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Abstract

The research undertaken in this thesis represents an inquiry into the nature of
public space. Its scope is threefold, first, to propose a new way of conceptualising
the publicness of public space, defined as the sum of characteristics that make a
public space public; second, to create a new methodology for practically assessing

public places and third, to test this on several new public place case studies.

The entire thesis is based on a new understanding of publicness as having a dual
nature: it can be grasped simultaneously as a cultural reality and as a historical
reality. Publicness as a cultural reality means that all public places, created at a
certain point in time and in a particular socio-cultural setting, can be understood as
reflection of a common held view of what the ideal public space is. In order to
grasp this ideal and use it as a standard to measure the publicness of new public
places, the researcher gathered and filtered the different conceptions and
definitions in the field. It was found out that five key meta-themes determine,
through their interaction, the publicness of a public place today, in the western
world: ownership, physical configuration, animation, control and civility. These
have been gathered into the theoretical Star Model of Publicness which was then
translated into a practical tool for measuring public places. However, a public
place can be grasped not only as a cultural artefact, it is also as the product of a
historical process of placemaking. Its publicness results from the interactions,
negotiations and decisions made during its development process. It is in other
words, a historical reality. As a result, it was considered that assessing the
publicness of a public place comprises two things: first, a measurement of the site
as a snapshot against the existent standard of publicness and second, an
explanation of that measurement though exploring its development process. This
was applied in practice, on three new public places created on the regenerated
waterfront of the Clyde, in Glasgow and conclusions were drawn regarding the

robustness and usefulness of this approach.

This is a pilot project undertaken with limited resources and by a single researcher
in one location/city and is thus not meant to be ‘an ultimate truth’, a unique formula
for assessing publicness. Instead, it represents only the beginning step towards a

more objective and inclusive way of analysing the publicness of public places.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Why study public space?

1.2 What is public space?

1.3 Research questions, aims and objectives
1.4 Contribution to knowledge

1.5 Thesis structure

1.1 Why study public space?

In an urban world greatly concerned with sustainable development (Human
Development Report 2007/2008; UN Climate Change Conference Copenhagen
2009), building more socially cohesive, environmentally friendly and economic
competitive cities appears as a key prerequisite. Through their multiple functions
and various roles, public places® are central to achieving urban sustainability, in all

its three dimensions (Figure 1.1):

e First, from a social perspective, public places such as streets, parks, plazas,
squares, etc, are the stages where the city’s public social life unfolds, where
new social encounters happen and where people relax and enjoy themselves
together. They connect the space of home and work/study thus providing the
setting and the opportunity for the enrichment of a society’s public life. Of a
special concern today is a worldwide noticeable increase in the control of ‘the
public’ and the existence of a new wave of anti-immigration attitudes and
policies on the background of the recent economic crisis, especially in the
recently conservative United Kingdom. The concept that Nancy Fraser coined
of ‘multiple publics’ (1990) becomes therefore key to understanding the

contemporary multi-ethnic city. When we think of the control on the public, we

! Although public places occur both in rural and urban settlements, the focus here will be on urban
public space
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have to ask ‘Which public?’ while when we discuss the creation of a public
place for the public, we have to ask ‘What kind of public?’ and ‘Who defines the
public?’. In addition, the predominant phenomenon of the privatisation of public
space (Sorkin, 1992; Davis, 1998; Zukin, 2000; Atkinson, 2003), coupled with
this higher rate of control and surveillance measures (Lofland, 1998; Dauvis,
1998), especially after 9/11, has led to grave consequences, such as increased
social exclusion and spatial injustice. It is held here that more inclusive and
more democratic public places help a city’s social cohesiveness, which in turn

contributes towards its sustainability.

+ Pedestrian routes and
public transport connections
over car-based
developments. ->More
compact cities based on
walking and an
interconnected public
transport network.

« Parks and the greening of
cities, public places also
contribute to a more
environmentally-friendly

@an setting. >
« Urban stages fostering

social interaction and
leading to social
cohesion;

* The places for freedom
of expression and
political manifestations,
quintessential for a

\democratic society j

sustainability

Figure 1.1 Public space and sustainability

e Second, from an environmental perspective, quality public space favours
pedestrian routes and public transport connections over car-based
developments. Car dependency, one of the most polluting factors in our cities,
coupled with the decline in fossil fuel resources, the increase in global warming
and the fast growth of urban population - all point towards a radical change in

our approach to city planning and design. This will be involving more compact
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cities based on walking and an interconnected public transport network and
greener cities based on sustainable buildings, green belts and clean,
renewable energy. By promoting parks and the greening of cities, as well as
walking, cycling and public transport, public places contribute to a more
environmentally friendly urban landscape. It is also held here that a more
compact and greener city is also a more sustainable city.

e Third, from an economic perspective, high quality public places are
characterized by a high pedestrian footfall, supporting therefore local
businesses, shops, restaurants and bars, in the detriment of large suburban
malls. At the same time, they act as promoters for a city’s image, develop
social capital and help attract investment to an area, while also supporting
tourism. A city with an attractive public image and with varied opportunities for
tourists and residents alike to spend their leisure time, is a more economically

viable and competitive city and therefore a more sustainable one.

The underlying belief in this thesis is that an inquiry into the nature of urban public
space with the outcome of finding a way to assess the publicness of public places
will lead ultimately to the creation of more public, public places for more publics.
This would bring a valuable contribution to the practice of planning and urban
design and would lead to the building of more sustainable urban areas. Cities, just
like the societies that create them, are always undergoing a process of change;
nevertheless, there are severe challenges that cities are faced with now, at the
beginning of the 21% century. In Asia, the rate of urbanisation has reached
unprecedented values while in the USA and Australia there are major challenges
concerning the suburbia and its car-dependent urban population in a time when
fossil fuels reserves are rapidly shrinking. In former Soviet countries, urban
centres are going through major transformations from a socialist, centralised
regime to an incipient capitalist system. Moreover, in the cities of the so called
‘developed world’, the urban centres that used to lead the industrial development
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries are also going through great changes.
From centres of production to centres of consumption, from a blue-collar to a

white-collar workforce, the re-structuring or regeneration of western cities has
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been one of the key concerns of urban scholars for the past decades. In the
United Kingdom, Punter (2010) argues that British urban centres need a coherent
vision and a strong planning system in the contemporary context of restructuring
from former industrial key players on the world stage to new financial and service

centres.

In the belief that public space is a key component of the urban landscape, with a
growing importance in the contemporary climate of profound urban change, it was
decided to undertake this research, which is fundamentally intended as an inquiry

into the nature of public space.

