple empirical commitment
to ‘real experience” (Duff, 2014a: 145). Therefore, ‘context’ is more usefully understood as the
specific assemblage, not as “a kind of pan-spatial, structural hegemony, seemingly operating
at all places, at all times with the same relentless mediating power” (ibid.: 129). Such a
perspective is thought to allow a deeper understanding of why and how substance use occurs;
thereby also going beyond traditional deficit models of use to highlighting functions of
substance use and how spaces are implicated therein. Although Duff develops this
argumentation assuming a Deleuzian approach, it is suggested here that these benefits can

be achieved also with other relational approaches??, including Low’s.

Recent developments within intervention research

While a ‘spatial turn’ may also be claimed in relation to prevention (e.g., due to the recent focus
on environmental prevention), this would be somewhat misleading because the increased
interest in spatial intervention has not yet been accompanied by more fully developed
conceptualisations of ‘space’ (as shown in Chapter 2). Overall, it appears that relational
perspectives have been integrated into social science research on substance use, but they

have not yet become part of mainstream prevention science.

The latter may, however, be merely a matter of time. Indications for this can be found, for
example, in recent efforts by scholars working within applied public health to introduce theories

of social practice as a viable approach in epidemiology and intervention research (e.g., Meier

229 For example, ‘social practices’ have also been suggested as a conceptual tool to overcome the ‘structure/agency’
divide (e.g., Giddens, 1984: 2; Blue et al., 2016: 39).
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et al.,, 2018; Mykhalovskiy et al., 2019: 527). Moreover, Papies’ work on ‘situated
conceptualisations’ (featured in Chapter 2) is an instance of work within psychology and
intervention research that proposes concepts resembling relational theory, even if socio-spatial
theories are not referenced. This suggests that relational thinking may emerge within
psychological research, not in response to a theoretical ‘spatial turn’ but because it reflects
better how people interact with environments?3. Papies’ work may therefore also serve as a
stepping stone from which to introduce socio-spatial theory into the prevention field. The
present thesis can therefore be seen to extend Papies’ perspective by connecting it with

sociological theories of space (further explored in Chapter 13).

3.4. Advancing socio-spatial theory with ‘personal constructs’

3.4.1. Limitations of researcher-defined frameworks

The previous sections outlined key concepts within contemporary sociological understandings
of space?®!, with a focus on those that informed the present study. Their relevance for
substance use research and interventions was established. It became clear, however, that a
relational conceptualisation of space can be approached differently. This was briefly illustrated
by sketching out differences between Duff’s (2014a) and Léw’s (2001, 2016) approaches. This
points to the role of specific frameworks for socio-spatial analysis that translate the broad and
complex concept of relational space into distinct aspects which can be empirically studied and
that may therefore guide study design, data collection and analysis. In essence, such
frameworks answer questions such as: if we accept that space is not just physical-material but
has a social dimension, what exactly does this social dimension consist of; or (from a
methodological point of view) what are the essential constituents of space that a sociological
analysis of space should consider? Not all conceptualisations of ‘space’ or ‘place’ offer detailed
frameworks?*2, but Léw’s and Duff's approaches can be considered as such frameworks, and

there are others, only some of which can be mentioned here. In the German-speaking context,

230 Of course, this is also one of the reasons for the emergence of the ‘spatial turn’ and more-than-human thinking.
For example, Léw (2016: 55ff.) suggests that a relational concept of space is needed to better understand
phenomena such as globalisation or digitalisation (also Knoblauch and Léw, 2017). Duff (2014a) argues among
similar lines (summarised earlier).

231 While the descriptions in section 3.2 drew primarily on Léw (2016), similar ideas are found in works by other
authors, as theories on the processes through which people relate to their surroundings tend to converge (a review
is beyond the current scope, but see e.g., Low, 2008; Graumann, 2002; Gustafson, 2001; Gieryn, 2000).

232 For example, Gieryn (2000: 464f.) defines ‘place’ along three aspects: geographic location; material form; and
investment with meaning and value. While such an understanding is useful for a definition, it is likely too vague to
support empirical analyses. For comparison, Reinprecht et al. (2009: 26) suggest five dimensions for the study of
neighbourhoods: historical-structural, social capital, institutions, activity, and relational dimension.
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a tradition of developing such frameworks included work by Lapple (1991b), Sturm (2000), Léw
(2001), and Ruhne (2003). The present author’s own efforts in this regard (Reinprecht et al.,

2009, as well as the present thesis) may also be situated (albeit peripherally) in this tradition.

To the author’s knowledge, there is no widely agreed framework for the analysis of spaces or
their construal (also Miiller, 2018: 142). A recent review by Hamzei et al. (2020) offered a
noteworthy effort in this regard. The authors systematically extracted ‘place facets’?* from 72
publications and organised these using card sorts and hierarchical cluster analysis. This
resulted in 116 facets in different categories, including ‘anthropocentric facets’ (with
subcategories ‘functional’ and ‘emotive’), ‘geographic facets’ (with subcategories ‘physical’ and
‘spatial’), and ‘derived facets’ (e.g., meaning, place identity) which emerge from the interplay
of anthropocentric and geographic facets (see Hamzei et al., 2020: 81, for an overview of all
facets and categories). However, while the review offers a useful mapping of concepts found
in the literature, a number of limitations diminish its value as a framework for the sociological

analysis of spaces in the present sense (e.g., sociologically relevant aspects are missing)?*.

The fact that each proposed framework includes somewhat different aspects emphasises that
spaces are complex phenomena which can be described in many ways. Any conceptualisation
going beyond a simple dichotomy of physical and social aspects represents a selection of
possible characteristics. Against this background, proposals which offer a greater number of
aspects and which incorporate a range of existing socio-spatial frameworks can be considered
preferable. Such frameworks also allow users to select and focus on those aspects which are
most relevant to their specific research interest?®. This points toward Léw’s approach, as it is
characterised by a strong theoretical basis and a comprehensive list of (sociologically relevant)
aspects. As shown in section 3.2, L6w (2001, 2016) considers the role of?*®: people and social
goods; processes of ‘spacing’ and ‘synthesis’; routines; institutionalisation of arrangements;
gender and class; deviation and change; symbolism and materiality; perception; the role of

place; atmospheres; and the potential for spaces to produce social inequalities.

233 A ‘facet of place’ referred to “a particular type of information about (geographic) place that has been defined,
described, or formalized in the literature and at the same time can be used to differentiate places from each other”
(Hamzei et al., 2020: 34-35); also known as “properties”, “attribute”, “characteristics” or “aspects” (ibid.: 35).

234 The publications reviewed by Hamzei et al. stem primarily from human geography, environmental psychology
and geospatial sciences. While sociological works were included (namely Gieryn, 2000, and Gustafson, 2001), their
number was limited and they were not extracted appropriately (e.g., important aspects of Gustafson’s concept of
‘environment’ were omitted). The resulting framework therefore misses (or includes only implicitly) aspects that
would be considered essential by sociologists (e.g., the history of a place, social norms, living beings).

235 | bw’s (2016) own exemplary analyses demonstrate that aspects can be selected based on research priorities.
236 |_dw herself views these aspects as a “proposal on how space can be systematically grasped as a sociological
concept” (2016: 127, emphasis added).
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However, a theoretically attractive framework is not guaranteed to be useful in practice. Such
practical utility was the focus of the methodological master’s thesis preceding the present study
(Kurtev, 2008). There, the present author translated Léw’s aspects into a detailed framework
to facilitate empirical analysis?®” (Kurtev, 2008: 76-79). This framework was then used to
analyse women’s descriptions of their everyday way home (e.g., from work). The descriptions
were also analysed using a more conventional open coding approach. Contrasting the findings
obtained with these two different methods facilitated an assessment of Léw’s overall approach
as well as her proposed aspects (Kurtev, 2008: 125-139). The so identified limitations informed
some of the clarifications made in the present section 3.2, and they were the starting point for
the present thesis. Specifically, the master’s thesis study found that open coding had brought
forth socio-spatial insights which had not been identified with Léw. Therefore, the theoretical
foundation of frameworks is a strength as well as a possible weakness, as frameworks may

reflect rather how researchers — but not people more generally — conceive of space?®,

Empirical studies?*® which only apply existing frameworks offer limited opportunities to assess
whether theoretically proposed aspects correspond to ones that would be identified empirically.
The master’s study (Kurtev, 2008) showed that such assessment becomes possible through
purposeful comparison with results obtained using open methodological approaches.
However, open coding of narrative data, as employed in the master’s thesis, comes with its
own limitations. The aspects are identified by the researcher during the data analysis stage,
so that the researcher can have a great influence on the results. It also remains unclear to
what extent the so-identified aspects were indeed important to the person?® and whether all
aspects that are key to a person’s construal of space have been ‘captured’. These limitations
also apply to studies which propose empirically based frameworks based an open coding

approach (e.g., Gustafson, 2001, summarised in section 4.1.3%*"). From this emerged an

237 A limitation of Léw’s book is that, although she offers empirical examples to illustrate the usefulness of her
approach, she does not offer a specific methodological framework with which the aspects could be readily identified
in empirical studies. For example, she does not offer structured lists of possible indicators but refers to these in a
narrative manner. For the master’s thesis (Kurtev, 2008), such information was extracted from Léw’s text and
represented in a structured table format. In technical terms, an attempt was made to operationalise Low’s aspects.
238 Existing frameworks are typically based on theoretical considerations or researcher observations rather than
empirical studies of how people construe spaces. They thus tell us i) what aspects are suggested theoretically for
the study of spaces; and ii) what aspects can be observed empirically by researchers, but it is less clear iii) what
aspects people actually refer to when construing spaces (whether knowingly or unknowingly).

239 Including Léw’s own exemplary analyses (Low, 2016: 1971f.).

240 Spaces can be described in many different ways but not all of these need to be personally significant and affect
how a space is interpreted or used. A focus on personally important aspects thus seems useful.

241 Gustafson’s study is also noteworthy in this context because, rather than using his own empirical findings to
revisit existing socio-spatial theory, he draws on existing socio-spatial theory to revise his findings and establish
their validity (“the themes and typologies derived from the empirical data were compared to earlier research; this
inspired some minor conceptual revision and clarification [...] | will also try to validate the findings by relating them
to earlier empirical and theoretical research”; Gustafson, 2001: 9). This is, of course, the conventional use of theory
but it does mean that theoretical concepts are rather reproduced instead of developed further.
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interest in what socio-spatial aspects?*? would emerge in a study specifically designed to elicit

socio-spatial aspects that are personally important for the construal of everyday spaces.

In summary, while existing frameworks have provided powerful analytical tools for the study of
spaces, they may not be as well suited to grasp people’s actual construal of spaces. They may
thus be of limited use for the development of the kind of mechanisms called for in section 2.4.3.
To address this gap, the present study did not apply Léw’s (or another) framework but instead
sought to develop an original, empirically based framework with a bespoke methodology. The

repertory grid and associated personal construct theory offered a way forward in this regard.

3.4.2. Personal construct theory as a way forward

‘Spacing’ and ‘synthesis’ (as the processes through which people interact with their material
environment and interpret its symbolic meaning) are highly routinised activities that draw on
‘practical consciousness’ (Low, 2016: 137, with reference to Giddens, 1984). The present
author’'s own observations also suggest that, although our everyday vocabulary offers some
concepts with which to conceive of space relationally (e.g., when we discuss the ‘atmosphere’
of a drinking establishment), possibilities for everyday talk and reflection about spaces are
limited by the prevailing understanding of space as the material background to life. This means
that people do not ordinarily have great awareness of how they construe spaces, which poses
particular methodological challenges for this research field (Léw, 2016: 183ff., 2018: 71ff.).

Low (2018: 75, translation by AB) shares the following observation and advice:

If you ask directly about the meaning of spaces, the speakers [e.g., study participants]
mostly fall silent. [...] The methodological conclusion is that the constitution of spaces can
be investigated primarily by talking about seemingly other topics or by using methods other

than speech, such as e.g. observational methods, the analysis of images and so on?43,

In the present study, this challenge was overcome by using repertory grids to elicit study
participants’ implicit knowledge regarding their everyday spaces. While the repertory grid

technique helps study participants to verbalise implicit knowledge, it was associated with a

242 Alternatively, these may be called the “components”, “elements” or “constituents” of space (Gustafson, 2001: 6)
or “aspects of space constitution” (Léw, 2016: 225). In the present study, they are called ‘socio-spatial aspects’ in
analogy to the concept of “socio-spatial” theory and research (e.g., as used by Fuller and Léw, 2017: 474).

243 German original: “Fragt man gezielt nach der Bedeutung von R&umen, so eben verstummen die Sprecher
weitgehend. [...] Methodologisch folgt daraus, dass man die Konstitution von Raum vorrangig im Sprechen (ber
vermeintlich andere Themen oder nicht im Sprechen untersuchen kann, also z.B. in Beobachtungsverfahren, in der
Analyse von Bildprodukten etc.” (Léw, 2018: 75).
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number of additional benefits that made it particularly attractive for the present study. These

are briefly outlined in the following paragraphs before this chapter is concluded.

Using the repertory grid technique meant that it was not necessary to ask directly about socio-
spatial aspects or the meaning of a space. The repertory grid technique works by asking
participants to compare elements (in this case: different everyday spaces) and verbalise
perceived differences and similarities. This brought about a number of methodological benefits
(e.g., possibility to cover a relatively large number of spaces in a single interview, systematic
comparisons between spaces), but most importantly, it was possible to tap into implicit stocks
of knowledge without (in most instances) the awkward silences alluded to in Léw’s quote
above, and without to having to resort to her suggested alternative methodological approaches

(e.g., speaking about other topics or relying on methods other than speech?#).

Another methodological key advantage was that the repertory grid technique elicits implicit
knowledge in a structured format. In the present case, by the end of each interview, a list of
socio-spatial aspects had been produced by the study participant in collaboration with the
researcher. The method thus fit perfectly with the research desideratum identified in section
3.4.1. Using repertory grids, the analytic ‘coding’ process (e.g., sorting data, identifying
common themes) starts already during the interview in a dialogue between the researcher and
the participant. As a result, the ‘raw’ data emerging from the interview are already pre-coded,
so that it is not the researcher who primarily identifies and categorises socio-spatial aspects.
Hence, the limitations noted earlier with regard to retrospective coding of narrative data were

not as applicable (but see section 13.4 for a different, post-fieldwork perspective on this).

The repertory grid technique originated to support behaviour change (in psychotherapy,
Fransella et al., 2004: 81) and is thus relevant to the prevention context chosen for the present
thesis. The supporting theory, Kelly’s (1963/1955) Personal Construct Theory (PCT), posits
that, over time, people develop ‘personal constructs’ regarding the world. These can be
thought of as “patterns or templets which [... a person] creates and then attempts to fit over the
realities of which the world is composed” (Kelly, 1963/1955: 8-9). Personal constructs help a
person predict (and thereby make sense of) events in their life (ibid.: 12-14); Raskin (2002: 6)
describes them as “dimensions of meaning”. Personal constructs guide how a person thinks,
feels and acts; this is especially evident if a person’s constructs are viewed as a system
(Fransella et al., 2004: 3—4)*°. Kelly (1963/1955: 43) went on to argue that some constructs

244 Although visual aids were used in the present study, these supported the repertory grid interview rather than
representing a separate methodological approach (further described in Chapter 6).
245 A person’s constructs are not necessarily independent of each other but can be related. When this is the case,
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are more helpful to a person than others; and that people have a choice which personal
constructs to work with and which ones to dismiss?¢. Kelly thus proposed the repertory grid
technique as a tool to elicit personal constructs as a basis for psychotherapeutic work. Of
interest to the present context, this suggests that insights into personal constructs could be
useful to address substance use and related outcomes (Klion and Pfenninger, 1997; Burrell,
1999; Mallick and Watts, 2007). It also opens up the possibility for interventions to target (i.e.,
seek to modify) personal construing (or reframe existing interventions as targeting personal

construing)?*.

The theoretical relevance of Kelly’s approach in the present context emerges also in relation
to the critique of behaviourist approaches offered in Chapter 2. Kelly developed his theory
specifically as an alternative to the behaviourist stimulus-response theories dominant in the
1950s. He regarded stimulus-response theories as “particularly convenient at the focal point
of animal learning” (Kelly, 1963/1955: 18) and suggested that “the psychologist can better
understand his subjects if he inquires into the way in which they construe their stimuli than if
he always takes his own construction of the stimuli for granted” (ibid.: 91). As noted in section
1.2.4, Kelly was inspired by pragmatism, and Butt and Warren (2016: 14) highlight how Dewey
criticised psychology for assuming “a passive organism that is kicked into action by a stimulus”.
Instead, in this perspective, behaviour cannot be separated from how people think and feel,
and thus to understand behaviour, it is necessary to understand how events are construed by
a person (Butt and Warren, 2016: 14, 18). Therefore, some of the arguments in the present

Chapter 2 resemble arguments found in the personal construct literature,

Returning now to socio-spatial theory, section 3.2 noted the role of social constructionism to
explain how certain forms of spacing and synthesis may become institutionalised (i.e., shared
by a group of people). Personal construct theory can help conceptualise how those ‘social
constructs’ (or ‘discourses’, Pavlovi¢, 2011: 398) are represented within the individuum.
Personal constructs are developed in interaction with other people, and as such the process
of forming personal constructs is a reciprocal act. Therefore, personal constructs, despite their

name, need not be regarded as wholly idiosyncratic, as they also echo the personal constructs

an element that is perceived in a certain way on one construct will generally be viewed in a certain way on another
construct (i.e., the element’s position on the first construct determines its position on the second construct).

246 Kelly's conceptualisation of people as lay scientists who can review and change their personal constructs
systems has been criticised as assuming too much agency and as being compatible with neoliberal notions
emphasising individual responsibility (e.g., Pavlovi¢, 2011: 399—-402). The present author’s interpretation of Kelly
suggests, however, that his intended meaning of people’s ability to change (outside of a psychotherapeutic context)
is closer to Giddens’ (1984: 3) suggestion that people continuously monitor their action without full consciousness.
247 Studies that make such recommendations are presented in section 4.1.6.

248 For example, Honikman’s (1976: 171) critique of architecture (e.g., that there is no or little felt need to consult
users about their needs and experiences) was similar to the present critique of choice architecture.
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held by significant others as well as ‘social constructs’ (or ‘public constructs’, Scheer, 2003,
cited in Pavlovié, 2011: 399) held by broader reference groups, including society?*°. As
Pavlovi¢ (2011: 398) notes, Kelly alluded to this possibility by referring to “public construction
systems” (1963/1955: 9), although he did not develop this notion further. Other authors (e.g.,
Raskin, 2002; Efran et al., 2014; Butt and Warren, 20162%°) also support the view that personal
construct theory and social constructionism are compatible. Thus, personal construct theory is

applied in the present study from a sociological, socio-spatial perspective®.

The final points to be addressed concern the relationship between personal construct theory

and relational theories on space as outlined above. Consider for example this excerpt:

By construing we mean ‘placing an interpretation’: a person places an interpretation upon
what is construed. He [sic] erects a structure [in the mind], within the framework of which
the substance [i.e., the element that is being construed] takes shape or assumes meaning.
The substance which he construes does not produce the structure; the person does. [...]
The substance that a person construes is itself a process — just as the living person is a
process. (Kelly, 1963/1955: 50-52)

Kelly’s suggestion that people construe the “world” (e.g., 1963/1955: 43) using personal
constructs is highly reminiscent of Léw’s notion that people constitute spaces through
‘synthesis’. Moreover, just as synthesis is not to be reduced to a mental or cognitive exercise,
also in PCT, “constructs are not in some cognitive domain ‘behind’ action, but, rather, are
immersed in it: we construe in action” (Butt and Warren, 2016: 17). The emphasis on
processuality in both accounts is also notable. These are few examples?®?, but they illustrate

that Kelly’s theory is broadly compatible with Low’s approach to space?®2.

Moreover, PCT can be used to extend Low’s theory. For example, in trying to explain why the
same socio-spatial arrangement may be interpreted differently by different people, Low (2016:

146ff.) refers primarily to sociological categories such as gender and class. By contrast, a PCT

249 To illustrate, when a parent asks their child if they had a ‘good time at school’, the child learns that a construct
such as ‘had a good time vs. had a bad time’ ‘exists’ and is applicable to elements such as ‘school’. This is not to
imply that the child will take on their parent’s personal construct as their own, but highlights how constructs may be
broadly ‘passed on’ through social interaction.

250 While the cited papers are theoretical, this is also evident in empirical applications. For example, Dick and
Jankowicz (2001) applied the repertory grid technique in a study explicitly described as ‘social constructionist’.

251 The social nature of ‘personal’ constructs is also a prerequisite to the present study’s methodological approach
(e.g., aggregation of repertory grid data across study participants, identification of shared constructs), which could
not have been applied within a constructivist view that emphasises the idiosyncrasy of individual construing.

252 Further examples are found, for example, in Butt and Warren’s (2016) account of PCT which highlights Kelly's
commitment to pragmatism and PCT'’s links with phenomenology. It is likely because of such shared foundations
(e.g., Low also draws on phenomenology) that the two approaches resemble each other.

253 | ow's approach does not prescribe the use of any particular paradigm beyond a broadly interpretative paradigm.
This presented a challenge in the present project (see section 1.2.4) but also an opportunity to combine it with
personal construct theory as outlined in the present section.
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perspective suggests that a person’s interpretation of a socio-spatial arrangement depends on
their personal constructs. Personal constructs could thus be understood as mediators between
‘structural principles’ (e.g., gender and class) and specific acts of spacing and synthesis (see
section 4.2.4 for a visualisation of this). While the present thesis will maintain a ‘sociology of
space’ perspective (rather than switching between PCT and socio-spatial vocabulary), the PCT
perspective invites us to conceptualise ‘socio-spatial aspects’ not only as features of spaces
(the common view in socio-spatial theory) but also as personal constructs that people use to

navigate activities of ‘spacing’ and ‘synthesis’.

3.5. A very brief summary of Chapters 2 and 3

To briefly summarise Chapters 2 and 3, the present research project started out with the aim
of revisiting Low’s proposed aspects of space constitution through a bespoke empirical study
that would elicit categories with which people actually construe spaces. As the project
developed, it became clear that this also presented an opportunity to engage with
environmental approaches to the prevention of substance use. Chapter 2 illustrated that how
‘space’ is understood has implications for theory, methods, policy, and practice. Specifically, a
review of main theories underpinning environmental prevention suggested that their use of
absolutist notions of space may limit opportunities for (strengths-based) intervention and
related progress in prevention. This raised the question of what might be gained by applying a
relational socio-spatial perspective to substance use. Léw’s concept of ‘synthesis’ highlights
that people act based on how they construe the world, which is also a basic premise of Kelly’s
personal construct theory. The associated repertory grid technique thus offered a tool to
address the initial aim of the study (to revisit Léw’s aspects) as well as the later aim of exploring
how the interpretation (i.e., Low: ‘synthesis’; Kelly: ‘construal’) of socio-spatial arrangements

may relate to situational substance use outcomes.

The potential of the repertory grid technique to study spaces has long been recognised,
including in a doctoral research project supervised by Low (Muller, 2018). However, such
research is typically oriented toward places (e.g., countries, cities, neighbourhoods) rather than
other socio-spatial arrangements. In this vein, the thesis now turns to discussing empirical
research — including but not limited to repertory grid applications — exploring socio-spatial

aspects, in general as well as specifically in relation to substance use.
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4. Socio-spatial aspects of substance use: from prior

research to the present study

Chapters 2 and 3 outlined theoretical perspectives that can inform our thinking on how people
relate to their environments and how environmental aspects may relate to substance use.
Chapter 4 now turns to considering empirical studies that have addressed such questions.
Section 4.1 reviews existing research on socio-spatial aspects in general and specifically in
relation to substance use, with section 4.1.7 summarising strengths and limitations of the
current evidence base. This forms the basis for a specification of the present study in section
4.2, translating the basic questions from section 1.1 into specific questions to guide the

empirical work. Section 4.2.4 presents the draft conceptual model which informed the study.

4.1. Prior research

4.1.1. Introduction

This section reviews current knowledge with regard to situated substance use and socio-
spatial aspects (as any aspects related to the physical/material environment as well as its
interpretation by humans, see Chapter 3). The main aim of this review was to answer the initial
research questions (see section 1.1) based on the existing literature to establish what is
already known and what the present study could contribute. A secondary aim was to identify
studies with a similar purpose or scope as the present thesis, so as to inform and contextualise

the present study design. The review thus sought to explore the following questions:

o what socio-spatial aspects are explored or proposed in the literature (also known as
momentary, contextual, environmental, event-level or situational characteristics);

o what is known about their relationship with substance use;

e how is ‘space’ conceptualised theoretically;

o what methodological approaches are used; and

¢ what recommendations for prevention are made, if any?

Section 4.1.7 offers a summary of the literature, answers the review questions, and draws

out implications for the present study.
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The review was limited to studies exploring socio-spatial aspects at the micro-environmental
level and, where their relationship with behaviours was considered, to substance use
(especially alcohol and cigarettes). A systematic review was not required in the present
context, but systematic review strategies (e.g., Petticrew and Roberts, 2006) were adapted to

structure searches, inclusion criteria and data extraction.

Recent reviews in relation to alcohol have described research on micro-contexts as “emerging”
(Mair et al., 2019: 415) and “fast-growing” (Stevely et al., 2020a: 310). As Duff (e.g., 2012,
2014b, 2014a) has argued (see also section 3.3.3), most substance use research does not
consider context (focussing instead on personal characteristics) or does so in an abstract way,
removed from the situated experiences of substance use at specific times and places. For
example, such research might study ‘friends’ (as a potential contextual factor) by considering
the number of substance-using friends a person has in general rather than the role of friends
in a specific substance use event. Counter to what might be expected, substance use research
on space and place is also typically abstracted from concrete experience, taking a macro-
environmental perspective instead. As Mair et al. (2019: 413) note, “descriptive epidemiologic
studies that assess one or two basic differences between neighborhoods or communities, most
often rural vs. urban, fill out the bulk of the ‘place and health’ literature”. Quantitative research
linking alcohol or tobacco outlet density to substance use patterns (a commonly studied factor
in relation to alcohol, Mair et al., 2019: 413) may also be located in this tradition. Therefore,
even within the literature on ‘contextual’ factors of substance use, and despite initial work
dating back several decades (e.g., Strickler et al., 1979), research at the level of situated

experiences in micro-environments can still be regarded as ‘emerging’.

In prevention, the operationalisation of ‘context’ as removed from situated substance use
experiences likely has conceptual (e.g., orientation toward populations), methodological (e.g.,
greater role of quantitative approaches) and theoretical foundations (e.g., influence of
Bronfenbrenner’s [1979] socio-ecological model which does not include micro-environments
in the sense of the present thesis). Against this background, the rise of micro-environmental
research can be linked, for example, to recent theoretical trends (see Chapter 3), technological
developments (e.g., ecological momentary assessment, virtual reality) as well as renewed

interest in environmental intervention (see Chapter 2).