1.2 What is public space?

Public space is neither an uncontested nor an uncontroversial arena in the
disciplines of urban design and planning (e.g. see Atkinson, 2003; Raco, 2003).
Indeed debates on the “politics of space” (e.g. the tension between surveillance
and access rights to public space) continue to capture academic and public
attention (see Lefebvre, 1991; Flusty, 2001; Mitchell, 2003; Madanipour, 2003;
Kohn, 2004), raising important questions of social justice, such as: “Who makes
and controls public space?” and “Who benefits from the development of new
public space in the context of restructuring the city?” There are even more
pessimistic voices arguing for the breakdown of society and ‘the fall of public man’
(Sennett, 1977) due to a change of people’s attitudes. From active participants in
the life of the city, ‘the people’ have become passive spectators to the display of
neoliberal and market-driven forces (Foucault, 1986); the ‘public’ has been
‘pacified by cappuccino’ and lost its ability to fight for ‘social justice for all’ (Zukin,
2000; Atkinson, 2003).

As a reflection of such concerns, a distinctive strand in recent urban design policy
in the United Kingdom has been focused on urban design as making places for
people (Urban Task Force, 1999 & 2005; DCLG, 2009; Carmona et al., 2003). As
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such, ‘the public’ has been the subject of increasing policy attention over such
matters as the commodification of space; cappuccino urbanism and a focus on
affluent consumerism; the privatisation of public space; the militarising and
securitising of space through CCTV and other express security measures;
exclusion from public space; the emergence of gated communities; the Disney-

fication of public spaces etc.

In turn, public space is also the subject of a growing academic literature from the
full range of social science and humanities disciplines (Carr, 1992; Sorkin, 1992;
Mitchell, 1995; Zukin, 2000; Madanipour, 2003; Massey, 2005; Mensch, 2007).
Each discipline sees public space through a different lens, and with particular
interests and concerns to the fore. Political scientists, for example, focus on
democratisation and on rights in public space; geographers on ‘sense-of-place’
and ‘placelessness’; legal scholars on the ownership of and access in public
places; sociologists on human interactions and social exclusion etc. The result is a
diverse array of multi-disciplinary approaches towards understanding ‘public

space’ (Figure 1.2).

Human

geography
Economics Planning

Sense of place

Social capital Physical design

Politics N Architecture

Rights

D N \
i ( PUBLIC SPACE [

Public art

Evolution of
public space

Ecology '\ /' Urban design
Environmental // ‘Liv?pility’ ?nd
sustainability & vitality’
Psychology Law
Sociology

Perception of space Ownership and

" - access
~ Human interactions

Figure 1.2 Public space — a multidisciplinary approach
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What these various disciplinary accounts seem to have in common though is a
sense that something has been lost. It seems that a commonly accepted standard
of ‘publicness’ of public space has been tainted by the intrusion of economics and
politics of fear and control (Sorkin, 1992; Mitchell, 1995; Davis, 1998; Zukin, 2000).
The starting point of this research was to find out if there was a way to measure

publicness and describe in a more rigorous way if and what has been lost.

The existence of these various understandings of public space from multi-
disciplinary perspectives creates much confusion around the meaning of the terms
‘public space’ and ‘publicness’ of space. During the research, it became apparent
that the notion of public space is such a ‘slippery term’ because first, on a
theoretical level, there are so many conflicting and confusing multi-disciplinary
views and definitions in the matter. Second, on a practical level, the ‘real’, built
public places are complex socio-cultural, political and environmental products of a
social group while on a third, individual level, public space is also a subjective,
personal construct. A space can be public to me but not to you. The first aim of
this inquiry was to try to shed some light into the meaning and the complicated
nature of public space. Because of the existence of so many different disciplinary
perspectives on public space and as it was felt that none of them clearly explained
why public space is such a ‘slippery term’ and defined it in a comprehensive
manner, the research sought to approach the matter in a fresh way. The next

paragraphs will present the theoretical foundations that anchor this study.

How can the publicness of public space be assessed? A new theoretical
perspective

As a distinctive part of the built environment, the main stage where the life of the
community unfolds, public space is deeply intertwined with the beliefs, traditions,
experiences, political views and so on, what is generally understood as the culture
of a particular society.

“The existence of some form of public life is a prerequisite for the
development of public spaces. Although every society has some mixture of
public and private, the emphasis given to each one and the values they
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express help to explain the differences across settings, across cultures, and
across times. The public spaces created by societies serve as a mirror of
their public and private values as can be seen in the Greek agora, the
Roman forum, the New England common, and the contemporary plaza, as
well as Canaletto’s scene of Venice” (Carr et al., 1992; p. 22).

In other words, on the background of larger political, economic and social
structures, a certain society, at a certain point in time, holds a common
understanding of what makes a public space, public, or otherwise said, what the
ideal public space is and this is then translated in the various public places that are
created. If one could grasp this general held view on the ideal public space and
determine what key characteristics are considered as giving a certain place its
‘quality of being public’ or in a shorter phrase ‘its publicness’, then this could be
used as a standard for measuring different public places. But how to grasp this
ideal? The approach taken here was to investigate the literature in the field, from
as many disciplines as possible (with a focus on urban design and planning), in a

deductive manner (see Figure 1.3), for two reasons.

INDIVIDUAL VARIOUS DISCIPLINES
PERSPECTIVES ON INVESTIGATING PUBLIC
PUBLIC SPACE SPACE

|  PUBLCPLACES |

Figure 1.3 Different approaches to studying public space

First, this academic literature presents a large amount of information on a variety

and multitude of public places and as a result, common themes could be found
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that described many of them. Second, in the practical creation of public places a
series of professionals (architects, planners, politicians, lawyers etc.) are involved,
who are trained and educated in a common paradigm of place making that is
described in the scientific community. The common hold view of what the ideal
public space is, being part of this paradigm, will be translated in practice into

similar characteristics shared by all public places.

This is the understanding of a public place as a cultural artefact and its publicness
as a cultural reality. It can be debated what ‘culture’ and ‘cultural’ means but here
by cultural artefact it is understood that a public place is created as a reflection of
a society’s views, beliefs, norms and ideas and generally its cultural view about
what a public space should be. There are noticeable differences between
Trafalgar Square and Tiananmen Square, in the sense that if in the UK and
generally throughout the western world, the publicness of public space is closely
linked with the concept of democracy, in China, a communist society holds a
different view of what public space is. Of course different societies share common
traits and it would be very interesting to see how these are translated in the
creation of public places around the world and if there is a universal model for
‘publicness’, but this is a task far too great for the present inquiry. The fact that the
publicness is a cultural reality means that here, according to the literature
investigated, an ideal of public space can be grasped only as a reflection of the
British society in particular and western thought in general.

At the same time with being a cultural reality, the publicness of a public place is
also a historical reality. As the western society changed in time, so did the
conception and implicitly the physical representations of ‘public space’; a reflection
on the history of public space in the western world shows that in different time
periods, different public places were created according to different ideas and
ideals of publicness. The ideal of publicness of the ancient Greeks reflected in the
agora where women, foreigners and slaves were not allowed to take part (Mitchell,

1995) seems inappropriate for the contemporary western society. For the present
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inquiry, this means that an ideal public space and a standard for its publicness can
only be defined for contemporary, newly built public places, in the UK and
generally in the western world, in the last fifty years or so (Figure 1.4). Publicness
as a historical reality is understood here not only on this macro-level level, but also
on a micro-level. By this it is meant that at a certain point in time, each public
place’s publicness is a result of a certain historical process of production, which,
for the newly built public places, is known as the land and real estate development

process.

After setting these spatial and temporal delineations for this inquiry, another key
aspect about public space was understood. Publicness is seen here from a critical
realist point of view, as something ‘out there’, something measurable, independent
of the human consciousness. The philosophical approach taken here asserts
therefore that first, there is a real thing called ‘publicness’ and second, that this
can be understood by investigating the structures and processes that generate this
quality of public places. A critical realist approach is also adopted here in respect
to the researcher never being able to be a ‘perfect observer of the reality; the
cultural background and personal experiences influence the ways in which the
researcher will approach the task of conceptualising publicness.

Although a critical realist approach is adopted here, it is accepted that publicness
can also be grasped from a subjectivist point of view. Each individual has a slightly
different way of perceiving what a public space is (from one’s experience of
different public places and the personal meanings they are associated with):

“Different places mean different things to different people. We probably all
perceive our urban environment in slightly different ways. What matters is to
put together buildings and bits of towns in ways that are easy to
understand” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 63).
First, this indicates that no public place can be a perfect reflection of the commonly
held ideal of publicness because public places are created by the interaction of
various individuals with their own different understandings of what public space is.
Each public place will reflect a different degree of publicness according on one

hand to how the various actors involved in its development process understand
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publicness and on another hand to the general historical context that governs the

actions of these actors.

Second, this shows that apart from a deductive approach (Figure 1.3) adopted
here, there could be an inductive study undertaken where a large number of
individuals’ conception on publicness would be investigated, commonalities found
and an ideal of public space defined. Examples of research on the different
perceptions and meanings that people have in relation to public space are Kevin
Lynch’s Image of the City (1960) and Jack Nasars’ The Evaluative Image of the
City (1998). Such an inquiry could be pursued in a subsequent research project
but this would be a much larger and time consuming project than possible here. It
was considered more important for now to find out if a standard of publicness
could be defined and if it was possible to assess public places in a more rigorous

manner.

Third, the subjective nature of publicness means that even though this ideal can
be defined, it will not be shared by everyone. A public place, which was measured
as having a high rating of publicness, may not be perceived as public by certain
members of the society. This is a contradiction lying at the heart of public space
creation; it can be aimed to create more public places for more publics but it can

never be aimed at creating a public place for all publics.

From this discussion, it results that on a conceptual level, public space is ever an
ideal, reflecting a general common view held at a certain point in time and in a
certain socio-cultural setting; no reality can match it but by grasping this ideal and
using it as a standard for publicness, public places can be measured, compared
and as a result it can be known more clearly where they fail and how they can be

improved.
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1.3 Research questions, aims and objectives

In the previous sections, it was suggested that the meaning of public space
changes according to historical and regional variations. This research aims to
gather different multi-disciplinary conceptualisations of public space, existent in the
available body of English language literature on the subject, under one inclusive
and as objective as possible model that describes, measures and illustrates the
‘publicness’ of a public place. It is an ambitious project but the gap in the literature
needed to be addressed and this study is considered as a step towards creating a
more objective and structured approach to understanding public space. The
research question that underlies this project is therefore: what makes a public
space, public? In other words, how can one conceptualise and measure the
‘publicness’ of public space so that different public places can be graded and

compared?

Broken down in smaller objectives, this investigation proposes:

1. To examine publicness as a cultural reality in the UK and generally the western
world. In this respect, a literature review will be performed, from as many
disciplines as possible, first to clarify the concept of public space and then to
find out common themes that appear as defining for the publicness of public
space. Then these will be gathered under one comprehensive definition of
what a standard public space means today in the western society.

2. To understand publicness as a historical reality. Accordingly, two tasks are set:
first, to pursue an inquiry into the historical creation of urban public space in the
western world. Second, to understand the process of public place production —
the development process. In this respect, a basic understanding needs to be
acquired on the current planning policies and practices in the UK in particular
and in the western world in general.

3. To translate the standard of public space defined in the literature review into a

model to measure the publicness of public places. In this respect, methods
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needed to be found to apply this in practice in parallel with deciding on
methods to investigate the historical reality of each public place.

4. To test this model on several case study public places. Measuring publicness
will be accompanied by an explanation of the ratings through examining the
development process of each site. The case study public places will be
understood as part of the larger cultural and historical background of the city
where they are located.

5. To reflect critically upon the model and the investigation undertaken, make

recommendations for further research and asses the value of this study.

1.4 Contribution to knowledge

Public space plays a key role in the building of the more sustainable city. This
research is important for several reasons. First, the model brings a long sought
theoretical contribution in the field by offering an objective and inclusive method, to
compare and contrast public places so that knowledge exchange is made possible
and lessons are learned from the success and/or failure of different projects. The
future application of the model in different cities would help strengthen and
improve the model and this is hoped to be pursued in a subsequent postdoctoral

project.

Second, the model is believed as useful in the planning process and public place
production as it provides a much needed decision support tool that can help
overcome delays, which cause so many projects to fail or be compromised in
terms of quality. The model describes public space, measures it and as a result,
each public place is represented by a star diagram, a clear and comprehensive
visual representation of the site’s publicness. Its usefulness also lies in the fact
that it is a tool that facilitates information exchange in the land development
process while also imposing certain standards, which need to be aimed for when
public places are generated. This research derives from the belief that urban

planning and urban design should have a stronger position in the real estate
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development process by imposing more standards and contributing more actively
in assessing the quality of completed developments. In this respect it enhances
the field by contributing broadly to the area identified by Punter (2010, p. 326) as
“proactive development control”, filling the gap made by the absence of a complex

but universal criterion for determining the ‘publicness’ of public space.