Overall, this field has been described as “large, methodologically and conceptually diverse and
distributed throughout a poorly connected set of research traditions” (Stevely et al., 2020b:
219). For this reason, this review can by no means aim to be exhaustive, but it can sketch out

main points from which the present empirical work can proceed.
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The review is structured as follows. To complement Chapter 2 on environmental prevention,
the review starts with example evidence on socio-spatial interventions (section 4.1.2). Section
4.1.3 then complements the focus on socio-spatial and personal construct theory in Chapter 3
by considering what socio-spatial aspects have been identified empirically in research contexts
unrelated to substance use, with a specific focus on repertory grid studies. Section 4.1.4 then
summarises a preliminary review on substance use and space that was carried out in 2016 to
inform the present fieldwork. Section 4.1.5 updates the preliminary review by summarising
recent systematic reviews exploring socio-spatial aspects in relation to substance use
(especially alcohol and cigarettes). To illustrate the evidence base, section 4.1.6 then provides
examples of relevant primary studies. The focus is again on repertory grid studies, but other
studies with a similar scope to the present research are also highlighted. Finally, section 4.1.7

summarises the review findings.

For the present purposes, we can broadly distinguish two types of studies on socio-spatial
aspects of space. The first type comprises (typically quantitatively oriented) studies that start
with ex-ante defined socio-spatial aspects to study substance use. The second type comprises
(typically qualitatively oriented) studies that take substance use (or another phenomenon) as
a starting point and arrive at socio-spatial aspects. Both types are represented in this section,
with studies of the first type found primarily in section 4.1.5 and studies of the second type
found in section 4.1.6. However, these are two ends of a spectrum. For example, Duff's work
(reviewed in section 4.1.6) is located in-between, as it starts with theoretically informed socio-

spatial categories which are then elaborated using empirical data.

4.1.2. Effectiveness of environmental interventions to prevent substance use

Although Chapter 2 addressed environmental interventions to prevent substance use, studies
of intervention effectiveness are not the main focus of the present chapter. Environmental
interventions are typically evaluated in terms of population-level outcomes, such as reduced
rates of substance use prevalence, morbidity and mortality (e.g., for smoking bans: Frazer et
al., 2016b; Frazer et al., 2016a). While this approach is paramount in terms of judging overall
effectiveness, such studies were less relevant for the present thesis, which is concerned with
how (construed) socio-spatial aspects and substance use interplay at the micro-environmental
level. However, recent systematic reviews relating to interventions have examined outcomes

at the micro-environmental level (see examples in Table 4 below).
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Table 4: Micro-environmental interventions and outcomes in recent effectiveness reviews

Reference Topic Relevant findings
Hollands et Effects of modifying the size | Of 72 included studies, 69 were food-related and 3 were cigarette-
al. (2015) or shape of portions, related; no alcohol-related study was included. With regard to

Robertson et

packages or tableware
relating to food, alcohol or
tobacco products on
amount consumed

Effects of point-of-sale

size, there was limited, low quality evidence from three studies
conducted in the 1970s and 1980s to suggest that offering shorter
cigarettes did not reduce the amount of tobacco consumed
overall. However, evidence from the food-related studies
suggested that people eat and drink more non-alcoholic beverages
when presented with larger options. Regarding shape, there was
very limited evidence to suggest that shorter, wider (cf. taller,
narrower) glasses or bottles may increase the quantities
consumed or selected, but the evidence was not of sufficient
quality to draw conclusions.

The reviewed evidence included a range of quantitative and

al. (2015) tobacco promotion (and qualitative study designs and suggested that (perceived) exposure
bans thereof) on a range of | to point-of-sale tobacco displays and advertisements (cf. no
outcomes exposure) increased cravings and inclination to purchase
cigarettes, including purchases that were not planned.
McNeill et al. | Effects of standardised Changes in tobacco use prevalence were measured in studies
(2017) tobacco packaging (cf. using macro-environmental approaches, whereas studies at the
branded packaging) on a micro-environmental level measured other outcomes such as
range of outcomes avoidance, craving, cigarette appeal, visual attention given to
health warnings on the packs, or perceptions of tobacco quality.
Evidence suggested that standardised packaging affects these
outcomes in the desired direction; the “most consistent evidence”
(McNeill et al., 2017: 2) was that standardised packs were
experienced as less appealing than branded packs.
Carter et al. Effects of placing Whilst the review authors found evidence regarding food-related
(2018) information-based cues interventions (with positive results), they identified no research
such as words or pictures relating to tobacco products and only one study relating to
near food, alcohol or alcohol. This was a small-scale experiment rather than a study of
tobacco products on intervention effectiveness, which found that playing music with
selection and consumption alcohol references (cf. music without alcohol references) increases
of these products alcohol sales.
Hollands et Effects of changing the All of the 24 included studies related to food products; none were
al. (2019) availability or proximity of included for alcohol or tobacco. The available evidence suggested
food, alcohol or tobacco that such interventions may work (e.g., placing food further away
products at the micro- reduced its consumption), but the authors cautioned that the
environmental level (e.g., in | quality of evidence was low or very low and that more robust
shops or restaurants) on evidence was needed.
selection or consumption
Clarke et al. Effects of health warning The authors found that health warning labels (cf. no label or
(2020) labels (cf. no label or neutral label) could reduce the selection of food and alcoholic

neutral label) on the
selection of food and
alcoholic beverages

beverages, but they noted that studies had been carried out
exclusively in laboratory or online settings. Also, only three out of
14 identified studies targeted alcoholic beverages (cf. food or non-
alcoholic beverages).

Note. Reviews presented in chronological order.

Moreover, the present work aimed to offer insights that might inform innovations in
environmental prevention, specifically by identifying socio-spatial aspects that may be related

to substance use but have not been hitherto addressed in environmental prevention. The
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appropriate strategy was therefore to broaden the scope and consider studies of socio-spatial
aspects and substance use that were not limited to interventions. Having said that, the
boundaries with regard to whether a study explores the relationship between a socio-spatial
aspect and substance use (aetiological research) or the effectiveness of an intervention
(effectiveness research) can be blurred. In particular, experimental studies which modify socio-
spatial aspects to test how these affect study participants’ substance use can be considered

under either heading (see the review by Carter et al. in Table 4 for an example).

Against this background, Table 4 above exemplifies review-level evidence on interventions at
the micro-environmental level. The presented evidence suggests that modifying socio-spatial
aspects can affect behavioural and other outcomes at the micro-environmental level. However,
the evidence in relation to some socio-spatial aspects is scant for alcohol and tobacco. The
remainder of this chapter focusses on studies that have examined socio-spatial aspects

outside of an intervention context.

4.1.3. Literature identifying socio-spatial aspects in general

Before focussing on relationships between socio-spatial aspects and substance use in more
detail, it is worth considering what socio-spatial aspects have been discussed in the empirical
literature outside of the substance use field. The aim here was to understand what (categories
of) socio-spatial aspects have been previously ‘found’ to represent how people think about
their everyday spaces (in line with the basic questions outlined in Chapter 1). The section thus
complements Chapter 3, which focussed on how space can be conceptualised theoretically.
There is a wealth of empirical work on socio-spatial aspects, but only few studies seek explicitly
to develop conceptualisations of ‘space’ or ‘place’ based on their data. Reviews of such studies
could not be identified?®*. This section thus starts with an example of a relevant sociological
study, followed by a brief review of repertory grid studies that have explored situations, spaces

or places from an urban studies, environmental psychology and similar perspective.

Gustafson’s ‘self-others-environment’ triangle

Studies exploring place meaning can be thought of as researching construed socio-spatial

aspects. A highly cited paper in this regard®*° is Gustafson’s (2001) qualitative interview study

254 Appendix D.2 shows search terms that were used. While searches identified the review on ‘place facets’ by
Hamzei et al. (2020; summarised in section 3.4), this could not be used here, as the review authors did not
distinguish between theoretically proposed facets and empirically derived facets (the focus of this section).

255 Another highly cited paper on place meaning is Manzo (2005); however, Gustafson’s study is chosen for
discussion here because he develops a specific framework for the categorisation of place meanings.
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with a purposefully diverse sample of Swedish participants (n=14) to understand “what places
of various kinds may mean to people, and how people relate to places” (ibid.: 8). Places
relevant to participants’ lifecourse were elicited and discussed regarding their importance and
meaning to participants, alongside a few places supplied by the researcher?®. The analysis
consisted of iteratively coding interview transcripts using open coding as well as prior literature
(ibid.: 9). As noted in section 3.4, such an approach brings about certain difficulties and
uncertainties for the researcher in this context (e.g., how to categorise aspects, which aspects

were important to participants) that may be reduced using repertory grid methodology.

The place meanings emerging from Gustafson’s research were varied and numerous, but the
author managed to introduce structure by mapping them onto a triangle with the poles ‘self’,
‘others’, and ‘environment'?” (shown in Gustafson, 2001: 10). The advantage of the triangle is
that meanings need not align with a single pole but can be situated between two poles (e.g.,
‘self-others’) or all three poles (i.e., ‘self-others-environment’)?®. Place meanings can hence
be located in one of seven areas at or between the poles. In other words, Gustafson does not
see the identified place meanings (e.g., “self-identification”, “social relations”, ibid: 10) as his
article’s main contribution but emphasises rather the triangular model: “the important point |
want to make here is not about the specific items of meaning, or about their exact positions in
the model, but concerns the usefulness of the self-others-environment scheme itself as an
analytical model for mapping the meanings of place” (Gustafson, 2001: 11). Of interest to the
present study, Gustafson (2001: 12) reports that, in his sample, the pole ‘self’ played a greater
role in relation to smaller places (e.g., own residence), while the poles ‘others’ and
‘environment’ played a greater role in relation to larger places (e.g., nation). Still, from the
current perspective, the three-pole framework is likely too general to inform empirical research

or help understand how people think about their everyday spaces (see also section 3.4).

Gustafson further identifies four processes through which places take on meaning: meaning is
understood to emerge from comparison with other places (‘distinction’); it typically has a
positive or negative connotation (‘valuation’); it emerges over time (‘continuity’); and places
can take on (or be given) new meanings (‘change’) (Gustafson, 2001: 13). This offers
interesting pointers for the present study, for example where Gustafson writes: “The attribution

of meaning involves distinction — the definition of similarities and differences, and therefore

256 Gustafson’s study thus has clear parallels with the present work and could have been carried out using repertory
grid technique rather than the narrative approach used.

257 ‘Environment’ includes the natural and built environment but also the “symbolic or historical” and “institutional”
environment (Gustafson, 2001: 11).

258 For example, place meanings relating to own’s lifecourse were allocated to the pole ‘self’, meanings relating to
friends and family were allocated to the axis ‘self-others’, and meanings referring to other people not personally
known to the participant were allocated to the pole ‘others’ (Gustafson, 2001: 9—10).
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often comparisons with other places” (2001: 14, original emphasis). Although Gustafson does
not refer to repertory grid methodology, this highlights that repertory grids, with their focus on

comparison between elements, may serve as a useful technique in this research area.

Repertory grid studies on everyday spaces

As the present study uses the repertory grid technique, it is useful to consider if socio-spatial
aspects have been identified in previous repertory grid studies and how aspects have been
categorised. The repertory grid technique works by asking participants to compare ‘elements’
(e.g., people, objects, situations) according to their similarities and differences (which are
translated into ‘constructs’ by the interviewer). Elements can then be rated numerically on the

constructs. Section 6.1 describes the technique further.

This section reviews repertory grid studies that used everyday spaces, places or situations as
their elements. Only three studies (Harrison and Sarre, 1975; Wan and Shen, 2015; Mdiller,
2018) proposed categories of socio-spatial aspects. However, to help contextualise the
present research, all identified studies are first described in terms of scope and methodological
features before the socio-spatial categories proposed in the subset of three studies are
outlined. Data extraction tables are available from Appendix D.4. Repertory grid studies with a

substance use focus are reviewed in section 4.1.6.

Seven publications were found to be relevant?*®. Elements in these studies were living-rooms
(Honikman, 1976), important places in the city where participants lived (Harrison and Sarre,
1975; Wysor, 1983), urban green spaces (Home et al., 2010; Wan and Shen, 2015), “any
physical elements in their [participants’] neighborhood that had disappeared or arrived” (Aitken,
1990), or a diverse group of neighbourhoods, cities and city-related concepts (Muller, 2018).
The number of elements was lowest in Aitken’s study (1990) (9 elements on average) and
highest in the study by Harrison and Sarre (1975) (at least 25 elements per person, up to 40).
Two studies provided elements as pictures (Honikman, 1976; Home et al., 2010); the other
studies supplied elements in writing or verbally (e.g., place names). Three studies included an
ideal space (Home et al., 2010; Wan and Shen, 2015; Mdller, 2018) (similar to the present
study, see section 6.2.6). Sample sizes ranged between 17 (Home et al., 2010) and 38 (Aitken,
1990), though one study involved 352 participants (Mdller, 2018) (median: 26).

259 Appendix D.2 includes details of search terms. Studies were included if they explicitly referred to repertory grid
methodology and used everyday spaces, places or situations as elements that had relevance to participants’ lives
(in line with the present study). Several studies were excluded because the scope of their elements was too narrow
(e.g., only buildings; only shops; only holiday destinations) or too broad (e.g., countries) for the present purposes.
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From a ‘sociology of space’ perspective, it is of interest whether elements were defined by
participants (i.e., elicited) or by researchers (i.e., supplied). Of the reviewed studies, four
studies (Harrison and Sarre, 1975; Wysor, 1983; Aitken, 1990; Wan and Shen, 2015) involved
participants in the definition of elements, and three studies were more researcher-driven
(Honikman, 1976; Home et al., 2010; Mdller, 2018)?°. Aitken (1990) and Honikman (1976)
were the only ones to use only elicited or only supplied elements; the other studies combined
elicited and supplied elements. Constructs were supplied in only one study, after construct
elicitation (Harrison and Sarre, 1975). Of interest to the present research, none of these studies
appeared to have used a ‘qualifying phrase’?®'! to guide participants in their comparisons of
elements. While this may be viewed positively as participant-orientation, it also means that
elicited constructs may not have been particularly important to participants or to the research

questions (see also section 6.2.5).

In terms of research purposes, most studies sought to identify “constructs” (Honikman, 1976;
Madller, 2018), “dimensions” (Aitken, 1990), “perceptions” (Wysor, 1983; Wan and Shen, 2015)
or “determinants” (Home et al., 2010), while only Harrison and Sarre (1975) sought to
understand how (groups of) elements were construed. Most studies had additional aims?%?; a
recurring theme was to test or illustrate the usefulness of the repertory grid technique. Only
three studies specifically categorised the elicited constructs (Harrison and Sarre, 1975; Wan
and Shen, 2015; Mller, 2018). The others did not label groups of constructs (Honikman, 1976;
Aitken, 1990), or they used ex-ante defined classification systems (Wysor, 1983; Home et al.,

2010); in fact, Wysor (1983) used Harrison and Sarre’s (1975) typology to classify constructs.

Table 5 below gives an overview of the categories proposed in the identified studies (Harrison
and Sarre, 1975; Wan and Shen, 2015; Muller, 2018). All three studies carried out qualitative
and quantitative analyses. In the case of Miller (2018) and Wan and Shen (2015), the original
constructs were reduced first via qualitative content analysis, and the resulting categories were

then grouped further using statistical techniques (principal component analysis or factor

260 Elements were freely elicited from participants only by Aitken (1990). Harrison and Sarre (1975) combined freely
elicited elements with supplied elements which were partially based on a pilot study. Three studies let participants
choose their own elements but within categories supplied by the researchers: Wan and Shen (2015) used only this
approach and developed the categories based on pilot research; Home et al. (2010) and Mdller (2018) combined
such category-based elicitation with supplied elements — however, in contrast to Wan and Shen (2015), the
elicitation categories were researcher-defined. Wysor’s (1983) case was special because elements were supplied
but study participants had themselves contributed to developing the list of supplied elements. Only Honikman (1976)
used only supplied elements that were entirely researcher-defined.

261 Jankowicz (2004: 35f.) recommends adding a “qualifying phrase” (“in terms of ..."”) when asking participants to
compare elements. This shall ensure that elicited constructs are relevant to the research topic; the qualifying phrase
used in the present study was “... in terms of something that you like or dislike about the spaces” (section 6.2.5).
262 For example, Honikman (1976) sought to understand how different constructs related to each other (i.e., aspects
of the physical environment vs. meaning); Wan and Shen (2015) explored to what extent personal constructs could
predict frequency of park visits; Wysor (1983) compared different participant groups.
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analysis)?®3. The final solution thus uses two levels (43 categories in six groups for Muller and
26 categories in four groups for Wan and Shen, respectively). Considering the content of the
construct categories (see Table 5), it is apparent that the constructs reflect the kinds of
elements used: for example, constructs relating to ‘convenient opening hours’ make more
sense for the green spaces studied by Wan and Shen (2015) than for the cities and
neighbourhoods studied by Muller (2018), while the opposite is true for constructs relating to
‘low vs. high unemployment?®*. Nevertheless, there are common themes relating to visual

appearance, cultural or educational features, physical accessibility, affordability, and so on.

In the case of Harrison and Sarre (1975), the results of the various analyses were not
compared or integrated by the authors but were presented separately, hence the four
categorisations included in the present Table 5. There were common themes; for example, all
quantitative analyses (fourth to sixth main column, Table 5) suggested a component relating
to whether a place was regarded as “ugly”, “functional” or “beautiful”, “aesthetic’. The
categories used for the qualitative analysis (third main column, Table 5) represented a higher
level of abstraction compared with the labels for the statistically identified components?®°. They
were also more detailed and numerous compared with the results of the quantitative analysis
(2 to 3 components per quantitative analysis). However, the authors did not clarify whether the
categories used for the qualitative analysis were based on an ex-ante defined classification

system or derived from the data.

Considering the categories by Miller (2018) and Wan and Shen (2015) on the one hand and
those by Harrison and Sarre (1975) on the other hand, it is noteworthy that the former construct
categories appear mostly as objective descriptors of the places (e.g., ‘characterised by green
areas’, ‘natural environment’). By contrast, the components in Harrison and Sarre (1975) refer
more strongly to relationships between study participants and places (e.g., personal level of
involvement, familiarity). This was noteworthy, given that none of the studies reported the use
of a qualifying phrase which would have steered participants in a particular direction. Also of
note, the continuum between “subjective” and “objective” constructs is an explicit feature of the

qualitative classification system used by Harrison and Sarre (1975: 14), with the “affective”

263 |t was not entirely clear from the descriptions whether statistical techniques were applied to the original
constructs or the construct categories, but the latter seemed to be the case in both studies (in the present study,
statistical analyses were applied to the original constructs, see Chapter 7).

264 This is known as “range of convenience” in repertory grid terminology, i.e., a construct with a narrow range of
convenience is applicable to only few types of elements (e.g., Jankowicz, 2004: 12).

265 The labels for the quantitatively derived components (e.g., “Aesthetic vs. functional”, fourth to sixth main column,
Table 5) appeared to be closer to the content of the original constructs, whereas the qualitative construct categories
described the type of construct at a more general level (e.g., “Evaluative”, third main column in Table 5).
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Table 5: Categories of socio-spatial constructs in prior repertory grid studies (space)

g Harrison and Sarre (1975)
§ Miiller (2018: 149ff., 192-196, 225) Wan and Shen (2015: 94-96)
2 pages 11, 14 pp. 15-16 p. 18 p. 20
3 Y . - o . T Principal Factor analysis of Factor analysis of
2 | Qualitative content analysis, principal component Qualitative content analysis, Construct classification . . .
o analysis (PCA) factor analysis [no details provided] component analysis | supergrid (25 supergrid (9
= (PCA) supplied elements) supplied constructs)
g s Two common
Q L L Four classes, with six Three components
€ | 43 categories in six areas 26 categories in four groups ) components across . ) Three components
E subclasses in class D with clear meaning
= sample
A: Culture, society and economic capability Features A — Affective: emotions | e Aesthetic vs. e Ugly/functional/ e Liked/beautiful
e Varied vs. neglected cultural offer? e Nice themed design? aroused in people by functional used vs. vs. disliked/ugly
e Extroverted vs. introverted o Sufficient catering services places beautiful/
e Open to change vs. insistence on established e Educational features (e.g. o |dentify or not aesthetic/typical o Places with which
models tree labels, exhibition gallery) | E— Evaluative: person’s [not further Bath the subjects were
e Social mix vs. segregation and monocultures opinions of the place described] involved and
Naturalness e Use/like/feel at which they used
B: Local decision-making, financial and educational | e Natural environment R — Relational: how the home vs. feel vs. places where
policies, and family-friendliness e Sufficient spaces (not person comes into strange/dislike they felt out of
e Low vs. high unemployment crowded) contact with the place move past place
«» | ® Good vs. poor school and educational system e Clear zoning for various and what role each has
2 activities in the interaction e Uninvolved vs. e Places which had
% C: Social and economic circumstances and societal o _ involved been known for a
& | participation Accessibility D — Descriptive: quasi long time and

D: Ecological quality, personal relationships,
psychological tension and affordability
e Characterised by green areas vs. built areas

E: Local amenities and mobility
e Short vs. long journey times

F: Townscape and identity
e Positive vs. negative visual appearance/image

e Convenient opening hours

e Free of charge facilities

e Conveniently located (e.g.
close to home)

Variety of Facilities

e Facilities for all weather
conditions

¢ Wide range of facilities

o Sufficient ancillary facilities

objective statements
about various aspects
of places

e D1-Form

e D2 — Function

e D3 —Position in space
e D4 —Position in time
e D5 - Origin

e D6 —Class

which were of
wide significance
vs. those which
had been
recently
discovered and
which were of
local significance

Note. For improved readability, text is quoted in this table from stated sources without quotation marks. For details including quotation marks, see data extraction tables in Appendix D.4.
2 Only examples are shown due to space constraints; for Miiller (2018): 9 most frequently mentioned categories; for Wan and Shen (2015): highest loading categories per factor.
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constructs viewed by the authors as “most subjective” and the “descriptive” constructs as the

“‘most objective” (ibid., original emphasis).

The differences between category systems outlined above point to the different ways in which
people may think about (different types of) everyday spaces, and they also hint at the different
ways in which researchers may categorise research participants’ constructs related to such
thinking. The content of the categories identified here will be discussed further in Part 4, when
the constructs identified in the present study have been elaborated. This section now moves

on to exploring the literature in relation to substance use.

4.1.4. Preliminary review on substance use and space

Prior to the fieldwork for the present study, a preliminary review was carried out to obtain an
overview of the available research on substance use and space and gain insights regarding
the review questions listed in section 4.1.1. Another aim was to identify similar research to the
planned study that could inform its design and help avoid duplication of prior work. This
preliminary review is summarised here, and section 4.1.5 presents systematic reviews that

have been published since.

Therefore, while this review summarises existing findings, it also assesses the methods and
theories in some detail, so as to highlight research gaps that are addressed in the present
work. One observation was that qualitatively and quantitatively oriented studies often differed
in terms of method and theory, and therefore differences between qualitative and quantitative

approaches are noted where relevant.

Search strategy, screening and data extraction

Electronic database searches were conducted in January 2016 in Web of Science, ProQuest
Sociological Abstracts and WISO SOLIS (largest German-speaking social science database)
as well as the University of Vienna’s own library search engine. The aim of the review was to
obtain a general overview of existing research on substance use and socio-spatial aspects.
The review scope was purposefully broader than the scope of the planned study, and the
search strategy combined terms related to space and a range of legal and illegal substances.
This returned a great number of search results (e.g., over 24,000 in Web of Science). These
were refined using limits (e.g., research field, publication year, relevance) to produce
manageable samples of illustrative publications from which to gain useful insights. Appendix

C documents search terms and limits.
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Results from the refined database searches (WoS: 681; ProQuest: 400; WISO SOLIS: 87)
were added to publications identified through other means (e.g., handsearching journals,
checking publication lists of over 20 authors active in the field). After removing duplicates, the
combined database had over 1,680 entries. Titles and abstracts were screened against
inclusion criteria, with full-texts checked where a decision could not be made based on title or
abstract. Reasons for exclusion were noted. The most common reason for exclusion was that
the publication did not address space in the intended sense (frequently the case where
publications referred to ‘context’). The criteria were specified beforehand but refined during the

screening process in light of the actual publications and screening decisions made.

According to the final criteria, journal articles, books, theses, conference presentations, and
major reports were eligible if published from 2011 to 2016 in English or German. Primary
studies with humans using qualitative, quantitative or mixed-method empirical designs, as well
as reviews of such studies, were eligible. Publications had to explore how socio-spatial aspects
at the micro-environmental level (e.g., location, people, objects, music, rules) related to
substance use or associated cognitions and experiences (e.g., meaning of substance use)
within the same micro-environment at the same time (i.e., situated). There had to be some
variation or comparison in terms of socio-spatial aspects. Studies with a different research
focus but reporting relevant data were eligible, as was research on socio-spatial interventions.
Exclusion criteria helped ensure a more homogeneous sample of studies for data extraction?®.

Four studies could not be included because full texts could not be retrieved.

Before data extraction, each publication was checked for eligibility on the final criteria. Data
from eligible publications were then extracted by the study author using a structured template.
Data on socio-spatial aspects, settings and theories were extracted using an ‘open coding’
approach, adding categories to the data extraction template as needed and using preliminary
labels which were open to revision. Extraction by a second coder would have been preferable
(especially for the qualitative studies, as these typically addressed many aspects in a narrative
format) but was not feasible. A formal quality assessment of studies was not undertaken due

to the focus on mapping socio-spatial aspects.

266 Excluded were: studies focussing on group differences (e.g., by gender) rather than socio-spatial differences;
studies of how substance use leads to socio-spatial changes; studies reporting only on changes in availability of or
access to substances; studies exploring consequences of substance use (e.g., violence); studies focussing on
dependent users (exception: smokers), opioid and injecting users (though studies of broader populations who also
used opioids were included), specifically HIV-positive, street-based and other vulnerable populations. Screening
identified much research with vulnerable populations, but it was decided to focus the review on non-vulnerable
populations in line with the present study’s empirical focus on socially integrated users.
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Included publications

The final sample consisted of 128 publications which met the criteria stated above: 115 primary
studies and 13 reviews (reference list available from Appendix C.2). Of the 115 primary studies,
60 were quantitatively oriented?®” (including 22 experimental studies), 48 were qualitatively
oriented, and seven studies included qualitative and quantitative components or self-labelled
as ‘mixed-methods’ research. A variety of research approaches was utilised, including
ethnography, interviews, focus groups, surveys, ecological momentary assessment, and
experimental studies. The sample included no studies utilising the repertory grid technique. Of
the 13 reviews, seven took a more systematic approach and six were traditional, narrative
reviews. Eight reviews focussed on quantitative research, two on qualitative research, and

three considered both qualitative and quantitative research.