Third, the star diagram of publicness is a new and straightforward way of
illustrating this ‘slippery’ notion of a site’s publicness, superior to the previously
used cobweb diagrams. It shows exactly where publicness is compromised and
points out in a straightforward manner to the consequences of the decisions made
in the development process. As such it indicates precisely where action is needed
so that the overall publicness of a public place is improved, functioning as an audit

tool.

Fourth, the model can be used by anybody with particular interest in a public place
who wants to understand the reasons for the site being or not being public and
why it fails to deliver. As such, it bridges the gap between the ‘providers’ of public
places and the 'users' as any person can go to a public place, observe it, and then
measure it, obtaining a star diagram. As a result, users can feedback into the
development of an area with enough information to make a valuable contribution
and help improve their environment according to their own objectives and usage

patterns.

The Star Model created here is built upon several original and valuable attempts of
analysing and quantifying different aspects related to the ‘publicness’ of public
places. Van Melik et al. (2007) looked at indicators related to one dimension of
public space, management, and were concerned with comparing two opposed
types of managed public places, “secured” and “themed” ones (Figure 1.4). Their
intuitive attempt at quantifying one of the key issues related to public space has

been pivotal at the start of this research.
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Figure 1.4 Van Melik et al.’s (2007) attempt of quantifying and visually representing
key aspects of public places
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Figure 1.6 CABE’S Spaceshaper tool for assessing the ‘quality’ of public space
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Nemeth and Schmidt (2007) have also looked at the management aspect of public
space and attempted to create a “methodology for measuring the security of
publicly accessible spaces” (Nemeth and Schmidt, 2007). Their work has
advanced the Dutch authors’ quoted above research because they include the
dimensions of ‘design’ and ‘use’ in a more comprehensive model of assessing

public places.

While an important part of their ideas and aims are shared in this research, their
model was found as looking not specifically at the ‘publicness’ of public places but
only at the theme of control in public space and consequently all their indicators
subscribe to this explicit agenda (Figure 1.5).

At the same time, although their model was deemed as contributing significantly to
a more pragmatic interpretation of public space, it was considered that it failed to
capture the more multi-dimensional and complex nature of ‘publicness’. In
consequence, it could not have been used in this research. This was due largely to
it being quite a general study, with indicators taking only 0, 1 or 2 values and
looking at a large sample of over 100 of New York’s public places. In addition,
although they include the dimension Use/Users they do not offer a way of
measuring this. All this considering, their research is an important standing stone
for the present work, making a contribution in understanding and depicting public
space as a multilateral concept while it also testifies for “the need of more
pragmatic research” (Nemeth and Schmidt, 2007; p. 283) in the field of public

space.

The importance of finding a practical way of assessing the success or failure of
public places is also demonstrated by CABE’s (2007) publication of the
Spaceshaper. This has been described as “a practical toolkit for use of everyone —
whether a local community activist or a professional - to measure the quality of a

public space before investing time and money in improving it” (CABE, 2007, p. 4).
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This project shows the growing interest of the government and the general
research community in improving public places while it also underlines the need
for practical tools of assessing their performance. Although its encounter has
inspired confidence in the necessity and value of the present endeavour, the
model proposed by CABE was considered too subjective concerning the present
quest. The Spaceshaper tool measures the quality of public space based on the
perceptions of a certain number of people interested in a particular site. Moreover,
some of the categories against which these perceptions were measured are
intrinsically subjective (i.e. “You”, “Community” and “Other People” — Figure 1.6).
Although the toolkit proposed by CABE can be useful in assessing the way in
which public places are perceived, the quest here is related mainly to determining,
in a manner as objective and as informed as possible, the publicness of a public
place. In other words, it is intended to define an intangible yet necessary ideal of
public space, based on the previous notable but fragmented work in the field, and
to rate different public places against this ideal.. However, it is admitted here that
no ‘perfectly’ objective model can be created and the one proposed here will have
its certain degree of subjectivity. Nevertheless, it has the advantage of being a
quick and informed way of measuring and representing a site’s ‘publicness’ and it
can be used by anyone with a minimum knowledge related of a certain site. By
comparison, CABE’s toolkit involves a trained specialist sent to the area and

includes workshops with different participants with superior knowledge of the site.

These three attempts reviewed here, concerned with finding ways of measuring
different aspects of the ‘publicness’ of public space, have been crucial in
strengthening this research. They brought confidence that the present endeavour
can contribute to an important and dynamic area of research in the contemporary
fields of urban design and planning. At the same time, they have been pivotal in
this current search for a more complex model than Van Melik et al’s (2007), more
robust than Nemeth and Schmidt's (2007) and more objective than the one
proposed by CABE, for analysing the ‘publicness’ of public space. The creation of
this model, its application and testing as well as its potential for enhancing the
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research and practice of urban design are the aims of this project and will be the

concern of this thesis. Its structure is presented in the following section.

1.5 Thesis structure

This thesis is structured in two main parts, plus an introductory and a concluding
chapter. The first part consists of three chapters and is concerned with
conceptualising the publicness of public space and defining a standard against
which this can be measured. The second part consists of five chapters and
presents first, how this theoretical standard of publicness has been translated into
a practical tool, a model for assessing public places. Second, it shows the
application of this model on three case study new public places created in the last
thirty years on the post-industrial waterfront of the River Clyde in Glasgow. There
are thus ten chapters in total.

This chapter has been concerned with introducing the subject of the study, by
posing the main research questions and depicting the aims of the research. Also, it
has showed how this project contributes to the particular field of public space
research, the professions of urban planning and urban design and the broader

sustainability agenda. Following this introduction, the first part of the thesis is

concerned with laying the theoretical foundations of the research.

Chapter Two presents the main issues related to the terminology and definitions
used in the field of public space research, a field which is a fairly recent area of
inquiry. It attempts to untangle the ‘slippery’ concept of public space and shows
how it has evolved as a particular area of research in the post 2™ world war
period. It suggests that throughout the literature, five main common themes

appear as fundamental for defining the ‘publicness’ of public space.

Chapter Three explores the key writings on the topic of public space, with the aim
of detailing the five common meta-themes that have been found as defining for the
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publicness of public space: i.e. ownership, physical configuration, animation,
control and civility. Each of the first five parts of the chapter describes and defines
one of these fundamental meta-themes and shows how they have different
‘degrees of publicness’. Publicness is described as a multi-dimensional concept
that results from the synergic interaction of the five meta-themes. This has been
defined as the Star Model of Publicness and it reflects the ideal of public space

held today, in the western world generally, and UK in particularly.

Chapter Four is concerned with explaining the second understanding of
publicness as a dynamic historical reality, shaped by the people and events that
have been part of the creation process of each particular public place. As this
process is part of the larger phenomenon of urban change, in order to understand
the publicness of a site, one needs to grasp the broader historical context of its
creation. In the geographical area and time period public space is considered in
this research, the land and real estate development process is the main vehicle of
delivering urban development. After a short historical view on public space
creation, the chapter presents the main characteristics of the development process
in relation to public space production. It is shown how the publicness of a public
place is a result of the various decisions and negotiations taking place in its
development process by various actors that act in a certain broader historical

context.

Part two of the thesis is concerned with assessing the publicness of public places,
by applying of the conceptualisation of publicness in practice. It is comprised of

five chapters.

Chapter Five describes the main stages of the research process, details the
research question and objectives and presents the methods employed to answer
these. Applying the dual nature of publicness conceptualisation involved a mixed
method approach, in terms of both the type of methods, qualitative and
guantitative, and their novelty, previously used methods were joined by a new one.
This is a new way of measuring the publicness of public places and it was created
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by translating the theoretical Star Model of Publicness into to a practical
methodological tool. After this process is thoroughly described, the chapter moves
on to present the selection of three case study new public places, located on the
regenerated waterfront of the river Clyde, in Glasgow. At the beginning of this
project, it was aimed to investigate new public places created on post-industrial
waterfronts in two different cities. As the literature review gradually showed that
there was no actual method to determine the ‘publicness’ of a site, a large amount
of time resources was dedicated to create and calibrate this method — The Star
Model of Publicness. This resulted in the consideration of only one city, Glasgow,
but three case studies were employed, each with different characteristics and built
as part of different development projects. Because the publicness of public space
has a dual nature, it is shown how assessing it means both measuring and
representing the publicness rating and also explaining this measurement by
investigating the site’s historical background and its development process. The
chapter ends with presenting the fieldwork undertaken to assess the publicness of
the three chosen case study public places.

Chapter Six describes the general historical context in which the chosen case
study public places have been developed. After reviewing the wide phenomenon
of urban regeneration and its variant, waterfront regeneration, insight is given into
Glasgow’s experience of these recent urban trends. The main actors, policies,
visions and results in relation to the creation of public places on the regenerated
waterfront of the Clyde are identified and described. The chapter ends with
highlighting several of the factors that were found as responsible for frustrating the
regeneration of the river in general and the publicness of the resulting public

places in particular.

Chapters Seven, Eight and Nine each present the assessment of the publicness
of a case study public place. The first part of each chapter is concerned with
reconstructing the historical development of the public place, while the second part
describes under the five meta-themes of publicness, the calculated ratings and
links these with the decisions made in the development process that influenced
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them. The publicness of each site is graphically represented in a Star Diagram of
Publicness and, at the end of each chapter, conclusions are drawn about the
publicness of each public place.

The final chapter, Chapter Ten, summarises the key findings of the research, and
draws conclusions across the whole research project. The chapter returns to the
research questions and the main objectives set at the beginning of the research
and presents the way in which these were answered. Following this, the chapter
highlights the research’s strengths while also critically reflecting on its limitations.
The chapter ends with several recommendations for future research. It is argued
that this is a pilot study, realised with limited time and material resources and
created by a single researcher. As such, the model can be greatly improved by
being tested on different locations, being tried out in the professions of planning

and urban design and by being put under discussion in different forums of debate.

Public places are an important part of our everyday lives, where we interact with
the ‘other’ and where we spend much of our leisure time. They provide the stage
where the social life of a community unfolds by being the physical setting for the
enactment of traditions and festivals and are important for creating the sustainable
city. This project is intended to help in bringing more clarity and rigor in the field of
public space research and it is hoped that will contribute in creating more public,
public places for more publics.



PART 1: CONCEPTUALISING PUBLICNESS
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CHAPTER 2
THE PUBLICNESS OF PUBLIC SPACE AS A CULTURAL
REALITY

Part 1 — Definitions and terminological

considerations

2.1 Introduction

2.2 The recent evolution of public space research

2.3 Multidisciplinary definitions of public space. Five meta-themes of
publicness.

2.4 Terminological considerations; ‘public’, ‘place’ and ‘space’

2.5 Conclusions

2.1 Introduction

An inquiry into any field of research starts with defining the concepts at hand. The
first objective of this thesis is to conceptualise the publicness of public space. As
such, this chapter is aimed at understanding how public space has been defined in
the main writings in the field, in the western world and during the time period of the
last half a century. Based mainly on the Anglo-Saxon public space literature, this
chapter reviews the main conceptions on the subject and analyses them in order
to find out what elements are key in making a public space, public or, in other

words, in giving it, its publicness.

The chapter is organised in five main parts. Following the introduction, the first part
presents an inquiry into the recent evolution of public space research. The second
part gathers different definitions on public space and analyses them in order to
determine common cross disciplinary characteristics that are fundamental for the

‘publicness’ of public space. The fourth part is concerned with defining the
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meanings of the slippery terms ‘public’, ‘place’ and ‘space’ and describes the
arguments for the terminological choices employed here. The last part concludes

on the complexities of defining public space.

2.2 The recent evolution of public space research

The scope of the next paragraphs is to look more closely at the main writings in
the field of public space research, since the development of this area of debate in
the 1960s.