In 97 publications (76%), the relationship between substance use and socio-spatial aspects
was a key focus. This was especially so for the quantitatively oriented papers, whereas

qualitatively oriented papers tended to have a broader thematic scope.

Substances and substance use

Two-thirds of the reviewed publications (85; 66% of 128) addressed alcohol use. Alcohol was
a key focus in 78 publications, and it was the only substance considered in 54 publications
(42%). About a third of publications (45; 35%) addressed tobacco or nicotine products.
Cigarettes were addressed in 43 publications (34%), were a key focus in 39 publications, and
were the only focus in 24 publications (19%). Medicines (e.g., cognitive enhancement drugs,
painkillers) were addressed in only two studies. A quarter of publications (31; 24%) addressed
illegal substances?®. The most frequently addressed illegal substances were cannabis (20
publications) and amphetamines (e.g., ‘ecstasy’, ‘speed’; 14 publications). lllegal substances
were the sole focus in 10 publications, most of which were qualitatively oriented. In addition,
12 publications addressed food or non-alcoholic beverages, typically as comparators in

experimental studies.

Over three-quarters of the papers (101; 79%) addressed substances from only one group (i.e.,
alcohol or tobacco/nicotine products or illegal drugs or medicines); 19 papers addressed

substances from two groups (typically alcohol and illegal drugs); only 8 publications (6%)

267 Ecological momentary assessments were counted as quantitatively oriented research for this overview.

268 The review was carried out at a time when illegal substances were still within the planned scope of the project,
and thus the review also considered publications focussed on illegal substances. Later reviews focussed on alcohol
and cigarettes in line with the final project scope.
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addressed substances from three groups; and no study addressed substances from all four
groups. A qualitative study among music festival goers (Dilkes-Frayne, 2016) considered the
greatest variety of legal and illegal substances (also e.g., ketamine, psychedelics, inhalants).
If publications addressed multiple substances, these were not typically compared with each

other in a structured way.

Regarding substance use measures, most publications (93; 73%) considered behavioural
outcomes (e.g., quantity used, intoxication levels). In 51 publications (40%), this was the only
type of outcome considered and these were mostly quantitatively oriented publications. There
was also a large proportion of quantitatively oriented publications (19 papers) that considered
only other measures (e.g., cravings, attitudes, outcome expectations). By contrast, qualitative
studies typically explored substance use behaviours and related meanings and experiences.
It is difficult to say how many publications addressed abstinence, which is typically an implicit
reference point in substance use research. Three studies (Anamali, 2013; Stevenson et al.,
2013; Parder and Vihalemm, 2015) had a notable focus on situational abstention or reductions

in use.

Within the context of this preliminary review, it was not possible to synthesise study findings
regarding the relationship between substance use and socio-spatial aspects: section 4.1.5

offers such insights on the basis of reviews that took a more targeted approach.

Settings, socio-spatial aspects and theories

The publications reported on over 40 different settings (see Appendix C.4 for details). The most
frequently researched settings were pubs and bars (including naturalistic laboratories),
nightclubs, study participants’ own home (not in a party context), private parties and
gatherings, and other homes (e.g., of friends or parents). Thirty-six publications (28%)
focussed on a single setting only. Even though most studies considered multiple settings, only
28 publications (22% of 128) considered a range of settings (i.e., own home and nightlife

settings and at least one other setting).

Overall, the reviewed publications reported on over 100 socio-spatial aspects (including over
25 aspects relating to people, e.g., role of parents, children, intimate partner, friends, other
users, etc.). During data extraction, similar aspects were grouped together on an ad hoc basis.
The final data extraction table distinguished socio-spatial aspects in eight categories (listed in

order of frequency, examples illustrate most common aspects; see Appendix C.3 for full list):

e ‘people’ (e.g., types of people, number of people);

e ‘activities’ (e.g., partying, listening to music);
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‘place and occasion’ (e.g., location, relational aspects of place, special occasions);

e ‘norms’ (e.g., formal or informal substance use rules, perceived gender norms);

o ‘atmospheres, safety and inclusion/exclusion’ (e.g., conflicts and other stressors, venue
style, safety measures);

o ‘materialities’ (e.g., substances, related paraphernalia, other objects, human bodies);

e ‘natural’ environment (e.g., time of day, inside or outside); and

e ‘signs and symbols’ (e.g., substance use-related pictures).

The role of people was explicitly addressed in 84 papers (65%), with a focus on the presence
and number of other people, and on friends/acquaintances and other substance users in
particular. By contrast, signs and symbols were a focus in only 17 papers (13%). Most common
here were pictures used in experimental studies on environmental cues. There were some
differences according to study design; for example, norms were more frequently explored in

qualitatively than in quantitatively oriented papers.

The relationship between the physical environment and construed meanings was a recurring
theme in Chapters 2 and 3. It was noteworthy that most socio-spatial aspects in the reviewed
literature referred to tangible and objectively perceptible elements of the environment, such as
people and things. However, factors such as ‘close friends’ were clearly included in studies
because of their (presumed) symbolic meaning, even if this was not made explicit.
Nevertheless, less tangible aspects were also addressed. These included, for example, the
relationality of place (e.g., in a pre-drinking context) and special occasions (e.g., celebrations).
Activities mostly included directly observable behaviours but (especially in qualitative studies)
also more subtle phenomena, such as ‘treating oneself, ‘taking a break’ or ‘performing rituals’.
The categories ‘norms’ and ‘atmospheres’ were particularly interesting in this regard. ‘Norms’
included laws as well as social expectations, which, despite being immaterial, can take on a
thing-like character by virtue of being recognised by a group of people and appearing as
naturally given (see also Chapter 3). By contrast, ‘atmospheres’ result from the physical
environment but can be difficult to grasp (L6w, 2016: 171). The reviewed publications explored
physical aspects (e.g., venue style, cleanliness, layout, surveillance) but also interpretations

of arrangements (e.g., as ‘comfortable’, ‘friendly’, ‘anonymous’, ‘ordered’, ‘chaotic’, ‘rowdy’).

Given the wealth of aspects that could be considered under a ‘sociology of space’ perspective,
it was interesting to know how many different types of socio-spatial aspects were addressed
in the reviewed literature. Twenty-three papers (18%) focussed on only one category of
aspects. This was about a third of the quantitatively oriented papers, whereas none of the
qualitatively oriented papers addressed only one category of aspects. Conversely, almost a

third of qualitatively oriented papers addressed aspects from six different categories or more
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(of those listed above)?®°, which was the case for only a few of the quantitative papers (e.g.,
Hughes et al., 2012). This suggested that the qualitative evidence base corresponded more
strongly with ‘sociology of space’ thinking, whereas the quantitative evidence base referred to

non-relational conceptualisations of environment.

In terms of how ‘space’ was conceptualised theoretically, some 30 theories or concepts were
identified in the reviewed sample. Qualitatively oriented publications in this sample were most
likely to refer to theories of embodiment, assemblages, actor-network theory, and, to a lesser
extent, affect. Quantitatively oriented publications were most likely to refer to environmental
cues. Some papers referred to several socio-spatial theories or concepts: these were almost
all qualitative studies?’, largely because studies which refer to assemblage or actor-network
theory also tend to relate to affect, embodiment, mobilities, new materialisms and/or non-
representational theory. No study utilising Léw’s ‘sociology of space’ (see Chapter 3) was

identified, although some referred to ‘relational space’ (e.g., Demant and Landolt, 2014).

In almost half of the reviewed papers (57; 45% of 128), the underlying notion of ‘space’ was
unclear. Although qualitatively oriented publications were most likely to draw upon socio-
spatial concepts and theories, the socio-spatial theoretical background was unclear also in
more than a third of qualitatively oriented papers. It was common for quantitative work to use
the concept of ‘context’ without reference to particular authors or theories. Also studies utilising
ecological momentary assessment did not typically conceptualise ‘space’ further; neither did
publications with qualitative and quantitative components, and these studies were the least

likely to use spatial theory.

Conclusions

The preliminary review was useful to obtain an overview of the field and to identify strengths
and limitations of the evidence base (see section 4.1.7) from which the planned study could
proceed. Outputs from the review included a list of settings considered in prior research, as
well as a list of socio-spatial aspects (organised in eight categories) (shown in Appendices C.3
and C.4). The list of socio-spatial categories informed the grouping of elicited constructs during

later data analyses (see section 7.2), and both lists may be informative for future research.

269 However, this was also related to the structure of presentation, as qualitative publications rarely presented socio-
spatial aspects in a structured format but typically referred to many different aspects in a narrative style.

270 There were a few quantitative studies referring to multiple theories; for example, Gallupe and Bouchard (2013)
referred to multiple theories from situational crime prevention.
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The review found that existing research on socio-spatial aspects of substance use is extremely
diverse. The reviewed studies represent only one segment of the available evidence base (as
e.g., studies of vulnerable populations were excluded). Even within this segment, there was
substantial methodological and theoretical variety, some of which reflects paradigmatic
differences between qualitative and quantitative research. However, as was already noted in
the introduction, this is not one coherent research area. The reviewed publications represented
different strands of research emerging from different disciplines (e.g., psychology, geography,
criminology, sociology, anthropology) and theoretical backgrounds. While this is beneficial
insofar that the topic has been explored from a multitude of perspectives, the review suggested

that the various strands of research stood in relative independence from each other.

The identified reviews perpetuated this silofication because they mostly focussed either on
qualitative or (more often) on quantitative research, or only on one substance (mostly alcohol).
This preliminary review was therefore also an important attempt to integrate perspectives
across substances and methodologies. As the review was limited to an illustrative sample of
publications from 2011 to January 2016 and did not summarise study findings, the next section

turns to systematic reviews that have been published on this topic since 2015.

4.1.5. Recent reviews on contextual aspects and substance use

The previous section summarised a preliminary literature review that was carried out in 2016
to inform the fieldwork for the present study. This section draws on systematic reviews
published since 2015 to supplement and update that preliminary review. The aim of this review
of reviews was to gain insights regarding the questions outlined in section 4.1.1. It went beyond
the preliminary review in that it also summarised findings regarding the relationship between
socio-spatial aspects and substance use as well as preventive implications formulated by
authors. Appendix D includes further details on the search strategy as well as data extraction

tables with details on each included review.

Features of included reviews

Eight reviews were included in the final sample considered here: seven reviews published in
2015 or later (Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015; Cox et al., 2019; Mair et al., 2019;
Stanesby et al., 2019; Stevely et al., 2020a; Stevely et al., 2020b) and one review (Hughes et
al., 2011) published earlier?’!. Except for the reviews by Mair et al. (2019) and Stevely et al.

21 The review by Hughes et al. (2011) was included because it represents a seminal work (e.g., also identified as

138



(2020b)?72, all were described by the authors as systematic reviews. The two reviews by
Stevely and colleagues were nested, in that a subset of the studies from Stevely et al.’s (2020b)
mapping review was synthesised as a systematic review in Stevely et al. (2020a). Only two
reviews reported formally assessing the quality of included studies (Stanesby et al., 2019;
Stevely et al., 2020a)??. Though substance use and related harms were generally
conceptualised as the outcomes of interest, some reviews spoke rather of ‘associations’
between context and substance use (e.g., Hughes et al., 2011; Stanesby et al., 2019), while
others claimed to focus on studies where context and substance use were clearly defined as

independent and dependent variable (e.g., Cox et al., 2019; Mair et al., 2019).

All eight reviews covered alcohol-related outcomes. Six were limited to alcohol?”#, while two
reviews (Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015) considered additional domains
including smoking?’> 2’6, |t was noteworthy that both of these reviews were older and not
focussed on tobacco; the present search did not identify any eligible reviews focussed on
tobacco or of a more recent date?’’. While relevant reviews may have been missed, the study
of contextual factors has a stronger tradition in alcohol studies compared to smoking studies,

which may explain differences in availability of relevant reviews.

Each included review offered a somewhat different perspective. In terms of outcomes, most
reviews focussed on use, but one review (Stanesby et al., 2019) explicitly compared contextual
factors for ‘heavier’ and ‘lighter’ drinking; two reviews (Hughes et al., 2011; Stevely et al.,
2020a) explicitly considered harms (e.g., violence, injuries); and one review (Veilleux and

Skinner, 2015) considered ‘target-dystonic’ behavioural outcomes (e.g., whether cigarette-

such by Stevely et al., 2020b) and offered a reference point for the discussion of the recent reviews; it was also one
of the publications that inspired the present study in its current form.

272 Mair et al. (2019) described their paper as a “review of recent literature” (ibid.: 413) and used a very limited
search strategy (< 5 years, only one database). The review by Stevely et al. (2020b) was a “mapping review”: it did
not synthesise findings but sought “to identify and describe the theoretical approaches to conceptualizing drinking
occasions, study designs, predictors and outcome measures used in existing research” (ibid.: 218).

273 These two reviews appeared to represent the two most rigorous reviews overall, while three reviews appeared
to be of moderate quality (Hughes et al., 2011; Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015), and two reviews
appeared to represent moderate to poor quality (Cox et al., 2019; Mair et al., 2019) (based on an informal
assessment considering e.g., search strategy and data presentation; see Appendix D.3).

274 Some of the other reviews considered tobacco or illicit substances but only as socio-spatial aspects (i.e., not as
outcomes) (Hughes et al., 2011; Stanesby et al., 2019; Stevely et al., 2020a, 2020b).

275 These two reviews were initially excluded because they did not distinguish socio-spatial aspects: Veilleux and
Skinner (2015) address ‘cues’ in general, while Serre et al. (2015) frame them as ‘intra-personal moderators’.
However, they were subsequently included because no other identified reviews used systematic review methods
to explore micro-environmental aspects and smoking. Other identified systematic reviews related to, for example,
broader socio-spatial aspects (e.g., tobacco outlet density: Finan et al., 2019) or methodological issues (e.g., use
of virtual reality in cue-reactivity paradigm: Pericot-Valverde et al., 2016).

276 |n addition to alcohol and tobacco, Serre et al. (2015) included illicit substances, and Veilleux and Skinner (2015)
included food (noting that they excluded illicit substances because “a cursory review of the papers on drug cues
indicated that there were not enough papers consistent with the mission of this [their] review”; ibid.: 16).

277 Relevant reviews were identified (e.g., Verplaetse and McKee, 2017; LeCocq et al., 2020) but did not meet the
present inclusion criteria (e.g., they were not systematic reviews).
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related cues increased subsequent alcohol use). Two reviews focussed on the role of craving
as a mediator (Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015). The extent to which situational
abstinence and spaces of no substance use were considered was not clear, and several
reviews (e.g., Hughes et al., 2011; Mair et al., 2019; Stanesby et al., 2019) appeared to have

focussed on contexts associated with substance use.

The review by Stanesby et al. (2019) was the only one to focus on “combinations and
sequences of context-related factors” (ibid.: 1) instead of considering contextual factors in
relative isolation from each other. The mapping review by Stevely et al. (2020b) was the only
one to examine theoretical underpinnings of included studies. Their mapping review was the

most similar to the preliminary review carried out for the present study (see previous section).

Features of primary studies included within the reviews

In total, the eight reviews reported on 493 unique articles relevant to the present thesis?’8,
spanning several decades of research. The earliest included papers were published in 1975.
The number of articles or studies relevant to the present thesis ranged from 6 (Mair et al.,
2019) to 278 (Stevely et al., 2020b). The high number of studies in the mapping review by
Stevely et al. (2020b) was noteworthy, especially as their search strategy included specific
search terms to focus on ‘event-level’ research. The present review accounted for overlap of
primary studies between reviews?®. However, even where overlap was substantial, the
different perspectives pursued by review authors meant that review findings were not
duplicated. A comparison with the preliminary review (section 4.1.4) showed that only 12
papers were included in the preliminary review and at least one of the reviews included here;

thus, the evidence base covered here adds to the one presented earlier?®.

The primary studies included in the reviews represented a variety of research designs,
including retrospective recall (e.g., interviews, surveys), ecological momentary assessment
(EMA), daily dairy, experiments, and observations; however, some reviews excluded certain

study designs?3'. Most reviews were limited to quantitative study designs, while two reviews

278 Three reviews with a broader remit (Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015; Mair et al., 2019) included
studies that were not relevant to the present thesis (see Appendix D.3 for details). The stated number (493 articles)
already excludes the non-relevant primary studies.

279 Specifically, 431 articles were included in only one review each; 61 articles (12% of 493) were included in two
reviews; and one article was included in three reviews. The overlap was greatest between Stevely et al. (2020b)
and Stanesby et al. (2019): these two reviews shared 41 articles. The overlap between the two tobacco reviews
(Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015) was very limited: they shared only two articles. The nested reviews
by Stevely and colleagues were considered as one review for the purposes of determining overlap.

280 This was likely due to different scopes and search strategies. Appendix C.2 highlights the 12 overlapping studies.
281 For example, Serre et al. (2015) limited themselves to studies using ecological momentary assessment (EMA);
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included also qualitative studies (Hughes et al., 2011; Cox et al., 2019). Outcomes were
measured, for example, via researcher observations, study participant self-report, blood
alcohol content (BAC) levels, or smoking topography devices. In terms of populations, Cox et
al. (2019) focussed on adolescents (13-19 years old), while Mair et al. (2019) and Stevely et
al. (2020a, 2020b) focussed on adults. Special populations (e.g., alcohol-dependent
populations) were excluded by Stevely et al. (2020a, 2020b) and Stanesby et al. (2019).
Primary studies originated mostly from the USA, Europe, Australia and Canada. The list of

primary studies included in the reviews is available from the present author upon request.

The role of ‘space’ in the included reviews

Turning now to how space and socio-spatial aspects were conceptualised in these reviews,
‘context’ and ‘environment’ were the most common concepts (e.g., ‘immediate drinking context’
in Stanesby et al., 2019; ‘environmental factors’ in Hughes et al., 2011). Stanesby et al. (2019)
and Stevely et al. (2020b) in particular also spoke of ‘occasions’ and ‘events’?®2. The two
reviews reporting on tobacco-related outcomes focussed rather on ‘cues’ (Serre et al., 2015;
Veilleux and Skinner, 2015)?%, ‘Place’ was a central concept only in two reviews (Mair et al.,
2019; Stevely et al., 2020a); the term ‘location’ was otherwise more common. Of importance
to the present thesis, ‘space’ was not generally used as a concept, although it was a central
term in one review (Mair et al., 2019) and another review (Stanesby et al., 2019) was funded
by a project on ‘youth nightlife spaces’. Terms such as ‘spatial’ or ‘geospatial’ were used in two
reviews (Cox et al., 2019; Mair et al., 2019), but no review referred to ‘socio-spatial’ aspects.

Nevertheless, this term will be used here for consistency with the remaining thesis.

All reviews but one (Serre et al., 2015) categorised socio-spatial aspects further. Two reviews
distinguished between ‘social’ and ‘physical’ aspects (Mair et al., 2019; Stanesby et al., 2019),
while one review considered ‘physical’, ‘social’ as well as ‘staffing’ aspects (Hughes et al.,
2011). Cox et al. (2019) distinguished ‘situational’, ‘social’ and ‘location’ factors. Stevely and
colleagues used the most elaborate framework, comprising six categories. The category labels
differed between the two reviews; the more recent review listed ‘people’, ‘place’, ‘timing’,

‘psychological states’, ‘drink type’ and ‘other’ (Stevely et al., 2020a: 311). By contrast, Veilleux

Veilleux and Skinner (2015) appeared to include mostly experiments, while experiments were excluded by Stanesby
et al. (2019). Some reviews (e.g., Hughes et al., 2011) included intervention studies, while others (e.g., Stevely et
al., 2020b) excluded these.

282 Stanesby et al. (2019: 2) offer the following definitions: “Event-level alcohol consumption refers to an individuals’
drinking pattern during a given occasion. An occasion typically refers to a day or evening, but may be more specific
(e.g., during a visit to a venue)”.

283 Qverall, Serre et al. (2015) did not employ a socio-spatial approach, speaking instead of “intra-individual
moderators” (ibid.: 16).
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and Skinner (2015) took a more methodological approach, distinguishing between ‘target’ cues
(i.e., directly related to substance use) and ‘neutral’ cues. It was thus noticeable that, compared
with the alcohol-only reviews, the two reviews with tobacco-related outcomes did not attempt

to conceptualise socio-spatial aspects and differentiate them further.

Several reviews referred to a specific framework to categorise socio-spatial aspects: Cox et al.
(2019) drew on the ‘social-ecological framework of drinking contexts and alcohol-related
problems’ proposed by Freisthler et al. (2014); Hughes et al. (2011) used categories from
Graham and Homel (2008); and Stevely et al. (2020a, 2020b) referred to Shove et al.’s (2012)
‘theories of practice’ approach to conceptualise ‘context’ as referring to ‘materials’,
‘competencies’, and ‘meanings’?®*. The other reviews did not refer to a specific framework to
categorise socio-spatial aspects. It was noteworthy that those reviews which referred to
specific conceptualisations went beyond a basic ‘physical versus social’ distinction and did not

necessarily refer to ‘physical’ aspects.

In contrast to the preliminary review, several of the included reviews considered also internal/
psychological states (e.g., positive or negative mood). Stanesby et al. (2019) considered these
in addition to socio-spatial aspects (i.e., distinguishing ‘individual characteristics/state’ from
‘physical environment’ and ‘social environment’). A distinction between internal states and
socio-spatial aspects was, however, not emphasised in Stevely et al.’s work (2020a, 2020b),
where psychological states were one of six categories of ‘contextual characteristics’ (see
above). Serre et al. (2015) considered socio-spatial aspects and internal/psychological states

in one group of ‘intra-individual moderators’ (ibid.: 16).

The role of ‘space’ in the included primary studies

The socio-spatial aspects covered in the primary studies within those reviews were broad,
echoing the findings of the preliminary review reported earlier. For example, similarly to the
preliminary review, Stevely et al. (2020a: Table S3) identified over 60 contextual characteristics
at the detailed level. Considering the primary studies across reviews, drinking location and
timing (e.g., time of day, day of week) appeared to have been frequently studied, as well as
people (e.g., number of people present, gender, friendliness, substance use, relationship),
activities (e.g., other substance use, meals, dancing, work), materialities (e.g., substances,
signs, ‘venue style’, ventilation) and norms (e.g., permissiveness, drinks promotions), although

they were not always categorised in this way.

284 It was not clear on what basis Stevely et al. developed their own six-category framework.
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Stevely et al. (2020b) examined the theoretical approaches used within the studies. They found
that most of the 278 studies included in their review did not state a theoretical approach; and
if theoretical approaches were stated, they did not usually relate to conceptualisations of
drinking spaces or occasions (but to e.g., the theory of planned behaviour, motivational
models) (Stevely et al., 2020b: 221). The other reviews did not explicitly analyse the theoretical
underpinnings of included studies, but several reviews noted limitations of primary studies’
conceptualisation of spaces and socio-spatial aspects. Two reviews (Cox et al., 2019; Mair et
al., 2019) commented that ‘activity spaces’ (i.e., locations visited as part of daily routines) have
not yet been extensively researched in relation to alcohol use. Stanesby et al. (2019)
commented that only few studies examined “factors related to the individual, the social
environment and the physical environment” (ibid.: 19, original emphasis) and that only few
studies explored sequences of aspects. In a similar vein, Stevely et al. (2020b) noted that “only
53 (19.1%) papers studied three or more occasion characteristics and most [n = 189; 68.0%)]
used methods that assume occasion characteristics do not change during an occasion” (ibid.:
224). Stevely and colleagues linked this explicitly to “the lack of theory-based conceptualization

of drinking occasions” (p. 224), concluding:

the literature to date offers a much-reduced view of occasions, with only a small number of
occasion characteristics (or elements) included within each study and no clear rationale
offered for decisions on which characteristics are or are not included (Stevely et al., 2020b:
226).

Stevely et al. (2020b: 226; 2020a: 317) thus considered that additional socio-spatial aspects
may be relevant but have not yet been researched due to limited conceptualisations of drinking
occasions or too specific research interests?®. A related consideration emerging from the
present review is that, while some review authors included and discussed contradictory
findings, non-significant findings were generally not extracted from primary studies by review
authors (though there were exceptions, e.g., Veilleux and Skinner, 2015). It thus remains
unclear if or what additional socio-spatial aspects have been studied in primary research and

found to be unrelated to substance use.

285 Of note, Stanesby et al. (2019) suggested that more research on physical aspects is required, as they identified
only few such studies (ibid.: 19). However, Stevely et al. (2020b: 226) found that “most papers used material
elements (such as drinking in a loud environment [reference omitted]) as predictors for their outcome of interest”.
Furthermore, physical aspects (e.g., lighting, noise, crowding) were a focus in Hughes et al. (2011). There was no
overlap of primary studies between the two reviews by Hughes et al. and Stanesby et al., suggesting that the search
strategy by Stanesby and colleagues may not have identified relevant studies.
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Insights regarding the relationship between socio-spatial aspects and substance use

The included reviews generally found a relationship between socio-spatial aspects and
substance use. Socio-spatial aspects associated with substance use or related harms (in
particular alcohol use) highlighted in multiple reviews were: location (e.g., certain settings);
timing (e.g., weekends); availability (e.g., pricing, physical access); other people present (e.g.,
number of people, their characteristics and substance use); and whether other substances
were used (e.g., illegal substances). However, as noted above, non-significant findings were
typically not considered by review authors. The review by Veilleux and Skinner (2015) was an
exception and reported, for example, that “none of the few studies that tested for cross-mode
outcomes (e.g. the effect of food or alcohol cues on smoking topography, or the effect of

smoking cues on alcohol consumption) found a significant cue exposure effect” (ibid.: 19).

Mediators (i.e., the intermediate variables connecting context to substance use) were hardly
discussed in the reviews, being explicitly addressed only by Veilleux and Skinner (2015) and
Stevely et al. (2020a, 2020b). Veilleux and Skinner (2015) found that craving increased the
likelihood of subsequent use but argued (ibid.: 15) that cues may also influence behaviour
without conscious craving, namely via automatic processes. Considering other mediators, and
in line with the present Chapter 2, Stevely et al. (2020b: 226) observed that “most papers used
material elements [...] as predictors for their outcome of interest. However, they did not explore
the meanings the respondent associated with these materials [...] which could mediate or
moderate the observed associations with outcome measures”. Stevely et al. (2020a) also
discussed the role of consumption as a mediator between context and harm (see below). In
addition, Serre et al. (2015), drawing primarily on tobacco studies, found that contextual factors
increased craving and that craving increased the likelihood of subsequent use?®. Stanesby et
al.’s (2019) work on ‘sequences’ of factors could also be understood as exploring mediators,

but the available evidence (ibid: 18-19) in this regard was limited.

By contrast, moderators (i.e., additional variables that affect the strength or direction of the
relationship between context and substance use) were discussed in all reviews but one (Mair
et al., 2019). These were typically individual characteristics such as age, gender, substance
use (e.g., type of drinker, level of use)?®’, and personality. However, the review by Stanesby

et al. (2019) — with its focus on sequences and combinations of multiple factors — showed that

286 However, Serre et al. (2015) did not explicitly describe craving a mediator between context and substance use,
instead conceptualising socio-spatial aspects as ‘moderators of craving'.