It can be stated that much of confusion in this field of research is due to it being
quite a recent area of investigation. The American sociologist Lyn Lofland (1998)
asserts at the beginning of her book, The Public Realm:

“‘However | need to emphasize from the outset that what we know about the
public realm is greatly overshadowed by what we do not know.”(p. xv)

The study of public space was pioneered in the late1950s and early 1960s in the
USA by Jane Jacobs’ The Death and Life of Great American Cities (1961) and by
William H Whyte’s Securing Open Space for Urban America: Conservation
Easements (1959) (La Farge ed., 2000). The 1970s were marked by the
publishing of three key philosophical writings, two on the nature of space and
place, the French philosopher Henri Lefebvre’s The Social Production of Space in
1974 and the Canadian geographer Edward Relph’s Place and Placelesness in
1976, along with a meditation on the nature of public life and society, Richard
Sennett’s famous The Fall of the Public Man, published in New York in1977). The
1970s are often quoted as a turning point in reconsidering the importance of public
space in the urban landscape:

“...the tide began to turn around the year 1970. Modernism began to be
challenged and public debate took up the issue of urban quality and the
conditions for life in the city, pollution and the car’s rapid encroachment of
urban streets and squares. Public space and public life were reintroduced
as significant objects of architectural debate and treatment, among others.
Public space architecture has been under constant development ever since
and a very great number of new or renovated public spaces were created in
the last quarter of the 20" century.” (Gehl & Gemzge 2000, p. 7)

Later on, in the 1980s, two key writings from the USA enriched the field of public
space research, Lyn Lofland’s The Public Realm (1998) and William H Whyte's
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The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (1980), where he presented the results of
his previous work, from the 1960s on the “Street Life Project”. In the same decade,
other disciplines brought important contributions to the field; the collection The
Public Face of Architecture, edited by Nathan Glazer and Mark Lilla and published
in 1987 in New York was followed by the 1989 English translation of the
breakthrough analysis of the public sphere concept by the German philosopher
Jirgen Habermas in The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere

(appeared first in German in 1962).

Figure 2.1 shows the great increase in the field of public space research in the
last two decades. The 1990s and the 2000s have witnessed a rapid development
in the public space literature from different fields of research and focusing on
different aspects. One of the chief reasons for this increase interest in public space
was the decline of industry in many important cities. These deteriorated urban
centres have sought to reinvent themselves and placed at the centre of their
regeneration, a concentrated effort to create new public places:

“By the late 20" century, long overdue attention was turned to the public
spaces at the core of European cities, many of which had been transformed
to car parks during the 1960s and 1970s.” (Van Melik et al., 2007, p. 25)

These have been criticised though for being created as ‘consumable goods’ and
as ‘spaces of spectacle’ that were meant to attract investors and visitors alike and
help economically regenerate the former industrial cities:

“Since the 1970s, the public’s attention has shifted from factory workers,
school teachers, and engineers to media stars and profiteers in real estate,
finance, and culture industries. These are the true imagineers of the
symbolic economy. In cities from New York to North Adams, from Orlando
to Los Angeles, economic growth has been thematized and envisioned as
an image of collective leisure and consumption. As part of the process,
collective space — public space — has been represented as a consumable
good. Even when it is not bought and paid for, as at Disney World, public
space has been joined with retail space, promoting privatized, corporate
values.” (Zukin, 1995, p. 260)

“Producing new spaces of spectacle to which investors and visitors will be
attracted has been at the forefront of urban regeneration policies and
programmes during the 1980s and 1990s. With the onset of severe
deindustrialisation and the loss of manufacturing employment in many
urban areas, new consumption-based, property-led forms of economic
regeneration have become a panacea for urban problems.” (Raco, 2003; p.
1869)
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The phenomenon of regenerating industrial cities focusing on new spaces of
leisure and consumption has also been taking place on the Australian continent,
documented by Dovey and Sandercock (2002) in relation to Melbourne, as
following:

“The Yarra River has indeed been transformed from the butt of local humour
to a complex post-industrial landscape where development mates with desire
and profit with pleasure. Derelict industrial land has metamorphosed into a
mix of shopping and dining, housing and gambling, commerce and
conviviality. The south bank has become a vibrant urban public realm with its
waterfront promenade, and the pedestrian bridge successfully and playfully
integrates city and river.” (p. 161)

In parallel with an increase in the production of new or ‘regenerated’ public places,
the quotes above suggest that one other key reason for the recent increase in
public space research is related to a growing concern with the quality of these new
‘public spaces’. The first clue towards understanding the nature of public space
was finding the common theme that something was changing in the nature of
urban public places around the world. This change was mostly described as a
negative phenomenon. For example, in the preface of his 1992 Making People
Friendly Towns, Francis Tibbalds takes a categorical stand and states:

“This book is about the design, maintenance and management of our towns
and cities — particularly their central areas. It has been written in the
context, not only of a current resurgence of interest in and dismay about
buildings and development but also a serious decline in the quality of the
public realm.”(p vii)

In the Introduction to The Public Face of Architecture (Glazer and Lilla, 1987),
mentioned above, the North American editors write on the confusion concerning
the relation between architecture and ‘publicness’ and its consequences visible in
the decline of American public spaces:

“The public face of architecture today is often painted and garish, tucked
and crimped, and painfully lacking in the classical architectural elements of
“firmness, commodity, and delight.” It also, on closer inspection,
demonstrates a false flaunting of public attractions. Today we encounter
whole building complexes raised on pedestals, with inaccessible entries
designed to ward off the casual public, and interior delights (such as they
are) reserved for those who can penetrate blank walls and find their way
through garages.” (p. x)

Later on, in 2001, the North American urban theorist Tridib Banerjee asserts:
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1950s

Arendt The Human
Condition

Whyte Securing Open

Space for Urban America:

Conservation Easements

1960's
Jacobs The Death and
Life of Great American
Cities
Lynch The Image of the
City

1970's

Lefebvre The Social
Production of Space

Relph Place and
Placelesness

Sennett The Fall of
The Public Man

1980's

Lofland The Public Realm

Whyte The Social Life of
Small Urban Spaces

Glazer,and Lilla ed. The
Public Face of Architecture
(Jackson, Scruton)
Habermas The Structural
Transformation of the Public
Sphere

1990s

Punter The Privatisation of
the Public Realm

Carr, S et al. Public Space

Gehl Life Between Buildings

Loukaitou - Sideris and
Banarjee Urban Design
Downtown

Oldenburg The Great Good
Place

Mitchell The End of Public
Space

Sorkin Variations on a
Theme Park

Tibbalds Making People
Friendly Towns

Zukin The Culture of Cities

Nasar The Evaluative Image
of the City

2000s

Low On the Plaza

Banerjee The Future of Public
space

Brown Contested space

Carmona et al. Public Spaces
— Urban Spaces: The
dimension of urban design
Carmona et al. Public Spaces
- The Management Dimension
Flusty The Banality of
Interdiction: Surveillance,
Control and the Displacement
of Diversity

Goodsell The Concept of
Public Space and its
Democratic Manifestations
Atkinson Domestication by
Cappuccino or a Revenge on
Urban Space?

Kohn Brave New
Neighbourhoods

Koskela The Gaze Without
Eyes

Raco Remaking Place and
Securitising Space

Allen Ambient Power: Berlin’s
Potsdamer Platz and the
Seductive Logic of Public
Spaces

Figure 2.1 Evolution of key writings on public space from the 1950s onwards
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“In recent years the concern for public space has extended beyond the
question of adequacy and distributive equity of parks and open spaces.
They are now subsumed under a broader narrative of loss that emphasizes
an overall decline of the public realm and public space.” (p. 12)

When rhetorically asking “What is the future of public space?”, Banerjee (2001)
identifies three principal trends that together “...represent fundamental shifts in the
way public life and public space are conceptualized and in the values associated
with them” (p. 10). The first trend is related to the privatization and
‘commaodification’ of public goods on the background of the governments’
diminishing role in providing public amenities. The second one is related to the fast
increasing phenomenon of globalization. Thirdly, he argues that the radical, rapid
change in information and communication technology is also a major cause for the

change in the conceptualisation and perception of public space (Banerjee, 2001).

These issues will be approached again in the next chapter, under different meta -
themes of publicness. For now, it suffices to acknowledge that this theme of a loss
in the quality of the public realm or a decline in the publicness of public space,
echoing Sennett’s (1977) lament on The Fall of the Public Man, has slowly
become an overarching paradigm in the recent public space research. This
marked a crucial point in the present investigation because if something has been
lost that implies that new public places are less public than they should be. It
therefore results that there must be a commonly held ideal of public space that can

act as a standard towards which public places can be measured against.

This research has originated from first asking, if indeed this view of a decline in
public space is a real phenomenon and second, if this was the case, from
searching for a way to describe, as objectively as possible, the ‘publicness’ of a
public place. In other words, can one quantify the publicness of a site so that it can
actually be shown that a decrease in publicness has actually happened? This

gave rise to three main questions:

1. Are there certain key characteristics that describe any public space/place

and if so, what are these?
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2. In case these universal traits of the concept of ‘publicness’ exist, are there
different ‘shades of publicness’, in other words can they be measured and
ranked on a certain scale?

3. If these characteristics show different degrees of intensity and they can be
placed on a scale, what is the standard value for the publicness of an ‘ideal
public place/space’? In other words, is there a way to define an ideal or
standard public space that would describe a normative value of
‘publicness’ one can use as a benchmark for measuring existent public

sites?

These questions are answered systematically in the present and the following
chapter. To answer the first question, it was decided to first analyse the existent
literature and find the main ways in which public space is defined, focusing on
what the different writers find as key elements for the ‘publicness’ of public space.
The different definitions and conceptualisations on public space and their grouping
in five thematic clusters are presented in the following section.

2.3 Multidisciplinary definitions of public space. Five meta-

themes of publicness.

When asking the quite deceptively straightforward question: “What is public
space?” a web of closely related but loosely defined terms complicates the answer
to this question greatly. As Orum (2010, p. 13) asserted “...the mystery and drama
of public spaces begin with their very definition”. Three distinct causes have been
identified, that are responsible for much of the confusion in the field in defining

‘public space’:

1. The use of a multitude of terms, sometimes as synonyms, sometimes in
relation to each other such as: public space, public place, public realm,
public sphere, public domain, to name the most common.

2. The ‘umbrella term’ quality of these concepts ‘public’, ‘space’, ‘realm’ etc.
While a certain type of public place, such as a street or a park will trigger
similar images in the minds of different people, terms such as ‘public space’

or ‘public realm’ have more broad meanings and as such, more varied
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conceptualisations. This is due greatly to the vast array of meanings that

the word ‘space’ carries and the overlapping meanings of the word ‘public’.
3. The lack of a clear definition of these terms; many writers do not give a

definition or their interpretation of the term at all, in a surprising number of

writings on the subject.

Due to a lack of clarity from the part of many authors but also to the recent
emergence of the field of public space research, a clear and cross-disciplinary
definition could not be found. What was found instead was a wide variety of
definitions and terms (Figure 2.2.). Staeheli and Mitchell (2008), reflecting on the
problematic understanding of public space despite its apparent straightforward
meaning, state that their research in the field has “...demonstrated that “public

space” is a slippery, complicated and shifting kind of space” (p. 117).

When closely analysing the different ways of defining and conceptualising public
space, it can be noticed that the literature can be grouped in five thematic clusters.

First, a key characteristic of public space appears to be related to the ownership
status of a place. Writers from North America such as Lofland (1980), Kohn (2004)
or Staeheli and Mitchell (2008) identify as a crucial element for a place’s
publicness, its maintaining in public ownership. In addition to the above writers,
there have been many voices arguing that a growing phenomenon of privatisation
of urban space is responsible for much of the damage produced to the cities’
public realm. These have come also from North American authors such as Sorkin
(1992), Zukin (1995) or Banerjee (2001). Kohn'’s (2004) extensive study Brave
New Neighbourhoods: The Privatization of Public Space is dedicated entirely to
this phenomenon. At the same time, in the UK, at the beginning of the 1990s, John
Punter’s far-sighted paper stated, from the very beginning:

“The privatisation of the public realm is an appropriate and all-
encompassing aphorism for the changes that have occurred in British cities
in the 1980s.” (p. 9)
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Figure 2.2 Public space: a multitude of terms and a variety of definitions

Nr. | Author(s) Title of work and year of Term Definition of public space
publciation
) . , “This book coins the phrase urban public space, which is used to mean all the physical space and social relations that
Contested space: street trading, public ) o . e ! s
S : . determine the use of that space within the non-private realm of cities. 'Urban public space’ includes formal squares, roads and
space, and livelihoods in developing . : Yo
1. Brown, A cities Urban public space | streets, but also vacant land, verges and other ‘edge-space’. It includes all space that has accepted communal access or use
(2006) rights, whether in public, private, communal or unknown ownership; a common property resource, but one whose boundaries
may change over time (p. 10).”
Public realm “The public realm is constituted of those areas of urban settlements in which individuals in copresence tend to be personally
unknown or only categorically known to one another. Put differently, the public realm is made up of those spaces in a city
The Public Realm: Exploring the City’s which tend to be inhabited by persons who are strangers to one another or who *know” one another only in terms of
2. Lofland, L Quintessential Social Territory occupational or other nonpersonal identity categories (p. 9).”
(1980)
Public space “The term “public space” covers a diversity of legal connections between the public and the space. (p. 8)”
“We see public space as the common ground where people carry out the functional and ritual activities that bind a community,
, whether in the normal routines of daily life or in periodic festivities (p. xi)”
Public Space .
3. Carr, Set. al. (1992) Public space
“There are three primary values that guide the development of our perspective: We believe that public places should be
responsive, democratic and meaningful (p. 19).”
Brave New Neighborhoods, The “My proposed definition of public space has three core components ownership, accessibility, and intersubjectivity. In everyday
4, Kohn, M privatization of Public Space Public space speech a public space usually refers to a place that is owned by the government, accessible to everyone without restriction
(2004) and /or fosters communication and interaction (p. 11).”
5. Zukin, S The Cultures of Cities
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(1995)

Public space

Public space/public
place

Public space/public
culture

Urban public space

“Public spaces are important because they are places where strangers mingle freely. But they are also important because
they continually negotiate the boundaries and markers of human society. As both site and sight, meeting place and social
staging ground, public spaces enable us to conceptualize and represent the city — to make an ideology of its receptivity to
strangers, tolerance of difference, and opportunities to enter a fully socialized life, both civic and commercial (p.8).”