287 Counter to what might be expected, Veilleux and Skinner (2015: 22) found that motivation to quit was not
frequently considered: “The role of quit motivation is the least explored motivational element in the cue-reactivity
literature, which is ironic as an underlying motivation to restrict or restrain use is a central element in temptation
scenarios and generally highlighted in the self-regulation literature”.
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socio-spatial aspects themselves interact and moderate each other’s relationship with
substance use. Contextual factors were also conceptualised as moderators in the relationship
between individual characteristics (e.g., gender) and substance use (Stanesby et al., 2019: 2).
Several reviews (e.g., Hughes et al., 2011; Serre et al., 2015; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015) did
not explore moderators empirically but hypothesised regarding possible moderators as part of

their discussion; and this was typically an area identified as requiring further research.

Stevely et al. (2020a) addressed the relationship between context, substance use, and harm.
Most reviews used indicators such as substance use quantity as proxies for harm, based on
the assumption that substance use related harms result from heavier use patterns. For
example, Stanesby et al. (2019: 2) justified their focus on heavy drinking with reference to
possible immediate or delayed harms. However, Stevely et al. (2020a: 310) questioned
whether the relationship between context and harm could indeed be fully explained via
consumption?®. The review authors found that these questions had not been sufficiently
addressed in the primary studies (Stevely et al., 2020a: 317-318). Their own review suggested

that contextual factors can produce harms independently of consumption levels (ibid.: 309).

Implications for prevention identified in the reviews

Review authors often noted methodological implications?®. Implications for prevention were
formulated only in three reviews?®. Stevely et al. (2020a: 318) suggested, for example,
targeting the use of illegal substances, increasing food availability, or increasing staff numbers
to reduce alcohol-related harms. Mair et al. (2019: 418) suggested, for example, restricting
access to (or providing support in) specific locations, times and social interactions associated
with alcohol use, or using such information to inform brief interventions and prevention
messages. In relation to alcohol use by adolescents, Cox et al. (2019: 471-472) highlighted,
for example, parent-based strategies (e.g., restricting access to alcohol in the home, active
supervision during parties) and restricting access to bar environments. Cox et al. (2019: 472)
also suggested legal measures to hold hosts responsible for underage drinking, though they

had not examined laws in their review. There was thus some variety in the degree to which

288 This is methodologically important: if there is a direct relationship between context and harms (independent of
consumption level) or if context moderates the relationship between consumption and harm, then harms should be
measured separately (i.e., not only consumption as a proxy measure) (Stevely et al., 2020a: 310).

289 For example, the potential benefits of newer methodologies (e.g., EMA; Cox et al., 2019; Mair et al., 2019), need
for more European research in different countries (Hughes et al., 2011), further research on interactions of different
contextual factors, including temporal sequencing (Stanesby et al., 2019) and delayed outcomes (Veilleux and
Skinner, 2015), considering other moderatos (e.g., motivation to quit; Veilleux and Skinner, 2015), measuring harms
(Stevely et al., 2020a, 2020b), and clearer conceptualisation of drinking occasions (Stevely et al., 2020a).

290 Two reviews (Veilleux and Skinner, 2015; Stevely et al., 2020b) made no reference to intervention possibilities.
Two reviews (Hughes et al., 2011; Stanesby et al., 2019) noted that their research could inform interventions,
without making specific suggestions. One review (Serre et al., 2015) considered treatment (e.g., craving control).
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stated implications were directly linked to review findings; this link appeared to be strongest in
the review by Stevely et al. (2020a) and weakest in the review by Cox et al. (2019). The reviews

did not comment on any preventive recommendations made in the included primary studies.

4.1.6. Examples of primary studies on space and substance use

While the above reviews gave an overview of the field, there is value in taking a closer look at
existing primary studies that resemble the present research. Also, the reviews identified in the
previous section were more likely to include studies with quantitative research designs, so
giving attention to more qualitatively (and theoretically) oriented work is important to gain a
more complete picture of this research area. The aim here is to describe research that was
similar to the present study and which can therefore serve as a reference point for the
specification of the present research in section 4.2 and for the discussion in Part 4. Repertory
grid studies are considered first, followed by studies using other theories and methods. Special

attention is given to recommendations for prevention offered in these studies.

Repertory grid studies on substance use

Section 4.1.3 outlined repertory grid research examining everyday spaces, places or situations
without a substance use focus. This section complements that earlier review by focussing on
studies with a substance use focus. Repertory grids have been repeatedly used in the
substance use field?®'. For the present context, the initial focus was on studies that had used
spaces, places or situations as their elements with an analytical focus relating to substance
use. As only two such studies were identified (Lynch, 1995; Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995), the
scope was broadened to include studies that had used substances as elements. Three such
studies were identified (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains and Thomson, 1990; Shek, 2012), so that

this subsection reports on five studies?> 2%, Data extraction tables are shown in Appendix D.5.

291 Fransella et al. (2004: 211) include a short section on repertory grid applications relating to “the use and abuse
of drugs”, and searches conducted for the present thesis identified further examples. Studies have typically
focussed on substance users’ construal of themselves, hypothetical selves and other people (e.g., Deubner, 1999;
Weiss et al., 2003), including in therapeutic contexts (e.g., Bailey and Sims, 1991; Faccio and Costa, 2013), but
they have also explored, for example, staff views of clients with dual diagnosis (Ralley et al., 2009), smokers’
construal of intervention effectiveness (Vogt et al., 2010), substance users’ construal of HIV and other diseases
(Walton and Eves, 2001) or the usefulness of repertory grids for the evaluation of substance use prevention
programmes (Shek and Lam, 2011).

292 Appendix D.2 illustrates the search strategy. In addition, members of the mailing list PCP@JISCMAIL.AC.UK
recommended studies for the present section, but this led to no additional studies being identified for inclusion.

293 Examples of excluded studies: one study on consumer perceptions of wine packaging (Rocchi and Stefani,
2006) was excluded because it focussed too narrowly on the appearance of wine bottles and labels. The repertory
grid study by Deubner (1999) considered smoking situations but as an add-on using a structured questionnaire (i.e.,
not as part of the repertory grid interview itself). Voss (2015) used a ‘laddering’ technique but not in a formal
repertory grid context; the study is therefore covered separately in the next subsection.
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Of the five studies, two studies focussed on alcohol (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains and Thomson,
1990), one focussed on tobacco (Lynch, 1995), one covered a range of substances (Shek,
2012), and one had no specific substance use focus (Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995). The two
alcohol studies were related (i.e., undertaken by the same research group, applying the same
approach to different elements). Accordingly, elements were canned lager beers (Gains and
Thomson, 1990), a broad range of alcoholic beverages (Scriven et al., 1989), smoking
situations (Lynch, 1995), a range of legal and illegal substances including heroin, cough
medicine, alcohol, cigarettes and food items (Shek, 2012), and English pubs (Schmidt and
Sapsford, 1995). The number of elements was lowest in the study by Schmidt and Sapsford
(1995) (6 elements) and highest in the study by Scriven et al. (1989) (22 elements). Ideal or
other fictional elements, although conceivable (e.g., ‘my ideal drug’, ‘my ideal pub’), were not

used in the reviewed studies.

The elements were entirely researcher-determined in four studies. Lynch (1995: 99) presented
situations showing “people smoking in different circumstances and in various situations” which
had been “selected from health education resource materials”. Thus, the smokers and non-
smokers participating in Lynch’s study were commenting on pictures showing other people
smoke. The other studies also appeared to have asked participants to comment on elements
regardless of whether participants had personal experience relating to the elements or not.
The exception was Schmidt and Sapsford (1995) who appeared to have supplied categories
(e.g., ‘most frequently visited’ pub, ‘disliked’ pub) for which participants could use personal
elements. This sample of studies thus differed clearly from the studies reviewed in section

4.1.3 which had involved participants in the selection of elements more strongly.

Another noteworthy difference vis-a-vis the repertory grid studies in section 4.1.3 related to the
use of a qualifying phrase. While none of those studies had indicated the use of such a phrase,
most studies here (all except Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995) used a prompt to steer participants
in a particular direction. Lynch (1995) asked about reasons for smoking, while Shek (2012)
asked about ‘most important’ similarities and differences. The studies by Gains and Thomson
(1990) and Scriven et al. (1989) deviated from standard repertory grid technique: they used a
qualifying phrase to elicit situations associated with the use of various alcoholic beverages and
then asked participants to rate the alcoholic beverages with regard to their ‘appropriateness’
for each elicited situation. Thus, they used one focus for construct elicitation and another for
the ratings. A similar approach was evident in Schmidt and Sapsford (1995) who seemed to
have been non-prescriptive during construct elicitation but then asked participants to rate
constructs in terms of ‘importance’. Shek (2012) was the only who explicitly used supplied

constructs, namely “addictive versus nonaddictive and lethal versus nonlethal” (ibid.: 3).
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Table 6: Categories of constructs in prior repertory grid studies (substance use contexts)

[
g Scriven et al.? Gains and Thomson? Lynch Shek Schmidt and Sapsford
8 (1989: 173-178) (1990: 699-703) (1995: 101) (2012: 4) (1995: 19-20)
8

Principal component analysis Principal component analysis . . . L . o .
E= Incip P yst incip P vst Hierarchical cluster analysis Qualitative content analysis Qualitative content analysis
§ (PCA) (PCA)
g
€ | Five components Three components Nine categories Four categories Five categories
=]
=4

e Thirst-quenching vs. not e Treat/indulgence/special e Worried ® Psychological consequences e Environment

e Formal meal vs. social occasion/to get drunk vs. e Individual e Addictive nature e Customers

drinking environment with meals/outdoor e Image e Harmful effects o Staff
» | ® Before meals vs. after meals activities/for e Rebel e Other aspects e Entertainment
'% e In a pub vs. home or refreshment/thirst quenching | e Enjoyment e Product
8 outdoors activities e For refreshment/thirst e Calming
5 e Consumed neat vs. mixed quenching/party/away from e Habit
home [opposite pole not e Experiment
stated] e Exciting

e Away from home vs. at
home/friends round

Note. For improved readability, text is quoted from stated sources without quotation marks. For details including quotation marks, see data extraction tables in Appendix D.5.
@ The two studies by Scriven et al. and Gains and Thomson were undertaken by the same research group.
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While only three of the seven repertory grid studies in section 4.1.3 categorised elicited
constructs, this was the case for all studies reviewed here. Categories were derived using
principal component analysis (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains and Thomson, 1990), hierarchical
cluster analysis (Lynch, 1995) or qualitative content analysis (Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995;
Shek, 2012). Analyses involved fewer steps and resulted in fewer categories than the analyses
covered in section 4.1.3. This is evident from Table 6 above. The number of categories ranged
from three (Scriven et al., 1989) to nine (Lynch, 1995), and all used a simple one-level structure
(cf. the nested two-level structures in Table 5, p. 131). This is likely a methodological
artefact?®*, but it may also point to a greater breadth and complexity of constructs applicable
to the everyday spaces, places and situations in section 4.1.3, compared with substances and
specific substance use contexts covered in this section?®®. None of the studies included here
referred to socio-spatial theory. Gains and Thomson (1990) and Scriven et al. (1989) offered
their own conceptualisation of ‘context’, “operationally defined as being a time, manner, place

or circumstance in which a food product is consumed” (Scriven et al., 1989: 174).

Considering Table 6 in terms of content, the different methodological approaches are reflected
in the results, but common themes are evident. The studies with a specific substance use focus
(i.e., all except Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995) all included categories describing substance use
effects (e.g., ‘thirst-quenching’, ‘indulgence’, ‘enjoyment’, ‘calming’, or ‘psychological
consequences’). Construct categories thus referred to a relationship between a substance and
(potential) users of the substance. The studies by Gains and Thomson (1990) and Scriven et
al. (1989) identified specific use contexts (e.g., ‘before meals vs. after meals’), whereas the
study by Lynch (1995) identified various affects associated with use. However, it is important
to recall that the extent to which these studies considered participants’ own substance use
practices was limited?®®. The exception was Schmidt and Sapsford (1995) who asked
participants to consider pubs they were familiar with. This study also differed in terms of the
results: the construct categories referred to objective/physical features of the pubs studied,
and they were therefore more similar to the constructs relating to green spaces and

neighbourhoods shown in the earlier Table 5.

2% For example, it may reflect the smaller sample sizes (see below) and thus lower number of constructs to
categorise, as well as the use of qualifying phrases and thus narrower range of elicited constructs.

2% |n other words, people may use a greater range of constructs, with a more complex structure, when thinking
about everyday spaces, places and situations, and use fewer, simpler constructs when thinking about substances
and substance use contexts. However, as noted above, methodological features of the studies may have limited
the breadth and complexity of constructs elicited in relation to substances and substance use contexts.

29 Even though Scriven et al. and Gains and Thomson elicited study participants’ own use contexts, they then
asked about ‘appropriateness’ of situations in relation to alcoholic beverages; the study by Lynch showed other
people smoking (and included non-smokers in the sample); and Shek only required that study participants be
current abusers of cough medicine.
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All but one study reported on differences between participants groups; the remaining study
(Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995) reported differences between individuals. However, the sample
sizes overall and at the level of participant groups were extremely small in some cases. Overall
sample sizes ranged from 5 (Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995) to 20 (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains
and Thomson, 1990) (median: 19); they were notably smaller than in the studies in section
4.1.3. It is worth noting that three of the five studies were described as pilot studies (Scriven
et al., 1989; Lynch, 1995; Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995).

Differences between elements were explored in detail in the two related alcohol studies. Gains
and Thomson (1990) found, for example, that different types of beer were considered
appropriate for different situations (e.g., special occasions, being at home or away from home).
Scriven et al. (1989) identified three major groups of alcoholic beverages: spirits and fortified
wines; wine and champagne; and beers. Within these groups, study participants made further
distinctions, for example based on whether beverages were appropriate for before or after
meals, at home or at pubs, at formal or less formal occasions, after exercise, in hot weather,
and so on. Shek (2012) explored differences primarily with regard to how similarly or differently
substances were construed, offering a detailed description only for his substance of interest
(cough medicine). He also found that different substances were construed differently; however,
elicited constructs referred mostly to drug effects. Schmidt and Sapsford (1995) and Lynch

(1995) did not report systematically on element differences.

In terms of implications for prevention, three studies were situated in a ‘market research’
context (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains and Thomson, 1990; Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995), with
two studies funded by industry. Consequently, if specific recommendations were made, these
described, for example, how advertising could be improved to present products in line with
customer expectations (Scriven et al., 1989). The other two studies (Lynch, 1995; Shek, 2012)
were situated in a prevention context. However, in both cases, preventive recommendations
were only partially based on the empirical data. A preventive recommendation that related
more closely to the data was to target the overly positive construal of cough medicine and raise

awareness regarding its potential harms (Shek, 2012: 11).

In summary, and considering section 4.1.3, only few repertory grid studies have addressed the
topics of interest to the present thesis, and even fewer have done so in a context of substance
use prevention. This section highlighted the potential diversity of constructs and construct
categories, suggesting that researcher interests and decisions on study design have a
substantial impact on the ‘identified’ construct categories. The most similar studies to the
present one were Scriven et al. (1989) and Lynch (1995), and the strengths and limitations of

these studies can help to contextualise the present research.
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Primary studies using other theories and methods

The following paragraphs give examples of relevant research beyond repertory grids. Studies
using methods related to repertory grids are followed by illustrations of different theoretical
approaches, namely affordances, situated conceptualisations, situational action theory,

assemblages, actor network theory, and social practices.

Some identified studies were very similar to repertory grid studies. For example, Marinelli et
al. (2014) (n=430, ltaly) explored how five beverage types (wine, beer, spirits, alcopops, soft
drinks) were perceived differently. They asked about occasion characteristics (e.g., time of
week, meals, indoors/outdoors), purchase locations, reasons for use, and — of interest to the
present study — they also included a semantic differential containing 17 bipolar attributes?®’,
which allowed them to visually represent differences between beverages (ibid.: 123). The
authors showed not only that the beverages were construed differently (e.g., beer and spirits
as more similar, cf. wine), but that construals differed between groups representing different
types of drinkers. However, all socio-spatial aspects were supplied, developed based on

literature reviews and consultations with researchers and industry representatives.

Another study (Voss, 2015) used laddering®®®. This technique can help elicit constructs in
repertory grid studies but was presented here outside a repertory grid context. Seeking to
“expose the primary benefits that clubbers seek” (Voss, 2015: 59), the author distinguishes
“attributes” as “the tangible and intangible features of a club”, from “consequences” (in this
case with a focus on benefits) and “abstract values” that are of personal importance to
clubbers’ self (ibid.). Attributes identified by this sample (43 Swiss clubbers preferring RnB or
hip-hop music) referred to other patrons’ characteristics, music, drinks offer, furniture, and
accessibility. Consequences were “good mood, having fun, financial independence, flexibility,
no trouble, socializing, relaxation, and dancing”; identified values were “well-being, hedonism,
and safety” (Voss, 2015: 59). A “hierarchical value map” of “laddering-chains” (Voss, 2015: 60)
shows how attributes lead to consequences and thus contribute to the achievement of values.
Thus, Voss points to the meanings that physical/material aspects can hold, but also how such

physical/material aspects enable certain activities and (bodily) states.

297 The 17 attributes were: “cheap-expensive, happy-sad, young-old, comfortable-uncomfortable, intimate-
collective; sophisticated-ordinary, pleasant-unpleasant; usual-occasional, classic-modern, relaxing-exciting, not-
socializing-socializing, sacred-profane; euphoric-depressing; quality-poor quality, status symbol-not status symbol;
appealing-not appealing, trendy-not trendy” (Marinelli et al., 2014: 119).

2% |n the laddering technique as applied in the study by Voss (2015), “the questioner frequently queries why an
attribute, consequence or value is essential to the clubber [as part of in-depth interviews]” (ibid.: 59).
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Like some repertory grid studies reviewed earlier (Scriven et al., 1989; Gains and Thomson,
1990; Schmidt and Sapsford, 1995), Voss (2015) and Marinelli et al. (2014) point out that their
research can support industry with marketing activities, although Marinelli et al. (2014) also
note the potential for their research to inform social marketing activities by government. The
present review identified further work exploring ‘customer’ perceptions, for example, of nightlife
environments (e.g., Kubacki et al., 2007; Bujisic, 2014). This work was similar to the present
study in that it explored how experiences related to features of such environments, but it was
situated in a very different paradigm. Future work could review this research and translate
author conclusions targeted at industry (aimed at increasing profit rather than prevention or

harm reduction) into possible insights for public health intervention.

Turning now to work that has sought to inform public health, Hill's research (2014, 2018a,
2018b) on ‘affordances’ relating to alcohol use was already mentioned in Chapter 2. This work
also focussed on nightlife settings, this time in England. In one study, Hill et al. (2018b)
conducted observations, while in another study (Hill et al., 2018a), participants (n=12) viewed
images showing different nightlife venues to comment on how features of these venues might
affect their alcohol use. Alcohol-related affordances identified through the observations related
to: “Alcohol access, regulations, furnishing, alternative opportunities for action, décor and
lighting, drink and accessory availability, and action opportunities provided by others” (Hill et
al., 2018b: 747)?*°, On this basis, specific recommendations for prevention and harm reduction
were offered (e.g., “incorporating drinks holders and safe shelving to put drinks down safely”,

“stocking sufficient numbers of smaller drinks containers”, “restricting alcohol on the dance
floor and by the bar”; Hill et al., 2018b: 753). Strengths of Hill et al.’s approach included their
consideration for a greater range of environmental aspects, and that affordances were
identified empirically rather than having been specified in advance. A limitation of the
observation-based approach was that authors had to rely on speculation to explain observed
relationships between physical/material aspects and alcohol use. The interviews helped to
bridge this gap by eliciting meanings associated with the environment. However, meanings
and explanations offered by participants were not analysed further. Another potential limitation

of their research was the use of supplied images.

Chapter 2 also referred to Papies’ work on ‘situated conceptualisations’ (Box 2, p. 64). Whilst
Papies’ empirical work has focussed on food, a recent study (Keesman et al., 2018) explored

how alcoholic beverages are “represented” (i.e., construed) by users in the Netherlands. A

29 Alcohol-related affordances identified in the interviews differed slightly: “accessibility, communicating with others,
consuming food, grasping items, furniture availability, watching or listening to entertainment, advertisement
placement, premise décor and alternative action opportunities” (Hill et al., 2018a: 457).
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property generation task was used in a laboratory (n=110) and in a bar (n=56) to elicit
‘typical®® properties relating to alcoholic beverages, soft drinks and water. Beverages were
shown as images and were partially chosen by participants in the lab but fully supplied by
researchers in the bar. Participants’ answers were categorised according to an existing
scheme. The authors found that “alcoholic beverages were more strongly represented in terms
of the social context of consumption (e.g., ‘with friends’) than the other beverages” (Keesman
et al., 2018: 654). In the laboratory, participants who associated alcohol with social context
were more likely to report regular alcohol use. In the bar, the authors found no association with
drinking patterns on that evening, but it was hypothesised that participants had likely decided
to drink before entering the bar (Keesman et al., 2018: 664). This study was thus similar to the
present research but focussed on the substances (products) themselves and could explain
individual- rather than situation-level consumption. The authors suggested that knowledge of
‘content representations’ can inform interventions (Keesman et al., 2018: 664): for example,
interventions could be tailored to address the most salient representations (e.g., social context)
or the least salient representations (i.e., representations did not generally refer to negative
consequences and so awareness of such consequences could be increased; Shek, 2012, in
the previous subsection, made a similar recommendation). The authors also suggested that

the property generation task could be used to assess representations prior to intervention.

Chapter 2 also referred to Wikstréom’s (2010) situational action theory. To mention one example
of criminological work drawing on this theory, Anamali (2013) explored whether acceptance or
refusal of a first-time cannabis offer was related to “social proximity” (i.e., how close the
relationship was with the person making the offer) and “proximity to home” (i.e., own house >
other house > school grounds > public spaces) (ibid.: 28-29). These factors were chosen based
on situational theories of crime, including Wikstrom’s, and they were explored quantitatively
using a school-based questionnaire (n=831, Canada). Results confirmed that offers by best
friends and in the adolescent’s own home (i.e., the most proximal sources and locations) were
most likely to be accepted straight away. Analyses exploring subgroup differences (e.g.,
delinquency, low self-control) suggested that situational factors were of greater relevance for
first-time acceptance of cannabis than individual factors. Implications for preventive work were,
for example, to address the possibility of drug offers and refusal strategies with children starting
from a young age, and to encourage parental supervision in the own home (Anamali, 2013:

64—65). The author acknowledged that the range of included situational and individual factors

300 Specifically, “participants [...] were asked to write down the typical properties of each object that spontaneously
came to mind [...], and to name at least 5 properties” (Keesman et al., 2018: 656-657).
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was limited; for example, attitudes toward substance use were not assessed (Anamali, 2013:

61). While this study shows that ‘proximity’ matters, the reasons for this were not explored.

Chapter 3 introduced Duff’'s work on ‘assemblages’. In his empirical work, which has explored
the use of alcohol and illegal substances through interviews in Canada and Australia, one
focus has been on how drug assemblages affect users — not in terms of physiological changes
but especially in terms of how users are enabled to feel more connected with people and places
(Duff, 2014a: 136-137, 140-141). Duff organises his findings using the categories ‘spaces’,
‘bodies’ and ‘affects’, derived from Deleuzian thinking. Objects such as mobile phones, clothing
and music are discussed in relation to how they shape substance use experiences. In this
perspective, phenomena such as alcohol-related violence emerge not from the substance or
user but the entire assemblage, and Duff suggests that future research consider which specific
assemblages contribute to negative outcomes (2014a: 147-148). He also argues that
interventions have focussed too much on the individual, while “other forces, other spaces,
bodies and affects, are also potentially modifiable in the work of reducing harmful encounters
with drugs” (Duff, 2014a: 143); this work thus supports environmental interventions to reduce
harms (ibid.: 146-147). The focus on harms offers a different perspective vis-a-vis the research

shown earlier, which was primarily concerned with whether substance use takes place or not.

A similar perspective is offered by Dilkes-Frayne (2014), who draws on Latour’s Actor Network
Theory (ANT) to explore how drug use events are (co)produced by a range of human and
nonhuman actors. Dilkes-Frayne (2014: 446ff.) suggests that the term “event” (rather than
“context”) invites us to retrace how specific substance use outcomes come into being over time
and across places. As part of a broader ethnographic study, participants wrote diary entries
following a substance use event, which were then explored during follow-up interviews. The
article cited here (Dilkes-Frayne, 2014) traces the consumption event of a young man using
MDMA at a music festival in Australia, from when the festival ticket is bought until the event is
completed from the participant’s point of view. Dilkes-Frayne’s analysis highlights the many
factors (e.g., experience of past festivals, music, people, layout, the absence of sniffer dogs)
which, in this case, produced a pleasurable MDMA experience, also noting how a different
arrangement could have produced other outcomes. The elaboration of factors in chronological
order offers a novel approach; however, factors and their interplay were not systematised
further. The article concludes by suggesting that interventions should account for the dynamic
nature of settings (e.g., how a venue space may change during an evening) and the limited
agency of individuals in affecting substance use outcomes; interventions may thus benefit from

considering how events can be shaped to be less harmful (Dilkes-Frayne, 2014: 473-476).
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Chapter 3 also pointed to social practices as a theory of increasing relevance in the substance
use field. In the present context, Supski et al.’s (2017) qualitative interview research (n=50,
Australia) of university students’ drinking as social practice is interesting. The analytical unit is
the practice, which is explored using Shove et al.’s (2012) framework of ‘materials’, ‘meanings’,
and ‘competences’. Orientation week was identified as a key point at which students were
recruited into the practice. The authors identified college spaces, free or cheap alcohol, mobile
phones and social media as key materials. For meanings, “drinking was understood to be
liberating, pleasurable and a fun activity central to belonging at university” (Supski et al., 2017:
232). Key competences referred to managing intoxication, social relationships, and risk. The
authors noted the gendered nature of these competences (e.g., threat of sexual violence for
women versus physical violence for men required different competences; ibid.: 234). Specific
prevention recommendations were, for example, to reduce availability of free or cheap alcohol
(materials) and to offer non-alcohol related opportunities to socialise and establish a sense of
belonging (meanings) (ibid.: 235). The former would serve to make the drinking practice more
difficult and the latter would strengthen alternative practices, and the authors suggest that
future research could explore practices that do not involve alcohol use (ibid.: 236). This points
to a study limitation (i.e., other practices were not considered); another potential limitation

concerns the sample (self-selected undergraduate students).

Research by Ally et al. (2016) provides further insights on differences within drinking practices,
also using practice theory. The authors used a large commercial dataset (n=60,215, Great
Britain) including retrospective 1-week drinking diaries to identify different types of drinking
practices using latent class analysis. Eight types were identified: “Mixed location heavy

", ",

drinking”; “Heavy drinking at home with a partner”; “Going out with friends”; “Get together at
someone’s house”; “Going out for a meal”; “Drinking at home alone”; “Light drinking at home
with family”; and “Light drinking at home with a partner” (Ally et al., 2016: 1573). The
methodology allowed the authors to systematically describe each type in detail, including
beverage type, use quantity, location, people present, day of the week, timings, reason and
motivation for use (using supplied categories; ibid.: 1573-4). The proportion of occasions
representing each type was reported in relation to all drinking occasions and in relation to all
study participants. This led the authors to conclude that high-risk drinking practices are less
common than is often assumed (ibid.: 1577). The authors draw interesting conclusions, for
example that interventions could specify which type of practice they are targeting and that
different practices may present different challenges for intervention (ibid.: 1576-77); they also
ask decision-makers to consider what combination of types “would represent a culture

requiring no further intervention?” (Ally et al., 2016: 1577).
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In a follow-up study, Stevely et al. (2021) sought to predict quantity of use (in alcohol units)
based on occasion characteristics. Occasion duration emerged as the strongest predictor.
Drinking in on- and off-trade locations at the same occasion, starting earlier in the day, and
drinking with friends predicted longer drinking occasions. This led the authors to suggest that
occasion duration may be a more important factor than day of the week (the more commonly
researched variable). Prevention recommendations on this basis were to encourage shorter
occasions and to limit access to on-trade venues for intoxicated persons. The authors also
identify the need for future work to study causal mechanisms. While the datasets used in these
two studies contained many characteristics, both author groups note that this was a market
research database and questionnaire items did not correspond to practice theory or the

substance use literature (e.g., important variables missing, not using validated questionnaires).

These examples show that different theories support different methodological approaches but
mutually enriching insights. The next section summarises strengths and limitations of the

reviewed evidence base to provide a frame of reference for the present study.

4.1.7. Research gaps and implications for the present study

Empirically derived frameworks for socio-spatial analysis

Chapter 3 suggested that empirically derived frameworks should be considered alongside
theoretically derived frameworks. One such empirically derived framework (Gustafson, 2001)
was presented in section 4.13. However, the proposed poles of ‘self, ‘others’ and ‘environment’
were rather broad. Though Gustafson’s analysis of interview transcripts also produced specific
categories of elicited place meanings, these were many and were not recommended by the
author as potential framework aspects. An additional consideration from a substance use point
of view is that the study focussed on important places, whereas substance use may also occur

in personally unimportant places.
Implications arising from discussion of Gustafson’s triangular model:

» Open coding of interview transcripts can result in factors that are too numerous and too
specific for use in a framework for socio-spatial analysis

» Do not limit present study to personally important places only

Repertory grid studies

The review identified 12 relevant repertory grid studies. Seven studies explored everyday

spaces without a substance use focus (see section 4.1.3). Of these, only three categorised
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elicited aspects, and the resulting categorisations were complex, unclear or not widely
applicable to micro-environments. Nevertheless, they highlighted a range of socio-spatial
aspects, including some common themes (e.g., visual appearance). It also became clear that
socio-spatial categories can be formulated in different ways, for example, at different levels of

abstraction and along a continuum from factual/objective to personal/subjective.

Regarding substance use, the review identified two repertory grid studies exploring everyday
spaces and three studies exploring substances or related products (see section 4.1.6). All five
studies categorised the elicited aspects, but the scope of categories was narrow (e.g., reasons
for smoking, tangible features of pubs) or only indirectly related to socio-spatial aspects (e.g.,
physiological effects of substances). The elements (spaces or substances) were typically
researcher-defined, and none of the studies related elicited constructs to participants’ own
substance use. Also, socio-spatial theories were not used. Together, the 12 repertory grid
studies illustrated a range of methodological options (e.g., formulation of qualifying phrase,
element choice) and highlighted benefits of the repertory grid technique (e.g., possibility to
compare many different substances). It also became clear that identified socio-spatial aspects

are largely determined by researcher choices (e.g., choice of elements, qualifying phrase).
Implications arising from discussion of repertory grid studies:

» Socio-spatial aspects of substance use have not yet been extensively researched using
repertory grid technique; in particular, relationships between personal constructs and
actual substance use have not yet been explored

» The present study should use a carefully chosen qualifying phrase

» Elements in the present study should reflect range of situations from participants’ own life

Given the limitations of the repertory grid studies identified above, the remaining section will
answer the review questions based on a broader evidence base relating to substance use and
space. Sections 4.1.4 to 4.1.6 summarised recent reviews and primary studies representing
different methods and theoretical approaches. A high number of studies has researched socio-
spatial aspects of substance use: this is not one coherent research area but comprises different
strands of research emerging from different disciplines. The present review focussed mostly

on studies with socially integrated, non-dependent users (exception: cigarettes).

What socio-spatial aspects are explored or proposed in the literature?

A broad range of settings has been explored overall, though many studies focussed on particular
settings (e.g., nightlife settings; also noted by Wilkinson, 2015). Similarly, a broad range of

socio-spatial aspects has been explored overall, including characteristics of people, locations,
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timing, activities, materialities, and norms. However, individual studies differed in terms of how
many aspects were considered. The range was not usually broad, and quantitatively oriented
research typically included only a few aspects (also noted by Stevely et al., 2020b)*". Factors
were usually addressed in isolation from each other (but see e.g., Stanesby et al., 2019, and
Stevely et al., 2021, for exceptions). By contrast, qualitatively oriented research typically
addressed a greater range of interrelated aspects but not in a structured way. Though in some
cases socio-spatial aspects were derived from the data, they were often defined in advance
by researchers. Stevely et al. (2020b) observed that it was not always clear how socio-spatial
aspects were chosen. Another finding of the present review was that existing reviews are

biased toward reporting socio-spatial aspects associated with substance use3®2.
Implications arising from discussion of socio-spatial aspects:

» Consider a broad range of settings and socio-spatial aspects
» Consider interplay among socio-spatial aspects and with individual characteristics

» Report on all analysed socio-spatial aspects (not only those related to substance use)

What is known about the relationship between socio-spatial aspects and substance use?

Socio-spatial aspects of alcohol use appeared to be well researched, whereas reviews and
primary studies relating to tobacco and illegal substances appeared to be less common3%.
Most studies appear to focus on a single substance, and other substance use is occasionally
included as a contextual aspect (not an outcome). A range of outcomes has been considered,
including any use, use quantity and (to a lesser extent) harms, as well as ‘target-dystonic’
outcomes (for these, see Veilleux and Skinner, 2015, in Appendix D.3). The literature offered
insights into how socio-spatial aspects relate to these outcomes, sometimes in complex ways
(e.g., friends can increase substance use but reduce related harms; Supski et al., 2017). Socio-
spatial aspects highlighted in multiple reviews as related to substance use or harms were:
location; timing; availability; presence of other people; and other substances use. Few studies
seem to have explicitly explored spaces associated with no or rare substance use. The
consideration of practices not associated with alcohol use was highlighted as a research
desideratum by Supski et al. (2017).

301 In addition, Stanesby et al. (2019) noted that studies rarely considered individual, physical and social aspects.
302 Though it is most interesting to know which socio-spatial aspects are associated with substance use, it is also
useful to know what socio-spatial aspects have been researched and found to be not associated with use.

303 This may be due to several factors. Research on socio-spatial aspects of alcohol use has a tradition in relation
to preventing alcohol-related violence in bars (see Hughes et al., 2011). Also, smoking may be seen as an individual
characteristic instead of being context-dependent (Veilleux and Skinner, 2015: 19).
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The original review questions did not ask about mechanisms, but this emerged as an additional
topic of interest during the review. The literature considers moderators (e.g., gender, age)
which affect the relationship between socio-spatial aspects and substance use. However,
mediators — understood here as the steps in-between physical environment and substance
use outcomes — are hardly considered (also noted by Stevely et al., 2020b)3%. This can result
in rather descriptive studies which report frequent or typical drinking contexts without offering
any explanations. Intangible socio-spatial aspects, such as atmospheres and meanings, have
been studied, but they are often not analysed in detail. Also, they are not usually considered
as emerging from the interplay of physical aspects and human interpretation. Though the
review found examples of empirically derived pathways (e.g., narrated: Dilkes-Frayne, 2014;
visualised: Voss, 2015), these were sketches rather than fully developed models. Another
issue identified in this review was assumed causality and associated language (e.g., that
context ‘increases risk’ for alcohol use) on the basis of correlational data. Even if data are
temporally sequenced, causality should not be assumed, but texts often implied causality®®. It
was frequently unclear to what extent alternative explanations had been considered. A further
discussion of these issues is not possible here (but see Stevens, 2020); a recent article

(Stevely et al., 2021) also noted the need for research into causal mechanisms.
Implications arising from discussion of substance use findings:

» Consider multiple substances, including as outcomes
» Include spaces of no or rare substance use

» Explore — don’t assume — causal mechanisms

How is ‘space’ conceptualised theoretically?

Though no study referred to Léw’s ‘sociology of space’ (presented in Chapter 3) as its primary
approach, other relational and more-than-human theories (e.g., assemblage, actor-network,
affect, social practice) seem to be relatively established in qualitatively oriented research in
this field (e.g., used by about half of the qualitatively oriented studies included in the preliminary
review, see section 4.1.4). However, also in qualitative work, the underlying concept of ‘space’
was often unclear, and this was especially so for quantitatively oriented studies (also noted by

Stevely et al., 2020b). Lack of reference to socio-spatial theory may mean that analyses and

304 Craving appeared to be the main mediator considered in the literature (especially in relation to smoking).

305 For example, Stanesby et al. (2019: 18) write: “older college students are particularly likely to drink heavily on
weekend days if they are in a positive mood that day”. It is also possible that these students were in a good mood
because they were looking forward to getting drunk later. It must be noted that Stanesby and colleagues generally
spoke of associations and avoided causal language, so the cited passage highlights the difficulties of writing about
relationships without implying causality.
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conclusions are not as well developed as they could be. While quantitatively oriented studies
often refer to environmental cues, cues are not usually conceptualised further. Attempts at
integrating different theoretical perspectives were rare; studies did not usually refer to work

outside their own theoretical niche.

The reviews in section 4.1.5 categorised socio-spatial aspects in different ways. It was often
unclear on what basis the categories had been developed and how socio-spatial aspects were
allocated to categories; categories were rarely defined. This resulted in inconsistencies within
and between reviews. While this can be read positively as availability of different proposals of
socio-spatial frameworks for the substance use field, it raised the question whether a

harmonised and theoretically informed framework may benefit the field more.
Implications arising from discussion of theoretical underpinnings:

» Referring to Léw's 'sociology of space' approach may add a novel perspective, especially
if it is discussed in relation to existing theories

» Be clear on how socio-spatial categories are developed

» (Consider proposing a ‘master’ framework of socio-spatial aspects or integrating available

frameworks — could not be pursued in this thesis)

What methodological approaches are used?

Socio-spatial aspects of substance have been researched using a very broad range of
methodologies, though, as noted earlier, repertory grid applications are practically non-
existent. Methodological approaches have developed over time; for example, Stevely et al.
(2020a: 310) notes that alcohol research has developed from focussing on bar environments
to considering a broader range of contextual factors. Further developments include the use of
ecological momentary assessments and virtual reality. Ecological momentary assessment
appeared to be mostly quantitatively oriented. Socio-spatial aspects were often chosen by
researchers rather than derived from empirical data, and if they were empirically derived, they
were not always presented in a structured form. This may also explain why the identified
systematic reviews typically chose to include only quantitative designs. Section 4.1.6 identified
studies in which socio-spatial aspects were derived empirically and presented clearly. A
consideration here was that the chosen approach (e.g., observation, use of visual stimuli) likely
affects what socio-spatial aspects are identified. Another issue was that, due to the focus on

single substances, different substances were not usually systematically compared.
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Implications arising from discussion of methods:

» Derive socio-spatial aspects empirically and present them in a structured form
» Consider that the study design affects what socio-spatial aspects are identified

» Compare multiple substances systematically

What recommendations for prevention are made, if any?

The systematic reviews in section 4.1.5 did not summarise recommendations made in the
primary studies and rarely made their own specific recommendations. By contrast, the primary
studies reviewed in sections 4.1.6 frequently made such recommendations (or suggestions),
and the diversity of those recommendations was noteworthy. Overall, recommendations
supported environmental prevention, though authors also discussed how their work might
inform informational or developmental approaches to prevention. However, some suggestions
appeared to reflect authors’ general beliefs or were targeted at increasing industry profits
(though these could still inform preventive work); this was also an issue of the reviewed
repertory grid studies. In relation to this, some authors appeared to suggest preventive actions

independently of available evidence of effectiveness or ethical considerations.
Implications arising from discussion of prevention recommendations:

» It is common practice to propose specific preventive actions, but these should be based

on the data and take into account ethics and evidence of effectiveness

4.2. The present study

4.2.1. Problem summary and significance

In recent years, increased attention has been given to environmental measures to prevent
substance use. In Chapter 2, a review of the EMCDDA's key report on the topic (Oncioiu et

al., 2018) as well as underlying theories highlighted two main problems:

e a conceptualisation of the environment in mostly physical terms (section 2.4.1);
e a tendency toward viewing the person-environment relationship in a deterministic way,

with substance use as an automatic response to environmental stimuli (section 2.4.2).

These points are problematic because they limit our creativity in terms of what environmental

prevention may look like (e.g., focus on physical cues directly related to substance use) and
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predispose us toward restrictive and coercive interventions that are questionable in terms of
ethics and effectiveness (section 2.4.3). The chapter identified the reliance on a behaviourist-

psychological paradigm and dual-process theories as potential sources of these issues.

To offer a different perspective, Chapter 3 outlined how the environment can be conceptualised
from a sociological point of view, drawing on relational socio-spatial theory (with a focus on
Low, 2001, 2016). This perspective emphasises the role of humans as those who interpret
physical environments and who act based on the meanings that emerge from such
interpretation. Section 3.3.2 described five ways in which such a theoretical perspective may

enrich research relating to environmental substance use prevention. Briefly, these referred to:

o potential for new ideas regarding intervention strategies;

e Dbetter understanding of mechanisms linking person, environment and substance use;
e identification of barriers and facilitators to intervention uptake;

¢ involvement of target populations in intervention design; and

e avoiding unhelpful conceptual dualisms.

However, it is unknown to what extent current frameworks for socio-spatial analysis correspond
with how people actually think about space. Section 3.4 suggested that an approach drawing
on personal construct theory (Kelly, 1963/1955) may allow relevant insights into how people
interpret environments. These insights could help develop socio-spatial theory further, and
they could also help address the issues identified with regard to environmental prevention.
Specifically, they may support the development of interventions that are less coercive or

restrictive, which highlights the scientific and social significance of the present research.

Research regarding socio-spatial aspects of substance use should inform the development of
environmental interventions. To this end, Chapter 4 reviewed existing research to understand
what socio-spatial aspects have been analysed, how environments have been conceptualised
theoretically, and what conclusions have been drawn so far with regard to substance use and
possible implications for preventive work. The appraisal of this evidence in section 4.1.7 found

that the literature often focussed on:

e spaces of substance use (cf. spaces associated with no or rare substance use);

e single substances, especially alcohol (cf. situated substance use patterns involving
multiple substances);

e tangible aspects, with their symbolic meaning only implied (e.g., ‘close friends’) (cf. trying

to understand why and how physical aspects affect substance use);
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e researcher-determined spaces and socio-spatial aspects (cf. spaces and socio-spatial
aspects of relevance to study participants);

e individual socio-spatial aspects (cf. relational arrangements of aspects).

While some qualitative studies overcame these limitations, they did not elicit and present socio-
spatial aspects in a structured way. Current approaches may thus limit our understanding on
the relationship between substance use and space. Also, the existing literature has limited
potential to inform new directions in environmental prevention: if existing research gives little
attention to the mediating steps between environment and substance use, this supports
deterministic understandings of the person-environment relationship; and if existing research
focusses on individual physical aspects within spaces of substance use, this supports an

intervention focus on removing those aspects.

Against this background, the present study seeks to understand which socio-spatial aspects
matter to people, in general and specifically in relation to their own substance use. To
overcome limitations of prior research, the study uses a ‘sociology of space’ approach
combined with repertory grid technique to systematically elicit socio-spatial aspects and
consider multiple substances and a range of settings (including spaces of no or rare substance
use). The study also explores potential causal mechanisms and the interplay of various factors
in producing specific patterns of situated substance use. Section 4.2.3 delimits the practical

scope of this work in terms of populations, spaces, substances and outcomes.

The review in Chapter 4 also considered methodological aspects of the current evidence base,

and these provided useful pointers to inform the design of the present study (see Part 2).

4.2.2. Specific research questions

The overarching research question informing the present study was: How do construed socio-

spatial aspects relate to situated substance use?
For the introduction, section 1.1 broke this question up as follows:

e  How do people think about their everyday spaces?

e  How does this relate to their substance use in those spaces?

These two questions are now specified further in preparation for the empirical study. The below
lists also indicate the chapters in which each question is answered. For the first question, we

need to understand:
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o What settings and situations can be part of everyday life? (Chapter 9)
o What socio-spatial aspects might people refer to when interpreting their everyday spaces?
(Chapter 10)

To elicit socio-spatial aspects in a structured way, the repertory grid technique is used; the
socio-spatial aspects are operationalised as ‘personal constructs’. Chapter 10 provides data
to support a discussion of existing socio-spatial theory, and a question of interest is the extent

to which the empirical data mirror Low’s (2001, 2016) aspects of space constitution.

Chapters 9 and 10 provide the basis from which the relationship between construed socio-

spatial aspects and situated substance use can be explored. Main questions are:

o What situated substance use patterns could be distinguished in relation to alcohol and
cigarettes? (Chapter 11)

¢ How might these situated substance use patterns differ in terms of the identified socio-
spatial aspects? (Chapter 11)

e  Which construed socio-spatial aspects could be relevant to distinguish between situated
substance use patterns? (Chapter 12)

e How can socio-spatial aspects produce specific instances of situated substance use or

abstinence? (Chapter 12)

The relationship between construed socio-spatial aspects and situated substance use is thus
explored from multiple perspectives. Chapter 11 takes a more ‘static’ and quantitatively
oriented perspective by systematically comparing all identified patterns of situated substance
use in terms of how they differ. A special focus is placed on spaces of no or rare substance
use, as abstinence is often negatively connotated (e.g., as ‘boring’ or something to be mocked
about, e.g., Supski et al., 2017: 233; Parder, 2018: 194), yet insights into these spaces might
facilitate innovation in prevention. In relation to this, the study considers how different situated

substance use patterns compare with hypothetical, subjectively ideal spaces.

Chapter 12 takes a more ‘dynamic’ and qualitatively oriented perspective by exploring example
pathways linking socio-spatial aspects and situated substance use, thus allowing insights into
why situated substance use patterns are construed differently and how they come into being.
Chapter 12 therefore also supports insights regarding possible causal mechanisms, interplay

between different types of factors, and, consequently, potential mediators and moderators.

Section 1.1 also listed a third question, namely: How can the answers to these questions inform

prevention interventions? Section 13.5.2 offers some considerations in this regard.
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Overall, the aim of this thesis in relation to environmental substance use prevention and studies

on socio-spatial aspects of substance use is to show that there is added value in considering:

e construed socio-spatial aspects in addition to basic descriptors or tangible features;
e spaces of no or rare substance use in addition to spaces of substance use; and

e sociological theories on space in addition to the theories currently used.

In doing so, the thesis should help advance research on contextual factors of substance use,

environmental substance use prevention, and socio-spatial theory (see section 13.5).

4.2.3. Scope

For the purposes of the empirical study, the broad scope of the research questions formulated

above was limited as follows.

Substances

The study focussed on alcohol and cigarettes. Initially, the study sought to compare alcohol,
cigarettes and cannabis as the most commonly used substances in Europe, which are also
regulated differently socio-spatially. Cannabis was also of interest because the literature
review found that socio-spatial aspects relating to the use of illegal substances have not yet
been extensively researched. The Ethics Committee of the University of Vienna requested that
the study be limited to legal substances only (see Chapter 8). Use of medicines for non-medical
purposes was also covered during data collection for completeness, but it was not a focus in

the data analysis, as only one study participant reported current use.

Population

The study focussed on non-vulnerable, socially integrated populations, and within that group,
on female university students. Participants had used alcohol or cigarettes at least once in the
three months prior to signing up for the study. Individuals who reported experiencing weekly
or daily health, financial, legal or social problems due to alcohol or cigarette use were not
eligible to take part. The participants and selection criteria are further described in Chapter 5.

Section 13.4.4 reflects on how the choice of study population related to the research findings.

Socio-spatial aspects

The study focussed on construed socio-spatial aspects, which is to say that socio-spatial

aspects were perceived by study participants and were not necessarily objective or tangible or
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related to substance use. Socio-spatial aspects were operationalised as ‘personal constructs’
elicited during a repertory grid interview. The study sought to elicit personally important
aspects, and a qualifying phrase (“... in terms of something that you like or dislike”) was used
during the interview for this purpose (see section 6.2.5). It was considered to extract further
socio-spatial aspects from the interview transcripts, but finally this was not deemed feasible
(see section 7.5.3). Additional socio-spatial aspects are nevertheless presented when

elaborating situational components in Chapter 9 and pathways in Chapter 12.

Spaces

The study included situations, places and other spaces that occurred or were visited by study
participants in a typical week, as well as spaces that were personally important to participants
or relevant to their substance use (e.g., representing subjectively typical or heavier substance
use). All spaces had occurred or been visited in the six months prior to interview. The overall
focus on ‘everyday’ spaces and ‘typical’ substance use emerged from numerous perspectives,
including a focus on routines in the ‘sociology of space’ (see Chapter 3) but also a desire to

understand the role of substance use in participants’ everyday life.

Outcomes

The study focussed on situated substance use, and within that, on self-reported frequency of
use. Patterns of situated substance use were formulated in terms of how frequent a particular
substance or product was reportedly used in that space (from ‘never’ to ‘always’). Considering
research desiderata identified in the literature (e.g., Duff, 2014a; Stanesby et al., 2019; Stevely
et al., 2020a; see sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6), situated patterns could have also been formulated
in terms of other outcomes such as harm, so that comparisons would have been made
between spaces representing different types or levels of harm. The focus on substance use
frequency was appropriate for the present study (e.g., due to its focus on substance use
prevention and the chosen population of users reporting few adverse consequences of use).

Positive and negative consequences of use are considered in the pathways in Chapter 12.

4.2.4. Conceptual model to guide the empirical study

To think through the relationships between environment, construed socio-spatial aspects, the
person, personal constructs, substance use, prevention interventions, and other factors or
variables, a draft conceptual model was drawn up that could help visualise these relationships
and combine different concepts into a coherent whole. The development and use of such a

conceptual model is recommended by Glaser and Laudel (2010: 77-90) and Miles et al. (2014:

166



20ff.) (which were key reference works during the present data analysis), and early drafts were

refined based on their guidance. The draft model prior to fieldwork is shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Draft conceptual model on socio-spatial aspects of substance use

The person in general Prevention interventions
- (informational, developmental,
Biographical, personal, social, environmental norms-based)

cultural factors (e.g., gender,
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experiences, routines, social
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environment, including setting, people)

Source: Author’s own, created in Lucidchart.

The draft model summarised the assumed relationships based on the insights gleaned from
the literature review and the author’'s own considerations. In Figure 2, the construed socio-
spatial aspects and situated substance use outcomes are highlighted in bold as the key
elements of interest (in line with the research questions outlined earlier). The upper half of the
model shows elements that vary less from situation to situation, while the lower half of the
model outlines those aspects more specific to a given situation. In line with recommendations
in the literature (Glaser and Laudel, 2010; Miles et al., 2014), the draft model informed the
research design and helped, for example, to clarify which elements would be a focus of the
empirical study — and which ones not (e.g., ‘objective’ space). It also served as a template
during the elaboration of pathways for Chapter 12.

The draft model was thus a heuristic developed for a specific purpose rather than an attempt
to provide a comprehensive model of situated substance use. Ideally, section 4.1 would have
included a review of existing models to explain (situated) substance use (or other relevant
behaviours), but this would have extended the scope of the literature review too far. A cursory
comparison with visual models in relevant publications (e.g., Franken, 2003; Strack and
Deutsch, 2004; Kavanagh et al., 2005; Lorenc et al., 2012; Freisthler et al., 2014; Wiers et al.,
2016; Papies, 2017; Dacremont and Sester, 2019; Betancur et al., 2020; Pechey et al., 2020)

suggested that the draft model does not contradict these but that it could usefully complement
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them through a greater ‘socio-spatial’ emphasis. The reviewed (mostly psychological) models
highlight additional elements, such as the substances themselves and their characteristics,
what happened before the specific situation (e.g., as ‘affect’), or outcomes of use (e.g., harms).
They typically focus on the box shown in Figure 2 as ‘Mediating actions, thoughts, feelings in
that moment’ and provide details in that regard. In the present context, it was not a priority to
conceptualise these mediators further, and greater emphasis was placed on how objective
socio-spatial arrangements may translate into subjectively construed spaces. Certain
‘sociology of space’ aspects (Chapter 3) were also left out, such as Léw’s concept of ‘spacing’
(relevant at multiple points in the model but not a focus of the present study). For simplicity,
societal influences (e.g., spatial structures) were not shown separately but included as social
and cultural influences on the individual person. Models visualising Lé6w’s ‘sociology of space’

approach could not be identified.

The model was revisited at the end of this project, and Chapter 13 presents and discusses the
revised version. The draft model is shown here for transparency, so that the basis for the
pathways in Chapter 12 is clear, and so that changes between the draft and the revised version

in Chapter 13 may be better appreciated.

168



PART 2: METHODS

The methods are presented in four chapters:

Chapter 5, “Study participants”, describes the 24 female university students who
participated in this research and documents the strategies used to define, engage and
select participants. Recruitment generated a list of interested individuals from which study
participants could be selected using criterion sampling. A challenge was that the criteria
defined prior to the fieldwork were found to be too strict to be practically useful. The last
section shows how recruitment, including in-person contact with over 280 individuals,

resulted in the final sample of 24 individuals.

Chapter 6, “Data collection”, focuses on the repertory grid interview as the main data
collection method in the present study. Repertory grid methodology comprises many
different design aspects which allow researchers a great amount of flexibility. The chapter
describes the various interview parts, showing how the technique was tailored to the needs
of this study. The final section outlines additional data collection that informed the present

study but was not formally analysed.

Chapter 7, “Data analysis”, presents the techniques used to analyse the constructs,
elements and ratings elicited during the repertory grid interviews, as well as the interview
transcripts. Given this diversity of data, it was not appropriate to use a single analytic
approach. Techniques were tailored to data types and research questions and included
qualitative approaches (e.g., content analysis, causation coding) as well as quantitative
approaches (e.g., cluster analysis, calculation of effect sizes). Challenges at this stage
included a heterogeneous dataset as well as lack of established analytical strategies suited

to address the research questions.

Chapter 8, “Ethical considerations”, outlines the measures to protect study participants and
to ensure an overall ethical approach. Unique to this study was the use of a linking system
to separate potentially identifying data from other potentially sensitive information already
at the point of online data collection. Institutional ethics approval was received from the
University of Vienna. Conditions placed upon this project by the ethics committee included

limiting the study to legal substances.
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5. Study participants

The empirical study was based on interviews with 24 female university students in Vienna who
were current users of alcohol or cigarettes but not illegal substances. They were recruited in
person, via social media or referral and selected using defined criteria. This chapter starts by
describing the socio-demographic and substance use profile of this sample. This is followed
by details regarding the eligibility criteria and recruitment. Section 5.6 provides an overview
flowchart which shows how recruitment strategies and the application of eligibility criteria

resulted in the final sample.

5.1. Description of the study sample

This section characterises the study sample to facilitate an understanding of the basis for
analysis and possible generalisation, where appropriate. Although a fairly homogeneous study
sample was envisaged, this was not feasible in practice, as explained below. Appendix M

discusses the heterogeneity of the sample and how this was mirrored in the data.

Table 7: Final eligibility criteria for study participants

Interested in a face-to-face interview

e Sufficient German skills to participate in interview

e Enrolled at the University of Vienna at least 12 months prior to interview

e  Studies at one of three faculties at the University of Vienna: Business, Economics and
Statistics; Mathematics; or Law

e 18-26vyearsold

e Female

e Never been married or entered a civil partnership

e Lives in Austria (any region)

e Living at current address for at least six months; three months if previously lived in the
same region

e Any alcohol or cigarette use in past three months

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria e  Pregnant or trying to conceive

e Has one or more children

e  Works full-time

e Never has enough money to meet needs

e  Poor or very poor physical or mental health

e Health, financial, legal or social problems due to alcohol or cigarette use on a weekly or
(almost) daily basis in past three months

e Failed to do what was normally expected due to alcohol or cigarette use on a weekly or
(almost) daily basis in past three months

e Used cannabis or other illegal substances in past 12 months (non-medical use only)

e Everinjected a substance (non-medical use only)

e  Ever been in treatment for substance use

e Was based on the street or in homeless shelter for at least two nights in past 12 months
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The main sampling strategy in the present study was criterion sampling, as will be explained
in section 5.2.1. The sample was not intended to be representative of the entire student
population. The criteria — which addressed a wide range of characteristics — are described and
justified in detail in section 5.3, while section 5.5 describes how information on these criteria
was collected. Table 7 above shows the final eligibility criteria. These criteria defined the
participant group to a large extent, as individuals were only invited to interview if they met all
of the inclusion criteria and none of the exclusion criteria. For example, all study participants
were female students at one of three faculties at the University of Vienna, lived in Austria, and
were 18 to 26 years old, and none of them worked full-time, had children or reported poor
physical or mental health or very frequent substance use related problems. Also, none of them
reported use of illegal substances for the 12 months prior to sign-up. Variety within the study
sample could therefore only occur within the parameters set by these eligibility criteria.
Nevertheless, especially for some of the broader criteria (section 5.3 describes how criteria
were narrow to start with but had to be broadened during the fieldwork), there was still

considerable variety within the sample. Relevant data are provided in Appendix M.

5.1.1. Considering all study participants as a group

Of the 24 study participants, 18 were recruited in person (11 by a research assistant and seven
by the study author), five were recruited online via Facebook, and one person was recruited
through referral by a friend of the study author. None of the participants were personally known
to the study author prior to the interviews. Some participants indicated that they knew each
other, which was addressed, for example, through additional measures regarding anonymity
(described in section 8.3.4). Section 5.4 provides further details on recruitment procedures,

while section 8.3.6 comments on participants’ motivation to take part.

Socio-demographic and other details about participants were collected through online
questionnaires and at the beginning of the face-to-face interviews (described in sections 5.5
and 6.2.1). All questions and answer options can be viewed in Appendices G.2, G.3 and H.5.
Clarifications and corrections were obtained during the interviews®%. Appendix M.1 shows an
overview table of participants’ responses. The following paragraphs describe these data and

include additional details from the transcripts.

306 While this led to some corrections in the dataset with regard to general background and living circumstances,
the data relating to substance use and health in this section are generally those entered by participants on the
screening questionnaire. They were not amended by the study author for this overview, even if participants provided
information during the interviews that suggested a different substance use pattern or health status.

171



General background

Appendix M.1 shows that half of participants (12; 50%) studied law at the time of fieldwork,
while almost a third (7; 29%) studied business, economics or statistics, and just over a fifth (5;
21%) studied mathematics. No participant studied two or more of these subjects. However,
almost a third (7; 29%) studied additional subjects (e.g., languages) or trained to become a
teacher. All studied at bachelor’'s or master’s level (i.e., no doctoral students). The average
age of participants was 21,7 years. Most (20; 83%) were born in Austria or had lived in Austria
between the ages of 6 and 18 years, though a large proportion (10; 42%) reported that both
parents had been born outside Austria. Just over half (14; 58%) reported having at least one
parent with a university degree or an equivalent tertiary education (Austrian Fachhochschule).
Though no participant worked full-time (in line with eligibility criteria), most (19; 79%) were
employed part-time or occasionally. Participants with regular part-time employment generally
worked as office assistants (e.g., related to their field of study), though some also worked in
call centres or the catering industry. Several of those who reported occasional work were
babysitters. Those studying statistics or mathematics also worked as private tutors. Most

participants (17; 71%) reported having enough money to meet their own needs.

Living circumstances

All study participants lived in Austria, and almost all participants (21; 88%) lived in Vienna at
least some of the week. The remaining three participants lived in small towns or rural areas
within an hour’s commuting distance to Vienna. Over a third of participants (9; 38%) lived with
their parents at least some of the week®"’. Participants had never been married (in line with
the eligibility criteria), but about two thirds (15; 63%) reported having a partner. Half of these
(8; 33% of 24) reported living with their partner at least some of the week. Six participants (25%
of 24) lived with flat/roommates, while only four participants lived alone (at least some of the
week). Other constellations included living with friends or siblings. All participants had lived at
their main address for at least six months prior to sign-up, and over a third of participants (9;

38%) reported living at that address for ten years or more.

307 The phrase “at least some of the week” reflects that five participants (21%) moved back and forth between
different homes on a weekly basis, for example between their parents’ and their partner’'s home, or between their
parents’ home outside Vienna and student residences in Vienna.
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Use of alcohol and cigarettes

In line with eligibility criteria, all participants reported using alcohol or cigarettes in the three
months prior to sign-up®°%®. All participants had used alcohol in their lifetime, with an estimated
average age of 14,3 years for the first full drink (range from 9 to 17 years, SD=1,8). Only one
participant (4%) had not used alcohol in the three months prior to sign-up. By contrast, a third
(8; 33%) reported weekly or daily alcohol use for the three months prior to sign-up. Those who
had used any alcohol in the three months prior to sign-up reported drinking an average of 2 to
3 standard drinks (e.g., small glasses of wine or beer) per typical drinking day (see Appendix

M.1 for details on calculation).

With regard to cigarettes, almost a third of participants (7; 29%) had never used cigarettes in
their lifetime, and one additional participant reported never having smoked a full cigarette. For
those who had, the average age for the first full cigarette was estimated at 15,5 years (range
from 12 to 20 years, SD=2,0). Thirteen participants (54% of all 24; 76% of 17 who had ever
smoked) reported using cigarettes in the three months prior to sign-up, of which six (25% of all
24; 35% of 17 who had ever smoked) reported weekly or daily cigarette use for that time frame.
Those who had used cigarettes in the three months prior to sign-up reported smoking an
average of approximately seven cigarettes per typical smoking day (see Appendix M.1 for

details on calculation). However, there were considerable variety on this indicator.

Specific alcoholic beverages and nicotine products

Appendix M.1 includes a detailed overview of products used by participants at least once in
the six months prior to interview®®. Beer was the most common product overall, mentioned by
almost all participants (22; 92%). Use of wine was also common (20 participants; 83%), as
was the use of spirits or mixed drinks (20 participants; 83%). Cider was the least commonly
reported alcoholic beverage (10 participants; 42%). Follow-up questions at the interview found
that beer and wine were also the most frequently used alcoholic beverages and were frequently
also participants’ preferred products. Participants liked the taste and perceived wine or beer
as easily available, affordable, and appropriate for everyday use (e.g., with meals). Several
participants also commented that they could avoid (or control the level of) intoxication and

other physical effects more easily with wine or beer than with spirits or mixed drinks.

308 Although the original eligibility criteria had foreseen narrower criteria in this regard (e.g., alcohol and cigarette
use), broader criteria had to be applied in practice (to be explained later in this chapter).

309 While eligibility for an interview was determined based on substance use patterns for the last 12 months and the
last 3 months, the timeframe referred to during the interview was the last six months prior to interview.
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Outside of alcoholic beverages, cigarettes were most commonly reported (14 participants;
58%). Use of waterpipe was also common (nine participants; 38%), though especially for this
product, some participants highlighted that they did not use it frequently. Use of other nicotine
products was not commonly reported, with only two participants reporting the use of cigars or
similar products in the context of holidays or birthdays. Only one participant reported the use

of electronic cigarettes.

Other substances

Two participants reported non-medical use of medicines, with alcohol and/or for cognitive
enhancement, though one of them had recently stopped such use due to adverse health
effects. Four additional participants reported lifetime non-medical use of medicines but no use
for the six months prior to interview. Volatile substances (inhalants), sedatives, sleeping pills
or new psychoactive substances were not used: no participant reported use in the six months
prior to interview, and only one participant reported lifetime use of volatile substances. In line
with eligibility criteria, all participants reported only the use of legal substances in the 12 months
prior to sign-up. Screening data suggested that about half of study participants had used illegal

substances (e.g., cannabis) before this 12-month period®°.

Recent changes in substance use frequency or quantity

Study participants were also asked to comment if their substance use had changed in the six
months prior to interview. With regard to alcohol, most reported that their use had fluctuated
and described exceptional periods of drinking more (e.g., Christmas period, on holiday, at the
beginning of the university term) or drinking less (e.g., prior to exams). Any sustained changes
within the six-month period were typically reductions in alcohol use as part of a healthier
lifestyle or to improve study performance. With regard to cigarettes, changes were also
frequently reported and included sustained reductions (e.g., as part of a healthier lifestyle) as

well as increases (e.g., related to exam periods).

Substance use related problems and attempts to quit or reduce use

Almost half of participants (11; 46%) rated their current physical health as very good, and a
similar proportion (10; 42%) rated their mental health as very good®''. Items from the World

310 To protect participants, the screening questionnaire did not ask direct questions about use of illegal substances
(further explained in section 8.3.1). The stated proportion was estimated based on the number of participants who
indicated that “Liste 1” applied to them (a list of items which, inter alia, referred to lifetime use of illegal substances).
31 Individuals with ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ physical or mental health were not eligible for interview (see Table 7 above);
the eligible answer options referred to ‘very good’, ‘good’ and ‘fair’ health.

174



Health Organization’s ‘Alcohol, Smoking & Substance Involvement Screening Test’ (ASSIST)
questionnaire (WHO ASSIST Working Group, 2002; Schitz et al., 2005; Humeniuk et al., 2008)
were combined with additional questions to understand how participants viewed their own

substance use, as follows.

A fifth of participants (5; 21%) viewed their own alcohol or cigarette use as (rather) problematic.
One participant (4% of 23 current drinkers) viewed her alcohol use as rather problematic,
explaining that drinking had become too ingrained in everyday life and that she had therefore
made a conscious effort to reduce her use in recent months. The other participants viewed
their alcohol use as rather unproblematic, for example, because they felt they did not drink
much or only within the limits they set for themselves, perceived others to drink more, or
restricted use to contexts they saw as appropriate (e.g. only when going out, only in company).
Four participants (31% of 13 current smokers) viewed their cigarette use as rather problematic,
either because of the long-term health risks associated with smoking or acute negative
experiences (e.g., withdrawal symptoms, smoking beyond personal limit, having to conceal

smoking from others).

Additional comments suggested that participants may have been reluctant to describe their
use as ‘rather problematic’. Hence, if a participant chose the option ‘rather unproblematic’, it
did not necessarily mean that they saw their use only positively®'2. This is exemplified by the

following interview excerpt:

| feel bad when | smoke a cigarette, or two.. [...] somehow you don’t even have a benefit
from it. | like the taste of .. a glass of wine [...] | don’t even like the taste of a cigarette.

Therefore.. so there .. “problem” ((referring to questionnaire))..not a problem but... | feel...

I could definitely do without and | would also prefer if I... could do without. (IP15)373

A third of participants (8; 33%) had attempted to reduce or quit their use of alcohol or cigarettes
in the three months prior to interview3'™. More than half of participants who had smoked in the
three months prior to sign-up (7; 54% of 13) reported a recent attempt to quit or reduce their

cigarette use, while under a fifth of participants who had used alcohol in the three months prior

312 The qualitative analyses also suggested that participants were often ambivalent or conflicted about their
substance use (to be described in Chapter 12).

313 German original: “Ich fiihl mich schlecht, wenn ich eine Zigarette rauch, oder zwei.. [...] du hast irgendwie nicht
mal einen Nutzen davon. Mir schmeckt ...ein Glas Wein [...]. Eine Zigarette schmeckt mir ja nicht mal. Deswegen..
also da .. "Problem".. kein Problem, aber... ich hab das Gefiihl ...ich kénnt auf jeden Fall ohne auskommen und es
war mir auch lieber, wenn ich ...da ohne auskommen wiirde.”

314 Although it is possible that knowledge of the upcoming interview had prompted participant attempts to quit or
reduce, participants’ descriptions of their quit attempts did not suggest this to have been the case (e.g., recent
attempts appeared rather as part of ongoing efforts to reduce/quit use). However, this possibility was not discussed
with participants and thus cannot be commented upon further. Thanks to Emilie Brotherhood for pointing this out.
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to sign-up (4; 17% of 23) reported a recent attempt to quit or reduce their alcohol use. Such
attempts were also reported by participants who did not view their use as rather problematic®'®.
In a few cases, a participant had very recently quit using a substance (or temporarily
suspended use, e.g. for acute health reasons). To facilitate these interviews, it was agreed to

refer to the substance use pattern as it had been before the recent change.

Considering the WHO ASSIST items, individuals who reported weekly or (almost) daily
problems or failure to meet expectations due to their substance use were not eligible for
interview (see Table 7). Referring to the three months prior to sign-up, only few participants (2;
8%) indicated failing to meet expectations due to their substance use. A fifth (5; 21%)
experienced health, social, legal or financial problems due to their substance use. Follow-up
questions during the face-to-face interview suggested that this referred, for example, to feeling
physically unwell or spending too much money. Participants also thought of being unable to
study as intended due to feeling unwell after drinking too much the previous night. Over half of
participants (13; 54%) reported a strong desire or urge to use substances in the three months
prior to sign-up, with three participants (13%) experiencing such a desire or urge on a daily or

almost daily basis.

5.1.2. Participant subgroups

The previous section showed that study participants shared some characteristics (e.g., age,
gender, occupation) but differed notably on others, including their substance use®'®. To reflect

these differences, the overall sample was characterised further as follows:

o ‘Lighter’ users (Group 1) (n=10) were all non-smokers (including two de facto non-
smokers, see below) who reported drinking alcohol in relatively small quantities (i.e., up to

two standard drinks per typical drinking day) (blue shading in Table 8 below).

e  ‘Heavier’ users (Group 2) (n=14) in this sample were occasional and daily smokers (only
de facto smokers, see below) as well as participants who reported drinking larger quantities

(i.e., three or more standard drinks per typical drinking day) (pink shades in Table 8)3'".

315 This happened, for example, when participants reduced their alcohol use in preparation for an exam period or
where they strived for a healthier lifestyle more generally.

316 Although the original study protocol foresaw a more homogeneous sample in terms of substance use, finally this
could not be achieved in practice (to be described in subsequent sections). This posed a challenge for the present
study insofar that even though the study design was not intended to differentiate between participant groups, such
differences existed and had to be accounted for.

317 A possible criticism is that this threshold for being considered a ‘heavier’ user was fairly low in the present study.
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Table 8: Retrospective allocation of participants to subgroups by substance use frequency/quantity

‘Non-smokers’ Smokers

Alcohol use No cigarette use | Occasional (less Daily cigarette

No cigarette use Total

‘de facto’ than daily) (Gr. A) | use (Group B)
No alcohol use n/a 0 1
1-2 standard drinks per 9 1 12
typical drinking day
>3 standard drinks per 3 1 11
typical drinking day
Total 12 2 24

Note. Colours: blue for Group 1 (‘lighter’ users), pink for Group 2 (‘heavier’ users). Different shades of pink are used to
distinguish heavier users further by smoking status (non-smokers, occasional smokers [Group Al, daily smokers [Group
B]). 2 Indicated smoking in past six months but elicited no space associated with at least occasional cigarette use.

These subgroups were more homogeneous than the participant sample as a whole. However,
the subgroups were still fairly heterogeneous. Within the ‘lighter’ user group, reported alcohol
use ranged from ‘less than one drink every few months’ to ‘1-2 standard drinks on a weekly
basis’, and cigarette use ranged from ‘never smoked’ to ‘1-5 cigs on a monthly basis’ (data not
shown). The ‘heavier user group was also heterogeneous, as alcohol use ranged from
complete abstention to ‘10 drinks or more on a weekly basis’ (data not shown), and it included

non-smokers, occasional smokers and daily smokers.

To account for the differences in smoking status, a further categorisation of the overall study

sample was undertaken based on participants’ cigarette use:

e  ‘Non-smokers’ (n=14) were those 12 participants who reported no cigarette use for the
three months prior to sign-up. For methodological reasons, two occasional smokers®'® who
elicited no space associated with at least occasional cigarette use were also included
(labelled here as ‘de facto non-smokers’). As Table 8 shows, this group encompassed all

participants from Group 1 (‘lighter users’) plus four from Group 2 (‘heavier users).

However, this reflected the overall sample (i.e., ‘heavier use was defined relative to the sample rather than an
external benchmark). In a different context, most individuals labelled here as ‘heavier’ users may be considered
‘light’ users. As a heuristic tool to discuss participant differences in a research project where such differences had
not been anticipated and where sample sizes were small, the broad distinctions outlined above were considered
appropriate. The groups were similarly sized, made conceptual sense and reflected the extent to which substance
use appeared to play a role in participants’ lives (objectively and subjectively, see Appendix M.2 for details).

318 Methodologically, these two participants could not be considered as ‘smokers’ because subsequent quantitative
analyses focussed on smoking required at least one space associated with at least occasional cigarette use. Neither
of the two participants elicited an everyday space associated with at least occasional smoking. Classifying these
two occasional smokers as 'non-smokers' was also justifiable because both participants described themselves as
non-smokers and explained that they did not have their own cigarettes. One participant indicated smoking 1-5
cigarettes every few months, while the other participant reported smoking 1-5 cigarettes on a monthly basis.
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o  Smokers (n=10) were all those occasional and daily smokers who elicited at least one
space associated with at least occasional cigarette use (i.e., de facto smokers). As Table

8 shows, this group was a subgroup of Group 2 (‘heavier users).

o  Occasional smokers (Group A) (n=5) were those ‘de facto’ smokers who reported less
than daily cigarette use for the three months prior to sign-up (regardless of use quantity;

no occasional smoker reported smoking more than five cigarettes per typical smoking day).

e Daily smokers (Group B) (n=5) were those ‘de facto’ smokers who reported daily cigarette
use for the three months prior to sign-up (all daily smokers reported smoking more than

five cigarettes per typical smoking day).

To support the contextualisation of results in Part 3, Table 9 below shows the allocation of
individual participants to groups. The remainder of this chapter describes how the study sample

as a whole was defined and recruited.

Table 9: Allocation of individual study participants to subgroups

Group label Study participants (as codified in the results) n
‘Lighter’ users (Group 1) IP1, IP2, IP3, IP7, IP9, IP17, IP19, IP20, IP21, IP23 10
‘Heavier’ users (Group 2) IP4, IP5, IP6, IPS, IP10, IP11, IP12, IP13, IP14, IP15, IP16, IP18, IP22, IP24 | 14
‘Non-smokers’ IP1, IP2, IP3, IP4, IP5, IP7, IP9, IP17, IP18, IP19, IP20, IP21, IP22, IP23 14
Smokers IP6, IP8, IP10, IP11, IP12, IP13, IP14, IP15, IP16, IP24 10
Occasional smokers (Group A) | IP10, IP11, IP15, IP16, IP24 5
Daily smokers (Group B) IP6, IP8, IP12, IP13, IP14 5

Note. IP = Interview participant.

Appendix M presents notable differences between the groups in terms of socio-demographic
data, substance use characteristics and situated substance use patterns, and the construal of
everyday spaces. Section 13.4 discusses how these differences may have affected the study’s
findings. Appendix M.2 provides further methodological details on how participant subgroups

were identified and defined.

5.2. Basic considerations and conditions regarding fieldwork

5.2.1. Sampling strategy (‘who’)

The main sampling strategy in the present study was criterion sampling. This meant including

“all cases that meet some predetermined criterion of importance” (Patton, 1990: 176). As the
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present study’s aim was to compare different kinds of spaces (not groups of people), a
homogeneous group of study participants was preferable. It was considered that a
heterogenous group of participants would divert the focus of the study as well as pose undue
challenges during analysis. A set of criteria was therefore developed to ensure homogeneity
among participants regarding key characteristics such as age, gender, occupation, health and
substance use. Although this decision meant that any conclusions drawn from the present
study would be derived from a narrow segment of the general population, it can be advisable
to answer research questions regarding one group of people first before considering the
possibility of studying another group (Rubin and Rubin, 1995: 73—76). The eligibility criteria
used in the present study are described further in section 5.3. The following paragraphs provide

details on what other sampling strategies were applied or considered.

The literature lists many possible sampling strategies and highlights that different strategies
may be appropriate at different stages of a research project (Patton, 1990; Rubin and Rubin,
1995; Wengraf, 2001; Kemper et al., 2003; Onwuegbuzie and Collins, 2007; Kakinami and
Conner, 2010: 37; Northcote and Moore, 2010). A challenge for the present study (and much
research in the substance use field) was that there was no prior way of knowing who would
meet the eligibility criteria and who would not; the target population was a “hidden population”
(Rhodes, 2000: 23; Kakinami and Conner, 2010: 28). It was therefore necessary to establish
contact with a larger group of individuals first and create a list of potential participants. This
was done primarily through a combination of time-space sampling and convenience sampling

(recruitment strategies are detailed in section 5.4):

e ‘Time-space sampling’ means mapping locations where the target population is likely to be
present and selecting multiple sites and times/days at random, to then approach all
individuals who are “at the site at the specified time” (Kakinami and Conner, 2010: 34).
While the present approach was not as systematic, fieldwork sites were mapped during
structured site visits (further described in section 6.5) and an effort was made to visit sites

at different times of day and cover different areas within the sites.

e ‘Convenience sampling’ means choosing “settings, groups, and/or individuals that are
conveniently available and willing to participate in the study” (Onwuegbuzie and Collins,
2007: 286). In the present study, convenience played a role during recruitment, as
approaching all individuals at the site (as foreseen in time-space sampling) would not have
been feasible. It is likely that those who appeared “available and willing to participate in the
study” were oversampled during the recruitment stage, even if recruiters (i.e., the study
author and one research assistant) also sought to approach people who did not look likely

to engage (e.g., avoiding eye contact). Due to the combination with time-space sampling
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and the use of specified criteria to select participants, limitations of convenience sampling
(e.g., no scientific justification for participant selection; Patton, 1990: 181; Kakinami and

Conner, 2010: 33) are less applicable to the present study.

Chain-referral or snowball sampling (e.g., participants invite their friends to the study) was also
used in the present study. It was, however, not the primary sampling strategy. The main reason
for this was lack of access to initial ‘seeds’ to start the chains. In addition, previous studies
have found that it can take several months to recruit a sufficient number of people using chain-
referral (Hathaway et al., 2010; Bryant, 2014). Finally, chain-referral is recommended for
situations in which respondents cannot be accessed through other means (e.g., no shared

location or institution; Hathaway et al., 2010), which was not the case in the present study.

In principle, it would have been possible to draw a random sample or even to engage the entire
basic population, given that: i) eligibility criteria specified that only university students attending
specific faculties would be eligible; and ii) universities hold lists of enrolled students. However,
in this scenario the university would have had to send out study invitations. This was deemed
neither feasible nor desirable in practice (e.g., possibility of decreased trust and openness
among participants). It was also not considered essential, as the present study did not aim to

provide population estimates.

5.2.2. Sample size (‘how many’)

The present study involved 24 participants, reporting on 296 everyday spaces and 108
personal constructs relating to everyday spaces. The original study protocol included ex-ante

considerations regarding a desired sample size, which are revisited below.

Sample size is often determined by what is considered usual practice in a given research
context (Baker and Edwards, 2012). For example, in quantitative research, a common
(although contested) rule of thumb is that one should aim for at least 30 participants per
comparison group (Onwuegbuzie and Collins, 2007: 288). The chosen technique (repertory
grid interview, focus of Chapter 6) did not prescribe any particular sample size or sampling
strategy, not least because repertory grid data can be approached in a more qualitatively or in
a more quantitatively oriented manner. Jankowicz (2004) does not recommend any specific
sample size, while Dick and Jankowicz (2001: 188) state 50 participants as a typical sample
size for repertory grid studies. In practice, repertory grid studies draw upon considerably

smaller (e.g., n=12, Naoi et al., 2006) and larger samples (e.g., n=410, Feixas et al., 2008).
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In a personal communication (25.02.2016), Prof. Jankowicz suggested applying the principle
of data saturation. In much qualitatively oriented research, saturation (first introduced by
Glaser and Strauss, 1967) is an important criterion for determining sample size. Rubin and
Rubin (1995: 72) summarise it as follows: “When each additional interviewee adds little to what
you have already learned, you stop adding new interviewees”. Consequently, the sample size
is not defined in advance but emerges from the research. In practice, if a structured interview
approach with consistent questions and a homogeneous participant group is used (as was
intended in the present study), recurrence of major themes can be expected after six interviews

and data saturation after 12 interviews (Guest et al., 2006).

In repertory grid studies, the level of data saturation can be judged more easily than in regular
qualitative research. During the repertory grid interview, personal constructs are elicited, which
can be summarised into broader categories using content analysis (Jankowicz, 2004; see also
section 7.2). Saturation can be assumed when constructs elicited in additional interviews can
be subsumed under already formulated categories. Prof. Jankowicz (personal communication,
25.02.2016) advised that a one-hour repertory grid interview usually elicits 10-12 constructs,
with data saturation usually reached after about 300-350 constructs. On this basis, he
recommended a minimum of 20 participants per comparison group, or 30 participants in case

of no comparisons, in the context of a doctoral dissertation project.

In the present study, preliminary content analyses of constructs were carried out during the
fieldwork to identify recurring themes and judge the level of data saturation. This was done for
the first 11 interviews, with the intention that interviews would be discontinued when two
consecutive interviews did not lead to any new categories. In practice, the final sample size

was determined by who was actually eligible for interview, as described below.

Besides saturation, Rubin and Rubin (1995: 72-73) suggest “completeness” as another
principle. Completeness refers to “adding interviewees until you are satisfied that you
understand the complex cultural arena or multistep process” (Rubin and Rubin, 1995: 73).
Hence, the research is “complete” when the research questions have been answered.
Completeness is distinguished from saturation because it may be possible to answer research
questions before saturation has been reached, but research questions may remain
unanswered even after data saturation. In the present study, it was intended to refer to the
concept of completeness if saturation had not been reached within 20 interviews. In
preparation for this, preliminary answers to the research questions were noted after each

interview as part of the post-interview protocol.

181



While the above considerations applied more to qualitatively oriented research, the mixed-
methods nature of the present study called also for the consideration of quantitatively oriented
sample size recommendations. In quantitatively oriented research, the sample size is often
determined by technical considerations. For example, certain calculations or analytical
techniques are only advisable or possible if there is a minimum number of participants
representing each value of interest. In survey research aiming to provide population estimates,
sample sizes are calculated based on the size of the total population as well as the desired
level of confidence and accuracy (Kuhnel and Krebs, 2001: 249). When testing hypotheses,
power calculations are made depending on the expected effect size and level of significance
(Onwuegbuzie and Collins, 2007: 288; Kakinami and Conner, 2010: 39). In the present study,
comparisons were to be made between spaces, not participants. Consequently, ‘sample size’
was understood to refer to the number of spaces included in the analyses rather than the
number of participants. Power calculations with the G*Power 3.7 tool for statistical power
analysis (Faul et al., 2007) suggested that even a small number of participants would allow
significant results using nonparametric tests if the differences were large and if at least two

spaces were considered per participant.

Across paradigms, sample size is also determined by other factors, including the resources
available to researchers and participants (Baker and Edwards, 2012). For example, in
qualitatively oriented research, a too large sample size may preclude in-depth analyses;
therefore, the sample size should be large enough to support data saturation but small enough
to allow the desired level of detail in the analysis (Onwuegbuzie and Collins, 2007: 289). In the
present study, one such consideration was that interviews would be partially transcribed and
transcripts subjected to qualitative content analysis, meaning that each interview considerably
increased resource requirements. The typical sample sizes of 30 or more participants for
repertory grid studies cited earlier were re-evaluated in this context. In typical repertory grid
research, interviews are not transcribed or analysed, and qualitative analysis is limited to the
elicited constructs (D. Jankowicz, personal communication, 25.02.2016). It was therefore
questionable whether the cited typical sample sizes applied to the present study, which had a

broader analytical scope than typical repertory grid research.

Based on these ex-ante considerations, the present study aimed for a sample of 12 to 20
participants, justified by the structured interview technique, the planned homogeneity of the

sample, and the additional resources required for the mixed-methods approach.

In practice, all individuals who met eligibility criteria were invited to interview, and the desired
sample size was exceeded. Although it was assumed that the ex-ante considerations

regarding sample size would be used to decide how many individuals to select from a larger
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pool of eligible individuals, actual eligibility rates were so low that sample size considerations
informed recruitment and the revision of eligibility criteria instead (further documented in
section 5.3). Due to the low eligibility rates resulting from an initially too restrictive set of criteria
for participants, only ten individuals had been interviewed by April 2018. As recruitment and
interviews had to end by June 2018, the criteria were revised to increase eligibility rates and
ensure that the desired sample size could be reached. All individuals who were eligible after
the finalisation of criteria were invited to interview. Hence, the final sample size of 24

participants emerged from the application and revision of eligibility criteria.

5.2.3. Study participation as a series of steps (‘how’)

When designing the study, consideration was given to how participants would experience their
involvement from the initial invitation through to the final “thank you”. This approach was
inspired by the Total Design Method (TDM) (Dillman, 1978, 2007; Leeuw and Hox, 2008b),
which suggests taking the participant’s point of view to judge the suitability of the study design
and materials. To facilitate this change in perspective, a flow diagram was prepared to illustrate
the different steps involved in study participation. An earlier version of the flow diagram helped

design the study; the updated version included below summarises what happened in practice.

The flow diagram (Figure 3 below) illustrates the steps involved in study participation. Boxes
represent points at which potential participants were asked a question, received information,
or took an action. Shaded boxes highlight when participants had to take an action (e.g. visit
the project website) in order to continue. Options such as “Yes” and “No” represent the basic
choices that participants had when asked a question. Arrows point to what happened next,
depending on the response given. Black arrows represent default paths, while grey arrows
show alternative paths. The timeline on the left distinguishes five phases of study participation,
from the initial invitation through to follow-up. Two boxes at the top, resulting in two different
default paths which merge after the screening phase, distinguish face-to-face recruitment (left
path) from other modes of recruitment (right path). Points at which study participation might

end are marked as ends of paths.

The flow diagram provides a frame of reference for the remainder of the chapter. To
summarise, participants were invited to the study either in person or through other means.
People who were unable to sign up at that moment or not interested were given an invitation
card and encouraged to consider participating later or to pass the card on to an interested
friend (hence the grey arrow connecting the top left box to the top right box in Figure 3).
Interested individuals signed up for the study by completing a short sign-up form and a longer

screening questionnaire (immediately after the sign-up form or later). Physical and electronic
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Figure 3: Steps involved in study participation from the participant’s point of view

Invitati 1. Approached byrecruiterin person & informed aboutthe Invitation card, poster, online studyinvitation (social
nvitation study: interested to take part? media, web page, email), chain referral
Yes No OR Notime (End of pathif not interested)
Visitprojectwebsite, possiblyview more information
aboutthe study
(End of pathif not interested)
Sign-uz;; OK to sign up and provide contact details using an OK to sign up and provide contactdetails using an
electronicform? electronicform?
Yes No No Yes
(Possibilityto sign up on paper and without providing
contactdetails)
Complete electronic sign-up form Complete electronic sign-up form
Screenil::" OK to complete screening questionnaire? Invited to complete screening questionnaire
g Yes No (End of pathif questionnaire not completed)
Receive “thank you” card, asked to complete
screening questionnaire (with up to 2 reminders)
(End of pathif questionnaire not completed)
Visitprojectwebsite, possiblyview more
information aboutthe study
(End of pathif not interested)
A4 A4
Complete electronic screening questionnaire Complete electronic screening questionnaire
Receive “thank you” card, information aboutnextsteps See “thankyou” screen, information aboutnextsteps
(End of pathif not chosenfor an interview) (End of pathif not chosenfor an interview)
4. Contacted byresearcherbyemail or phone to arrange interview (with up to 2 reminders) (End of path if no response)
Interview \[,
Correspond with researcher to arrange interview
Receive reminder on daybefore interview
Participate in face-to-face interview
“Possible to contactin case ofany further questions?”, “Interested to receive own results and/or report?”
Yesto any Noto all
5. Contacted byresearcher with questions, results and/or report (with up to 2 reminders) (End of path if no response)
Follow-up

N

Correspond with researcher (to answer questions and/or to commenton results or report)

N

Receive final “thank you” from researcher (orallyorin writing) (End of path)
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reminders were used as appropriate. Persons eligible for interview were contacted by phone
or email to make interview arrangements. On the day before the face-to-face interview,
participants received a reminder. At the end of the interview, preferences for future follow-up

were discussed and follow-up was undertaken accordingly.

The flow diagram is schematic and cannot depict the realities of study participation in their
entirety. For example, unplanned loops, such as asking people to complete the screening
questionnaire a second time (described in section 5.4.2), are omitted. Conversely, the
possibility to sign up on paper and without providing contact details is included in Figure 3 in
parentheses because, although it was offered and was an important aspect of planning the

study, it was not used in practice because it was not requested by potential participants.

Although participation involved numerous steps, many of these followed quickly after each
other and so participants likely did not perceive the process as being as complex as the flow
diagram may suggest. For example, receiving the invitation, consenting to sign up, and
completing the sign-up form and screening questionnaire is represented by six or seven boxes
in Figure 3 (left or right path, respectively), but these steps were likely perceived as one

coherent event (i.e., as ‘signing up to a study’).

A simpler approach would have been to determine eligibility and make interview arrangements
at the same time as recruiting individuals. However, this was neither desirable nor feasible in
the present study. Firstly, using a multi-step process was considered important to successfully
engage participants. When conducting ethnographic research with young people, Mayock
(2000: 276-277) found it was important to let potential participants become acquainted with
the researcher and develop trust before formally inviting them to interview. The present study
did not afford the same opportunities for relationship-building as ethnographic fieldwork, but
the present approach gave participants more opportunity to familiarise themselves with the
study and the researcher (cf. attempting to arrange an interview during recruitment). Secondly,
the eligibility criteria had purposefully not been finalised prior to recruitment and so it was not
possible to determine eligibility during recruitment. Finally, the screening questionnaire was
longer than a regular screening instrument, and exclusion criteria referred to illegal and
stigmatised behaviours. It was therefore not deemed appropriate to determine eligibility in front

of participants.

5.2.4. Timing of recruitment and interviews (‘when’)

The recruitment phase lasted from January 2017 until May 2018. Interviews were carried out

in three waves from March 2017 to June 2018, with most interviews in May and June 2018.
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The main recruitment strategy in all three waves was cold canvassing in person, although other
strategies were also used (see section 5.4). Initially it was intended to complete recruitment
over an intense two-month period, but this was not possible in practice due to personal
circumstances, as outlined in section 1.2.6, and the addition of a second fieldwork site.

Consequently, recruitment was carried out in three waves:

o Wave 1 took place at the “OMP” fieldwork site (described below) in January 2017.
Participants were recruited until personal circumstances meant that in-person recruitment
was no longer possible. Interviews with participants identified as eligible at this wave were
carried out in March 2017. The entire project was then suspended until recruitment could

recommence in September 2017 with the help of a research assistant (see section 5.4.3).

o Wave 2 took place in November and December 2017, when the research assistant
continued recruitment at the OMP. Interviews with participants identified as eligible at this

wave were carried out by the study author in December 2017 and January 2018.

o Wave 3took place mainly in April and May 2018, when the research assistant recruited at
the second fieldwork site, the “Juridicum”. In addition, the study author undertook a
preparatory recruitment session at the Juridicum in February 2018 and concluded
recruitment with a final session at each fieldwork site in May 2018. Interviews with

participants identified as eligible at this wave were carried out from March to June 2018.

As recruitment took place in several waves, interviews were also carried out in waves
concurrently with or shortly after recruitment. A short time frame between sign-up and interview
reduced the likelihood of changes occurring in participants’ personal circumstances that would
affect their eligibility (e.g., changes in substance use). A positive effect of this unforeseen
change to the study design was that the research was conducted in a circular manner, whereby

insights gained at earlier waves could inform the later waves (e.g., revision of eligibility criteria).

5.2.5. Fieldwork sites (‘where’)

Fieldwork was carried out at two sites representing three faculties of the University of Vienna:

e the Faculty of Business, Economics and Statistics (located in a building known as the
“OMP”, a nickname derived from its address at Oskar Morgenstern Platz);
o the Faculty of Mathematics (also at the OMP); and

e the Faculty of Law (located in a building known as the “Juridicum”).
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In line with the sampling strategy outlined earlier, ensuring homogeneity among participants
was a key methodological consideration in the selection of fieldwork sites. A further, practical
consideration was the availability of support from local gatekeepers. Gatekeepers can open
up access to a certain field that would otherwise remain hidden or closed, help to identify and
recruit participants, or increase participants’ trust in the researcher; conversely, it can be very
difficult to undertake fieldwork if one fails to secure the support of relevant gatekeepers
(Hughes, 2000; Mayock, 2000; Froschauer and Lueger, 2003).

Initially it was intended to conduct the research at the Vienna University of Economics and
Business. This university was chosen out of the nine public universities in Vienna for several
reasons. Students specialising in economics and business were considered to correspond well
with the notion of a socially integrated, mainstream population. This would have not been the
case as much for students of academic subjects associated more strongly with countercultural
movements, such as sociology or art. From a methodological perspective, it was also beneficial
if participants did not have ‘expert’ knowledge on issues relating to health and space, as such
knowledge might have led them to answer interview questions in a ‘professional’ rather than a
personal capacity. Again, economics and business students were considered to meet this
condition better than students of subjects such as medicine or architecture. In addition, with its
single thematic focus, its large student population and its location on a single campus, this
university offer good conditions to efficiently recruit a relatively homogeneous study sample.
Permission was formally sought from the rectorate with the support of the project’s academic
supervisor. However, the university could not offer support to students other than its own. This
also precluded recruitment of participants via posters, websites, social media, student
representatives or staff. As conducting the study under these circumstances was not a

desirable option, an alternative study site had to be identified.

The Faculty of Business, Economics and Statistics at the University of Vienna was found to be
most similar to the originally intended study site and was therefore chosen as a suitable
alternative. In addition, local support was available from a fellow doctoral student who was
prepared to assist with site visits, recruitment and interview logistics and had links with local
student representatives. Furthermore, the academic supervisor was able to secure a meeting

room at this faculty as an interview location.

Two further faculties were added during the fieldwork. The Faculty of Mathematics was housed
in the same building as the already chosen faculty. Consequently, recruitment efforts also

reached mathematics students, unintentionally at first. When selecting participants at the end
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of recruitment wave 1, it was decided not to exclude these®'°. The Faculty of Law, located in
another building about 10 minutes walking distance from the other site, was added due to the
difficulties encountered in recruitment wave 1 (to be described below). Out of the faculties at
the University of Vienna, its student population was considered to be most similar to that of the
Faculty of Business, Economics and Statistics in terms of academic discipline and assumed
lifeworlds. Despite these similarities, it was hoped that, as students of law, fewer individuals
recruited at this site would be ineligible due to reporting use of illegal substances®?. Although
local support was not directly available, the study author’'s personal network included

individuals who could assist with recruitment and interview logistics regarding this faculty.

A detailed description of the sites is beyond the scope of this thesis, but site visits in person
and virtually (e.g., social media pages of student union representatives) found, for example,

numerous materialities and spaces referring to alcohol and cigarettes®?'.

5.3. Definition of the study population

The empirical study focused on female university students aged 18 to 26 years who reported
using alcohol or cigarettes in the previous three months (but no illegal substances in the
previous 12 months). This group was chosen using a stepwise process which is described in

the following sections.

5.3.1. Selection of eligibility criteria

At the very beginning of this project, it was intended to research a heterogeneous sample to
explore commonalities in socio-spatial construing across different populations. However, as

the scope of the study was broadened to encompass multiple substances and types of

319 Both faculties were located within the same building, which ensured a certain level of homogeneity among
students in terms of socio-spatial routines despite differences in study subjects. Also, the Faculty of Business,
Economics and Statistics offered a statistics course, and conversations with statistics students suggested that some
self-identified more with the Faculty of Mathematics than their actual faculty. For example, one statistics student
recruited during wave 1 indicated on the sign-up form (wrongly) that she studied at the Faculty of Mathematics
rather than the Faculty of Business, Economics and Statistics.

320 Data collected during recruitment seem to support this assumption (38% of recruited individuals studying at the
OMP but only 28% of recruited individuals studying at the Juridicum did not meet the respective criterion).

821 To give some examples, these included invitations to parties (including drinks promotions), designated and
informal smoking areas, but also ‘no smoking’ signs, stickers and banners. At the student cafeteria, alcoholic
beverages were available (though generally placed in bottom shelves) and were consumed by students; cigarettes
were available and prominently displayed on some occasions but not on others (but were only used outside the
buildings). At both locations, stands outside the main entrance served alcoholic beverages at certain times of year
(e.g., punch in winter, white wine spritzer in summer). According to a student representative interviewed for this
study (see section 6.5.2), these stands were organised by the student union primarily to enter into dialogue with the
students, with a view to identifying their study-related needs and offering support where required.
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everyday spaces, there was a risk that choosing a purposefully heterogeneous sample would
make data collection and analysis too complex to be practically feasible. The scope was

therefore limited to a more homogeneous sample.

To ensure sufficient homogeneity, the study population was defined with reference to key
characteristics. In sociological studies, these typically include age, gender, socio-economic
status, ethnicity, place of residence and migration background. Characteristics such as age,
gender, socio-economic status, ethnicity and mobility are also known to affect people’s
relationships with their everyday spaces (Manzo, 2005; Lewicka, 2011). In drugs research,
characteristics relating to substance use, health and social marginalisation are also essential
when defining study populations. The research questions did not call for any specific study
population other than that participants should use a range of substances on an occasional
basis, so as to allow a comparison of spaces representing different situated substance use
patterns. Therefore, additional considerations informed the decision-making; these included

(see also section 1.2):

e The methodological need to reduce heterogeneity meant selecting characteristics that
were narrow enough to ensure similarities among participants but broad enough to be

practically feasible.

e The chosen prevention lens suggested a population that might be targeted by or benefit
from prevention efforts (as opposed to treatment or harm reduction activities) to allow

insights for future prevention activities.

e The chosen emphasis on research ethics meant that if possible populations differed
according to their vulnerability and the research questions could be answered with either

population, the less vulnerable population would be chosen.

e The need to conduct research efficiently and effectively meant giving preference to

populations that could be engaged more readily (while maintaining scientific rigour).

The follow paragraphs document the rationale underpinning the selection of eligibility criteria
further. Indicators refer to items used in the sign-up form and screening questionnaire that

were used to screen participants in practice.
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Research location

To reduce heterogeneity in the sample, the research was limited to a single location. Practical
considerations suggested Vienna, Austria, as this was the study author’s base at the time, and

this was found to be a suitable research location also from a scientific point of view.

At the time of the fieldwork, in a comparison of 35 countries, Austria was among the countries
with the highest alcohol consumption per capita and the highest percentage of daily smokers,
as well as the country with the highest percentage of smoking women (OECD, 2017: 71-73).
Due to its liberal tobacco policies, Austria has been described as “Europe’s dirty ashtray”
(Hefler, 2015; Muttarak et al., 2015), and from 2007 to 2016, the country ranked in last place
of the “Tobacco Control Scale” which compares 35 European countries regarding their
implementation of recommended tobacco policy measures (Joossens and Raw, 2017). Finally,
the literature review (see Chapter 4) identified no studies from Austria on socio-spatial aspects

of substance use.

Initially it was planned that participants should have their main residence in Vienna. However,
this criterion was later broadened to include all of Austria. The focus on Vienna was maintained

by requiring that the workplace or educational establishment be located there.
(Possible) Indicators:

> Place of residence

» Location of workplace or educational establishment

Social integration or exclusion

The present study focussed on mainstream socially integrated substance users, as opposed
to marginalised users. As the lifeworlds of these two groups differ (Eisenbach-Stangl et al.,
2009), a focus on one of them was necessary to ensure homogeneity in the sample. The
chosen prevention lens and prioritisation of less vulnerable groups suggested a focus on
socially integrated substance users. In addition, as socially integrated substance users are
often overlooked in public discourse, researching them could help to understand mainstream
patterns of use and critique public images of substance users, including those underpinning
screening and diagnostic tools (e.g., Hathaway et al., 2010; Asbridge et al., 2014; Duff and
Erickson, 2014).

In a previous study, Duff and Erickson (2014: 214) operationalised being “mainstream” and

“socially integrated” as meaning that “participants had to be either employed (including work
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inside the home) or a student full time and to have had stable housing for at least six months
in the past year”. Referring to this operationalisation in the present study required a choice
between employed individuals and students, as including both groups would have precluded
homogeneity. A focus on university students was methodologically preferable, as the shared
experience of being a student was going to ensure a more homogeneous sample (particularly
if focussing on a specific university or faculty). Moreover, although university students are a
common target of prevention measures (e.g., Kuntsche et al., 2017), at the time of planning
the present study, prevention measures targeting university students were not common in the
chosen research location. Hence, a focus on this group was of interest also with a view to

informing possible future prevention activities in this setting.

Considering other key characteristics (socio-economic status, ethnicity, migration background),
limitations were initially imposed that were congruent with the notion of a socially integrated
population (i.e., well-educated parents, good financial situation, grown up in Austria)322 323,324,
This was done to ensure homogeneity within the sample; however, these criteria were later

amended or removed because they were found to be too restrictive in practice.
(Possible) Indicators:

Student/employment status
Field of studies

Housing situation

Parental level of education

Financial situation

V V.V V VYV V

Primary socialisation in same country

Age, gender and relationships

Although prevention is relevant at all stages of life, it commonly focuses on young people, and
hence this focus was also chosen for the present study. In European policy and research,
definitions of ‘young people’ vary, but common age ranges are 15 to 24 years (e.g.,

Eurobarometer on young people and drugs, TNS Political & Social, 2014) or 15 to 34 years

822 This is not to imply that participants who met the stated eligibility criteria were socially integrated in all respects,
or that people with a different education or migration background should not be considered as socially integrated.
323 |t was intended to include a further item from an International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) module, asking
participants to assign themselves to one of ten population groups based on socio-economic status. However, this
item repeatedly caused irritation among pilot study participants, and was therefore not used in practice.

324 |imitations were not imposed with regard to participants’ ethnicity, nationality or country of birth because it was
assumed that if participants met the other criteria, these aspects would not significantly affect substance use and
socio-spatial routines.
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(definition of “young adults” in the European Drug Report, EMCDDA, 2018). Although school
pupils could have been a population of interest, opting for a less vulnerable age group (18
years and older) was preferable from an ethical point of view. An upper age limit was set to
reduce heterogeneity. An initial upper age limit of 24 years was later increased to 26 years to
account for the older average age of Austrian university students (approximately 26 years, one

of the highest in Europe according to Zaussinger et al., 2016: 27-30).

Gender differences have been found in terms of socio-spatial construing (e.g., Low, 2001,
2016) and substance use experiences (e.g., Haines et al., 2009; Alexander et al., 2010).
Including multiple genders would have required comparative analyses which were beyond the
scope of the present study. Given that the study author's master’s thesis explored women’s
socio-spatial construing of their everyday way home (Kurtev, 2008), choosing to study women
also in the doctoral thesis allowed to build upon an earlier piece of work. In addition, it was
assumed that correspondence of participants’ gender with the study author's own would
facilitate rapport-building during the recruitment®?® and interviews. Taking a wider perspective,
studying women was also of interest in the light of findings suggesting that smoking is
particularly prevalent among females in Austria (OECD, 2017: 71-73). Section 1.2.3 further

comments on the empirical focus on women in the present study.

Participants’ personal relationships were also considered. Students who were or had been
married or in a formal civil partnership were excluded, as their lifeworlds (and hence substance
use and socio-spatial routines) were assumed to differ from those of their unmarried peers.
Women with children were also excluded, as previous research has found that parenthood
substantially affects the socio-spatial dimension of substance use (e.g., Robinson and

Holdsworth, 2013). Similarly, pregnant women (or those trying to conceive) were excluded.
(Possible) Indicators:

Age
Gender (self-report or as observed by recruiter)

Relationship status

Y V VYV V

Parenthood (actual or expected in near future)

325 For example, Hughes (2000: 282) reported difficulties when attempting to recruit women for his study and
reasoned that differences in gender between himself as the recruiter and the women as potential study participants
precluded the rapport-building required for successful engagement.
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Substance use

The literature review found that existing studies on socio-spatial construing typically focussed
on a single substance. In practice, people may use multiple substances and construe their
everyday spaces differently depending on what substances are used and how. The present
study sought to address this research gap by considering multiple substances. The original
study protocol focussed on individuals who used alcohol, tobacco and cannabis but no other
illegal substances. These substances were the most commonly used substances in Europe,
and they were also regulated very differently socio-spatially, which would have allowed a
thorough investigation of the research questions. However, to obtain institutional ethics
approval (to be described in Chapter 8), users of illegal substances (including cannabis) had
to be excluded. The criterion was revised again during the fieldwork when it became clear that
few students used alcohol and cigarettes but not illegal substances: finally, in addition to users
of alcohol and tobacco, individuals who used only alcohol or only tobacco were also eligible as
participants. In keeping with the new focus on alcohol and cigarettes and to avoid
methodological difficulties, initially it was intended to exclude individuals with lifetime use of
illegal substances or who had used legal substances other than alcohol or nicotine in the past
12 months. However, this criterion was subsequently removed to increase the number of

eligible individuals.

Regarding the pattern of use, the present study sought to focus on relatively low-risk users to
test the study procedures and establish a reference point before considering the possibility of
studying socio-spatial construing among high-risk users (e.g., in a potential follow-up project).
For the purposes of defining the study population, the present study referred to the definitions
and indicators concerning “high-risk drug use” recommended by the European Monitoring
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA). These characterise high-risk drug use by
referring to aspects such as frequent use (e.g., daily or almost daily for cannabis), high-risk
routes of administration (e.g., injection) and medical diagnosis (approximated by psychometric
scales in the context of survey research) (Thanki and Vicente, 2013: 3-5). These aspects thus

informed the formulation of exclusion criteria.

The research questions appeared to call for occasional substance users. Pilot research
conducted for the present study also suggested that it would be methodologically difficult to
explore the research questions with individuals who used substances very frequently, as their
everyday spaces were likely to be less varied in terms of substance use and would thus allow
fewer comparisons. These individuals were therefore initially excluded from study participation.
However, this was later revised because including this group was actually found to allow

greater insights from a prevention perspective. Individuals who used substances seldomly
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were also initially excluded but were included in practice to increase the number of people
eligible for interview. Consequently, the final sample comprised individuals who used

substances seldomly (once in three months) up to very frequently (daily or almost daily).

In line with the earlier considerations, it was preferable that participants report no significant
health or social problems related to their substance use. This was approximated using the
WHO ASSIST questionnaire (see section 5.5) and a separate item about receiving substance
use related treatment. Individuals reporting poor physical or mental health were also excluded

to ensure a non-vulnerable study population.
(Possible) Indicators:

Types of substances used (lifetime, past 12 months, past 3 months)
Frequency of substance use (past 3 months)

Average quantity on a typical use day

Routes of administration (intravenous as exclusion criterion)
Substance use related problems (self-report using WHO ASSIST)

Receiving treatment

V V. V V V V V

Health status (physical, mental)

Socio-spatial routines

To talk about everyday substance use and spaces, participants had to have established socio-
spatial and substance-use related routines. Initially it was intended that participants should
have been living at the same address and studying at the same university for at least 12
months prior to the interview. In practice, requiring 12 months residence at the current address
was too restrictive, and the criterion was revised to state that participants should have been
living at the same address for at least six months (or three months if they had previously lived
in the same region). It could still be ensured that participants would have established everyday

routines by requiring enrolment at the same university for at least 12 months prior to interview.
(Possible) Indicators:

Living arrangements
Length of residence in the same region

Length of residence at current address

YV V V V

Length of enrolment at the same university

194



Language skills and willingness to participate

Additional criteria referred to the German language skills of potential participants and their
willingness to take part in a face-to-face interview. Basic conversational language skills were
necessary, as the interviews were only offered in German. This was determined by whether
potential participants were able to complete the sign-up process in German and, in the case
of in-person recruitment, converse with recruiters. Furthermore, it was essential both
methodologically and ethically that participants were explicitly interested to talk about and
reflect on their substance use (on the importance of participant willingness to take part, e.g.,
Rubin and Rubin, 1995: 66). The indicator for this was their response to the study invitation in

person or to a relevant question on the sign-up form.
(Possible) Indicators:

» Willingness to take part (self-report on sign-up form or in dialogue with recruiter)
» Ability to understand and answer questions in German (assessed by participant or

recruiter)

5.3.2. Revision of eligibility criteria during the fieldwork

The previous sections noted that originally envisioned criteria were changed during the
fieldwork. This section summarises the reasons for these changes and then outlines the
procedures used to make changes. Appendix E provides further details and illustrates how

keeping the originally envisioned criteria would have affected the final sample size.

Reasons for changes

After the first recruitment wave, none of the successfully recruited individuals qualified as
participants according to the initially formulated eligibility criteria. In addition, many individuals
were excluded from participation before sign-up®?®. The choice was to either revise the
recruitment approach or to revise the criteria. Recruitment and eligibility data suggested that
the recruitment strategies were effective at engaging people, but that the desired criteria were
too restrictive. The original study protocol foresaw a revision of criteria in this case, and criteria

were revised accordingly in wave 1. Despite this revision, eligibility rates continued to be very

326 |n recruitment wave 1, 13 (29%) out of 45 individuals approached in person declined the study invitation, but a
further 12 (27%) individuals were deemed ineligible and excluded before sign-up based on additional sign-up criteria
such as age, gender or enrolment at the University of Vienna (stated in Appendix E.5). Across the entire recruitment
period, 103 (36%) out of 283 individuals approached in person declined the study invitation, but a further 113 (40%)
were excluded before sign-up based on the additional sign-up criteria.

195



low. Further recruitment was therefore accompanied by further revisions (documented in

Appendix E), leading to a final set of criteria used at the end of wave 3 (as shown in section

5.1). The final criteria accommodated the realities encountered in the field whilst maintaining

a commitment to the original criteria as far as possible.

While it was essential to revise the originally envisioned criteria in order to make the study

practically feasible, revisions were also made based on other considerations. The following list

outlines the main reasons for revising criteria:

Certain criteria were desirable but not essential, and some of these excluded so many
individuals that the study was no longer practically feasible. Consequently, these were
amended or removed (e.g., requirement that participants use alcohol and cigarettes;
requirement that participants have never used illegal substances or not used legal

substances other than alcohol and nicotine in the past 12 months).

Certain criteria had been included merely to increase homogeneity within the sample.
Given that eligibility rates were very low, if it was found that participants met all criteria
except for such criteria, then a revision was considered. Examples include the

requirements of living in Vienna, growing up in Austria, or a high parental educational level.

Some criteria were found to be inappropriate for the chosen population of university
students, especially in combination with other criteria. For example, requiring participants
to have enough money to meet their needs ‘most of the time’ was found to be too restrictive,
given that other criteria (excluding those who were in full-time employment or married or in
a civil partnership) ruled out major potential sources of income. Another such criterion was
length of residence at current address, as students (especially those based in shared

housing or student dormitories) frequently change accommodation.

Some criteria (especially those relating to substance use) were found to be at odds with
the chosen prevention lens. Although the initial intention was to study individuals who used
alcohol, cigarettes and cannabis on a monthly or weekly basis, institutional ethics
requirements meant that cannabis users could not be included, hence shifting the focus to
those who used alcohol and cigarettes on a monthly or weekly basis but not cannabis. At
the end of recruitment wave 1, however, there was only one individual who reported alcohol
and cigarette use on a weekly or monthly basis but no use of illegal substances in the past
12 months. The criteria were consequently broadened to also include individuals who used
alcohol less frequently as well as non-smokers. This led to interviews with individuals who

had used alcohol only once or twice in the past three months and who had never smoked

196



in their life. While these interviews were interesting in their own right, participants did not
represent populations who would benefit from prevention activities, and the insights gained
had limited prevention implications. Subsequently, the criteria were amended to include
individuals with heavier use patterns. Similarly, although initially it was intended to exclude
individuals who reported unsuccessful quit attempts in the past three months, during the
fieldwork it became apparent that including individuals who were trying to quit actually

allowed better insights from a prevention point of view.

Some criteria were revised because people understood or answered the associated
questions differently than expected. This information was gleaned during the interviews or
by contacting potential participants to ask for clarification. For example, individuals who
reported that their living circumstances changed frequently were to be excluded to ensure
that participants had established socio-spatial routines. However, one person chose this
answer because sometimes her partner stayed overnight. This was different to what had
been intended and therefore this criterion was revised. Another example concerned the
criteria on residential address and region. It emerged that some individuals referred to their
officially registered main residence in another region, even though in practice they spent
most of their time in Vienna. Consequently, the original criterion was widened to include all

of Austria.

In some cases, changing one criterion meant that other criteria had to be changed as well.
For example, once the criterion regarding frequency of cigarette smoking had been
amended to include daily smokers, it was no longer reasonable to exclude individuals who

reported daily craving, as daily smokers typically also reported daily craving®?’.

Procedure for changing eligibility criteria

Revisions of the originally envisioned criteria were not desirable, as they could defeat the point

of having defined criteria in the first place and give the wrong impression of opportunistic and

arbitrary changes to the study design. Consequently, attention was given to which criteria were

essential or merely desirable, what had been the intention behind the selection of criteria, and

what scope of amendments was acceptable.

The possibility that specified criteria might be too restrictive had been considered already

before recruitment. The study protocol foresaw that if the first six weeks of recruitment had

827 Out of all successfully recruited individuals, 84% of daily smokers reported daily craving, but 0% of non-smokers
or smokers with less frequent use patterns.
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resulted in too few eligible sign-ups, then the criteria would be broadened to allow the selection
of participants from those who had signed up. Criteria were thus not finalised in advance, but
finalisation of criteria was deferred until after the first recruitment wave, when it would be
clearer who signed up in practice. This avoided a situation whereby criteria might be pre-

emptively revised in advance even though they would have been feasible in practice.

Possible amendments (i.e., which criteria might be amended in what way) were also foreseen
in the original study protocol. To do so, all answer options to the questions in the sign-up form
and screening questionnaire were categorised based on whether they would definitely lead to
participants being included or excluded, or whether they could lead to inclusion or exclusion,
depending on who signed up to the study. For example, for age, it was intended that
participants who were 18 to 24 years old would definitely be included, while those who were
under 18 or over 26 years old would definitely be excluded. For those who were 25 or 26 years
old, the intention was that they would be excluded if there was a sufficient number of eligible
participants aged 18-24 but that they could be included if there was not. Consequently, when
the upper age limit was indeed raised to 26 years, this was within the scope of changes
foreseen in the original study protocol. Even though some changes went further than what had
been foreseen in advance, these ex-ante considerations were helpful to guide and limit the

scope of changes.

During the fieldwork, criteria were revised by inspecting the sign-up and screening
questionnaire datasets and noting how many persons became eligible as participants if certain
criteria were removed or amended. Different variants of amendments were considered. This
step-by-step procedure using real participant data allowed limiting the scope of changes to the
necessary minimum. Potential changes and their implications were repeatedly discussed with
the project’s academic supervisor, fellow doctoral students and other peers. Revisions were
such that criteria were only broadened but never narrowed, thereby ensuring that all individuals
who were deemed eligible using the earlier criteria were also eligible using the final criteria.

Appendix E provides further details on the feasibility and revision of criteria.

Some criteria remained unchanged throughout the fieldwork period, either because they did
not affect eligibility rates or because they were essential from a methodological or other point
of view. For example, even though a third of all successfully recruited individuals was not
eligible because of the criterion precluding the use of illegal substances, homelessness in the
past 12 months, lifetime substance use through injection or use of treatment services, this
criterion was maintained because including individuals to whom these circumstances applied
would have led to a breach of institutional ethics requirements and been at odds with the

considerations underpinning the selection of criteria.
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Despite efforts to minimise changes and remain within the logic of selecting eligibility criteria,
some of the changes were not desirable from the point of view of answering the research
questions (e.g., excluding cannabis users, including individuals who used only one substance)
and/or from the point of view of ensuring a homogeneous study sample (e.g., diversity in terms

of substance use patterns). These are discussed further as study limitations in section 13.4.

5.4. Recruitment of study participants

5.4.1. Creating a brand identity for the study

Guidance on target population engagement during recruitment and data collection (Leeuw and
Hox, 2008b; Lozar Manfreda and Vehovar, 2008; Glaser and Laudel, 2010; Temple and
Brown, 2011) highlights that research should be presented in a consistent and professional-
looking manner that is tailored to the target population, in order to increase its recognisability,
perceived importance and legitimacy. In practice, this can be achieved through the use of
official logos, high-quality letter paper, inclusion of full contact details, a hand-written signature
and so on (Leeuw and Hox, 2008b: 246). The approach in the present study was particularly
informed by the Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978, 2007; Leeuw and Hox, 2008b).

Figure 4: Project logo for present study

Source: Commissioned from www.mariedesigns.xyz for the present project.

A professional graphic designer designed a project logo (see Figure 4). The concept for the
logo was jointly developed. The image of a young woman represented the target population,
so that potential study participants could identify and connect with the study. A bottle was
intended to represent substance use without overemphasising it or implying problematic use.
Cubes sought to represent everyday spaces in an abstract way. Finally, dashed lines and the
overall composition of the image gave the impression that the young woman is thinking about
everyday spaces and substances, with the viewer ‘looking’ into her mind. Colour contrasts
made the logo eye-catching. The logo appeared on all major recruitment and interview

materials (e.g., poster, invitation cards, sign-up form, handouts during the interview).

199



As the working title of the present study was not suitable for use on recruitment materials, an
alternative title — “Mapping substance use in everyday spaces” — was used. The specific
phrasing and use of the English language in a German-speaking context were intended to
make the research appear contemporary and intriguing. It also allowed forming a memorable

acronym (“MASPA”, from the words “mapping” and “spaces”).

A project website (www.maspa-studie.at) was also set up3?8, hosted at www.easyname.at. Its
purposes were: i) to provide a place from which sign-up form and screening questionnaire
could be easily accessed; and ii) to offer a source of information about the research and the
study author, which would help interested individuals decide whether to participate and guide
them through the sign-up and interview process. The website contained six pages during
recruitment®?®. Each page showed the project logo, title, a navigational menu and hyperlinks
to the sign-up form and the screening questionnaire. A short text clarified on each page that
this was a doctoral research project at the University of Vienna; the study author's name and
an email address were given, as well as the names of the academic supervisor and the
research assistant. The University of Vienna logo was shown on the welcome page. The
overall tone was intentionally personable (e.g., using the informal “Du” instead of the formal

“Sie” to address visitors), as this appeared most appropriate for the target population.

The website was tested alongside the sign-up form and screening questionnaire (described in
Appendix G.1). It was especially helpful to observe during a pretest interview at the first
fieldwork site how potential participants might navigate through the site. The website was
revised accordingly and finalised during the institutional ethics review process. The website

was then updated at the start of each recruitment wave.

Further recruitment materials (i.e., branded tote bags, posters, invitation cards) are described
in the subsequent sections. These served specific purposes during recruitment but were also

important in terms of branding and to increase the perceived legitimacy of the research.

328 An archived version of the website as presented in the final weeks of recruitment was still available to view at
www.maspa-studie.at at the time of submitting this thesis (in German only).

329 1, A welcome page introduced the site and provided hyperlinks to sign-up form and screening questionnaire as
well as to the other pages on the site. 2. A blog containing occasional updates regarding the project (e.g., start of a
new recruitment wave) made the website more dynamic and current. 3. Information about the project was provided
in the style of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ). This page was effectively a detailed participant information: topics
included general information about the study, how to sign up, what study participation entailed, and how participant
data would be protected. 4. An About me page described the study author’'s academic background and interest in
the study and included a photograph and a hyperlink to the author’s personal Twitter page (a link to Facebook was
not included on the site, but the author's personal Facebook profile was publicly accessible during the entire
recruitment period). This page was intended to help develop participant’s trust in the study author. 5. About the
study described the research similar to an academic abstract. 6. The final page gave contact details of study author
and academic supervisor. A contact form allowed website visitors to send the author a message via the site.
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5.4.2. Strategies for establishing contact

Study participants were recruited through a combination of strategies. They were either
approached in person or they could find out about the study through posters, leaflets, social
media or referral. The original study protocol foresaw a staggered approach whereby additional
approaches, such as in-person recruitment in nightlife settings, other forms of online
recruitment, or further referral routes (e.g., via faculty staff), would be used if the initial
approaches proved to be ineffective. However, as the main strategies were found to work well,
additional approaches were not employed. This section focusses on how strategies were
implemented in the present study, while Appendix F.5 details their effectiveness (e.g., how
many individuals signed up to the study as a result of each recruitment strategy) and practical

challenges during implementation.

Recruitment in person

Between January 2017 and May 2018, two recruiters (the study author and a research
assistant) personally approached 283 persons with an oral invitation to take part in the study.
In ethnographies with substance users, “cold canvassing” (or “cold calling”) means visiting
places frequented by members of the target population and inviting them to take part in the
research (Northcote and Moore, 2010: 290—291). Although not an ethnography, the present
study still used this approach, in line with the choice of time-space sampling as outlined in

section 5.2.

The literature emphasises the need to design the initial contact with participants in a way that
fosters trust and rapport-building, in ethnographies (e.g., Mayock, 2000; Northcote and Moore,
2010) but also in interview-based research (e.g., Froschauer and Lueger, 2003: 63—-67;
Scheibelhofer, 2008: 413). The present study asked for the participation in face-to-face
interviews on sensitive topics. Therefore, face-to-face recruitment was most appropriate, as it
allowed potential participants to meet members of the research team in person and to develop
trust in the study prior to being invited to interview. It also offered other benefits, such as
reduced bias due to self-selection. The main strategy was therefore to approach students face-
to-face on university premises at the two fieldwork sites. This strategy was also found to work

best in practice (see Appendix F.5).

Site visits conducted prior to recruitment served to map fieldwork sites and identify possible
locations for recruitment. Recruitment paths were defined which outlined in what order
locations could be visited to ensure an efficient and comprehensive coverage of each site. At

the OMP, the recruitment path covered the entrance areas (inside and outside), a social area
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in the library, and the corridors of the first three floors, which featured lecture theatres,
designated areas for studying and breaks as well as the cafeteria. At the Juridicum, the
recruitment path covered three floors featuring lecture theatres, a large sitting area and the
cafeteria, two staircases with seated areas on each floor, as well as sitting and smoking areas
located outside the building. In practice, recruitment meant walking repeatedly through sites

along those paths and looking out for potential study participants.

In preparation for recruitment in person, consideration was given to self-presentation and what
it meant to perform the role of a recruiter. Several strategies were used to assume this role,
including: site visits and observations; piloting recruitment strategies and anticipating possible
issues; preparing responses to possible reactions by approached persons (e.g., questions,
reasons to decline the study invitation); choosing clothing and makeup to blend in with the
target population; starting recruitment sessions with certain routines to transition into the
recruiter’s role; and carrying a tote bag branded with the project logo. The research assistant
tasked with recruiting participants also received relevant guidance and materials and took part
in site visits. This stage benefitted from texts such as Shaffir's “tactics of self-presentation”
(1991: 77-80), Burgess’ (1991) guidance on gaining access in ethnographic research, and
other researchers’ reflexive accounts (e.g., Wilkinson, 2014). Although not a research guide,
Goffman’s (1990/1959: 203-230) writings on “impression management” also offered valuable
insights into what was required to perform a particular role and what “performance disruptions”

might occur (e.g., due to the presence of people who are not the intended audience).

For the purposes of recruitment, potential study participants were defined as females who
looked to be between 18 and 24 years old. Different strategies were combined to reach a
diverse range of people and thereby reduce selection bias¥°. At the same time, measures
were taken to avoid being perceived by the approached persons as intrusive or disruptive3®'.
Strategies that were found to be ineffective were discontinued®??. Recruitment strategies

differed between the two fieldwork sites due to differences in how the sites were set up33.

330 For example, although it was found that students in the study areas could be engaged relatively easily, it was
important not to limit recruitment to these locations as it was reasonable to assume that students who extensively
use university study areas differ from other students (e.g., living arrangements).

331 Recruitment therefore focussed on individual students who were waiting (e.g., outside a lecture theatre, outside
the cafeteria) or taking a break (e.g., eating, smoking, looking at their phone). Students working on laptop computers
who did not appear deeply focussed were also approached. Students in small groups (e.g., smoking or drinking
coffee and chatting leisurely) were approached unless they were engaged in a lively conversation.

332 Students who were walking (e.g., exiting buildings or lecture theatres) were initially approached, but they often
did not have time to engage with the study invitation. Also, students visiting a temporary outdoor stall selling punch
and other hot drinks were approached during Advent, but the study invitation was not taken seriously in this setting.
333 For example, at the OMP, study areas were located along the corridors, whereas at the Juridicum these were
only located in the libraries and thus not accessible for recruitment. Furthermore, at the OMP, posters advertising
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As recruitment took place over a 17-month period, it covered starts and ends of term, exam
and holiday periods, warm and cold seasons, all of which influenced recruitment (e.g., who
was present at the fieldwork sites and how easy it was to engage them). Recruitment took
place on different days of the week, generally in the afternoon3**. Timings were sometimes
purposefully chosen to coincide with lecture start or end times, so as to engage students

waiting for or departing from a lecture.

Selected persons were asked if they had a moment of time to spare. Following the
recommendations in the literature (e.g., Witzel, 2000; Froschauer and Lueger, 2003: 66—-67),
the recruiter introduced herself and then presented the study as a doctoral research project on
situations of alcohol or cigarette use. The recruiter explained that she was looking for
individuals who might be interested to take part in a qualitative interview, but that this interview
would take place at a later date. The term “qualitative interview” was used to distinguish the
present study from the surveys that the students were used to. Recruiters also clarified that all
data would be treated confidentially. Additional information was then provided depending on
the interaction and questions asked. Common questions addressed: timing, duration and
location of the interview; aims and hypotheses of the research; number of participants needed;
questions asked during the interview; participation of non-substance users; benefits of study
participation; data protection; availability of further information about the project online. Printed
example results were sometimes shown. Where necessary, basic eligibility criteria (e.g., age,
enrolment details) were checked before sign-up. Once sign-up had been agreed, the sign-up

form was handed over (further described in section 5.5).

If a person initially declined the invitation, recruiters could try and persuade them somewhat,
for example by emphasising the importance of their participation, telling them more about the
study or mentioning the EUR 10 voucher. Some students initially declined the invitation
because they did not smoke or drink regularly but agreed to sign up once they had been
informed that the study targeted different types of users33®. Other students were initially unsure
but agreed to sign up on the condition that they could decide later whether to attend the
interview (e.g., depending on their workload). Nevertheless, recruiters were under strict

instructions to respect people’s autonomy and to not be coercive. Where appropriate, persons

the study were located in well-frequented areas and it was possible to initiate recruitment by approaching students
at the notice boards and drawing their attention to the study posters, whereas at the Juridicum the posters were
located in less frequented locations. The Juridicum, however, featured a large casual sitting area which was well-
frequented and highly suitable for recruitment.

334 This avoided the more hectic morning and lunch-time hours when students were more likely to be preoccupied
with other activities. In the afternoon, students welcomed the recruitment interaction as a break from studying.

335 This was done to avoid marginalisation of non-users but also because people who state that they do not drink
or smoke may still do so on an occasional basis (this was confirmed by the data).
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who did not sign up to the study received an invitation card (explained further below) so that
they could sign up to the study later or forward the invitation to a peer. This latter option was

welcomed by interested individuals who were not eligible to take part themselves.

The EUR 10 voucher (see section 8.3.6 for details) was not mentioned during the introduction
by default but was mentioned if individuals appeared unsure about (but not decidedly against)
study participation, such as when they asked about benefits of participation or when they
indicated that the time commitment was too great. The voucher was mentioned at the end of
the interaction after the person had already completed the sign-up form or taken an invitation
card, but there were many instances in which the voucher was not mentioned at all. To avoid
recruiting individuals who were exclusively motivated by the financial incentive, recruiters were

instructed not to mention the voucher if a person showed no interest at all in the study.

Recruitment typically targeted one to three people at a time. A seemingly more efficient
approach would have been to address many students at the same time, for example in the
context of a lecture. This approach was trialled in the first recruitment week. The study was
presented at the beginning of a seminar to approximately 15 students and students were
invited to ask questions; invitation cards were offered and students were encouraged to sign
up to the study if interested. The experience from this trial suggested that one-on-one or small
group recruitment were the more appropriate routes to engage participants, despite being
more time-consuming. Simply presenting the study and offering invitation cards led to no sign-
ups at the trial. To increase the effectiveness of this approach, students could have been asked
to complete the sign-up form and screening questionnaire during the seminar; however, this
did not seem appropriate®3. In addition, basic criteria for sign-up referred to aspects such as
gender and age (see Appendix E.5), so that most students present at lectures and seminars
would have been ineligible. Indeed, many students at the trial seminar did not meet basic
eligibility criteria, and so the discussion focussed on the eligibility criteria rather than sign-up
or interview procedures®¥’. Therefore, even though it is common research practice to distribute
survey questionnaires for completion in school classes and similar settings, one-on-one and
small group recruitment were preferable in the present study to avoid addressing ineligible

persons and offer more opportunity for information and discussion prior to sign-up.

336 Not only would this have required taking time out of the seminar, but it would have meant asking students to
sign up to an interview on sensitive topics even if they did not feel fully informed. Although students had the chance
to ask questions, the opportunities for information and discussion were limited due to the large group setting and
the associated time constraints. Asking students to sign up during the seminar could have felt coercive and hindered
rapport-building with potential study participants.

337 Whilst it would have been possible to stop such discussions, this would have led to an undesirable double
exclusion of ineligible students (i.e., from the study itself and from discussions about it).
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Posters and invitation cards

Recruitment in person was the main strategy because it gave potential participants the chance
to meet members of the research team in person (and vice versa). However, different
strategies may reach different kinds of people and combining strategies is considered to yield
the best recruitment results (Temple and Brown, 2011: 15). Moreover, using multiple strategies
can have a reinforcing effect. For example, Hughes (2000: 281-282) found that using posters
was not in itself an effective strategy, but posters provided a useful reference point when
recruiting in person because people remembered seeing them. In the present study, in-person

recruitment was therefore supported by further strategies, described in the following sections.

Posters were hung up at fieldwork sites at the beginning of each wave. In addition, 583
invitation cards were distributed over the course of the fieldwork. Invitation cards and posters
were developed incorporating recommendations from the literature (e.g., Glaser & Laudel,
2010; Leeuw & Hox, 2008b) as well as feedback from the academic supervisor, peers, and
participants in a pretest phase (see Appendix G.1). They were ordered from a printing company

specialising in business cards and stationery.

Posters were A4-sized. They featured the project logo, University of Vienna logo, and the
words “Looking for female students” (in German) at the top (see Appendix F.3). The main text
stated the basic eligibility criteria (formulated as questions to make the poster engaging) and
invited interested persons to visit the project website to sign up and find out more. The text
also clarified that substance use was not a condition for sign-up, and that all data would be
treated confidentially and anonymised. The study author’s contact details were provided at the
bottom. In some instances, a QR code was attached to posters which provided a direct link to

the project website. The EUR 10 voucher was not mentioned.

Posters were displayed at the fieldwork sites on public notice boards. At the OMP, notice
boards were located in areas where students would study and take breaks. On several
occasions, it was possible to use the posters as a conversation starter when recruiting in
person. At the Juridicum, notice boards were located outside the student representatives’ office

and in corridors and were therefore less likely to attract attention than at the OMP.

Invitation cards were the size of business cards and printed on thick paper. The front side
featured the project logo and title, as well as an invitational text (see Appendix F.1). The text
briefly introduced the study and called for female students to take part in an interview regarding
their everyday spaces. Basic eligibility criteria (e.g., age) were stated, and the project website
URL was provided for further details and sign-up. The text also clarified that substance use

was not a condition for sign-up. The back side showed the University of Vienna logo and
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contained a hand-written unique identifier consisting of an ID code and a PIN number to be
entered on the sign-up form and screening questionnaire (to be explained further below). The

EUR 10 voucher was not mentioned.

Mostly, invitation cards were distributed at the fieldwork sites®*®. When recruiting in person,
invitation cards were handed out to individuals who did not sign up on the spot. Invitation cards
were also offered to students at the trial seminar described earlier, and they were given to
contacts for referral. Although it was planned to also hand out cards to passers-by, this strategy
was not used much in practice because it made more sense to use the face-to-face contact to
start a conversation about the study than to simply hand out an invitation card. Appendix F.5

describes further the practicalities of using posters and invitation cards for recruitment.

Social media

Online recruitment was conducted via the social media platform Facebook3*°. Study invitations
were posted on Facebook 24 times over the recruitment period. Posts targeted five pages of

official student representatives and nine discussion groups for students of specific subjects.

Recruitment through Facebook was a supplementary recruitment strategy in the present study,
as it could only be used sparingly (see below) and was considered to bear a greater risk of
bias (e.g., due to self-selection) than recruitment in person. Nevertheless, recruiting online was
essential to reach students who did not frequent the university buildings and who could

therefore not be recruited through the means described earlier.

Relevant Facebook ‘groups’ (e.g., informal groups organised by students, typically according
to study subject) and ‘pages’ (e.g., official pages of student representatives) were identified
through own research as well as in conversation with student representatives. Invitations to
the study were posted in wave 1 (groups and pages relating to the Faculties of Business,
Economics and Statistics and of Mathematics) and wave 3 (all three faculties). The invitation
text used on Facebook was adapted from the poster and invitation card using a more personal

tone. Although the EUR 10 voucher was not mentioned on the poster or invitation card, it was

338 For example, invitation cards were placed on tables in sitting and study areas, next to cash machines, at the
student representatives’ offices, at the university bookshop and in designated leaflet areas. They were also attached
to the posters using bespoke boxes. Following suggestions from fellow doctoral students, cards were also left in
unusual locations such as lockers or bathrooms.

339 Several considerations led to the choice of Facebook: preliminary research as well as conversations with student
representatives suggested that this was the most widely used social media platform at the target faculties; there
were groups and pages specific to the faculties of interest, which allowed targeted recruitment; it was accessible
without substantial third-party involvement; and it offered a way to reach students without having to contact them
individually, which was desi