“Many social critics have begun to write about new public spaces formed by the “transactional space” of telecommunications
and computer technology, but my interest in this book is in public spaces as places that are physically there, as geographical
and symbolic centres, as points of assembly where strangers mingle (p.45).”

“Public spaces are the primary site of public culture; they are a window into the city’s soul. As a sight, moreover, public spaces
are an important means of framing a vision of social life in the city, a vision both for those who live there, and interact in urban
public spaces every day, and for the tourists, commuters, and wealthy folks who are free to flee the city’s needy embrace (p.
259).”

“...urban public spaces are closely watched for they are crucibles of national identity. The defining characteristics of urban
public space — proximity, diversity, and accessibility — send the appropriate signals for a national identity that will be more
multicultural, and more socially diverse, in the years to come (p.262).”

The right to the city: social justice and

Public space

“Public space engenders fears, fears that derive from the sense of public space as uncontrolled space, as a space in which
civilization is exceptionally fragile (p.13).”

6.1. Mitchell, D the fight ’?zro%(g))hc space “In a world defined by private property, then, public space (as the space for representation) takes on exceptional importance.
(-...) The very act of representing one’s group (or to some extent one’s self) to a larger public creates a space for
representation. Representation both demands and creates space (p. 34).”
“Public space (...) is not the same as public property. Indeed, the quality of publicness — the publicness of space — seems to
. The People’s Property? Power, Politics, . .| consist of the relationships established between property (as both a thing and a set of relationships and rules) and the people
Staeheli, L & ) Public space/public X .
6.2. . and the Public who inhabit, use, and create property. (p. 116).
Mitchell, D (2008) property
“..."public space” is a slippery, complicated and shifting kind of space (p. 117).”
On the Plaza: the Politics of Public “Urban public places are expressions of human endeavours; artifacts of the social world are accommodated, communicated,
7.1. Low, S Space and Culture Urban public place | and interpreted in the confines of this designed environment (p. 47).”

(2000)

Public space

“What is significant, however, is that public spaces are important arenas for public discourse and expressions of discontent (p.
204).”
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Life Between Buildings. Using Public

“...precisely the presence of other people, activities, events, inspiration, and stimulation comprise one of the most important

81 Gefl, J Space Public space qualities of public spaces altogether (p. 15).”
(1996)
New Citv Spaces “Although the pattern of usage has varied in the course of history, despite differences, subtle and otherwise, public space has
8.2. Gehl, J. & Y o0 Public space always served as meeting place, marketplace and traffic space (p. 10).”
, (1999)
Gemzge, L.
“The public realm is, in my view, the most important part of our towns and cities. It is where the greatest amount of human
Public realm contact and interaction takes place. It is all the parts of the urban fabric to which the public have physical and visual access.
Thus, it extends from the streets, parks and squares of a town or city into the buildings which enclose and line them (p.1).”
9 Tibbalds. F Making People Friendly Towns
' ' (1992) “Public places within a town belong to the people of that town — they do not belong to developers or investors, the police or
traffic wardens. Their nature will be influenced by their scale, shape and size; the ways in which they are related one to
Public place another; the uses and activities which they contain, and the way in which traffic of all kinds is handled (p.14)”
“I have used the term public space (and public place) to refer to that part of the physical environment which is associated with
public meanings and functions. The term public sphere (and public realm), however, has been used to refer to a much broader
Public space/public | concept: the entire range of places, people and activities that constitute the public dimension of human social life.” “...public
1" Madanipour, A Public and Private Spaces of the City place . space is a component part of the public sphere (p. 4).
(2003) and public
sphere/public realm | “Using the criteria of access, agency and interest, a space can be considered public if it is controlled by the public authorities,
concerns the people as a whole, is open or available to them, and is used or shared by all the members of a community (p.
112)”
Orum. A & Neal Common Ground?: Readings and
12. ' 7 ’ Reflections on Public Space Public space “While there are many different ways to define public space, most agree that public space includes all areas that are open and
(2010) accessible to all members of the public in a society, in principle through not necessarily in practice (p.1).”
The Public Interest “A space is made public by the nature of its boundary. It is a space into which anyone may enter, and from which anyone may
13. Scruton, R (1984) Public space depart, without the consent of strangers, and without any declaration — however tacit — of a justifying purpose. The boundary
which creates a public space is both permeable and open to our public uses (p. 15)”
14. Jackson, J.B. The American Public Space Public space

“A public place is commonly defined as a place (or space) created and maintained by public authority, accessible to all
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citizens for their use and enjoyment. This tells us nothing about the different ways in which we use and enjoy them, nor about
the different types of public involved (...) When we include among the newer public spaces the parking lot, the trash disposal
area, and the highway, it is evident that the public is being well provided for, not only as far as places for enjoyment are
concerned, but for their use as well (p. 277).”

15 Mensch. J Public Space Public space “Public space” is the space where individuals see and are seen by others as they engage in public affairs. It is, thus, the
' ’ (2007) space of the town hall meeting, the legislative assembly or any of the other venues where public business is done (p. 31)”
The Concept Of Public space and its “I propose a generic albeit specific definition of public space that draws on these disparate orientations but goes beyond each.
16. Goodsell, C.T. Democratic Manifestations Public space My definition is a space - time continuum for political discourse. By this phrase | mean the capacity for a connected and
(2003) interactive human process of communicative experience. (...) The discourse is political in that it concerns the nature and
future of the community and the public good (p. 370)”
“Public space (broadly defined) relates to all those parts of the built and natural environment, public and private, internal and
external, urban and rural, where the public have free, although not necessarily unrestricted access. It encompasses: all the
streets, squares and other rights of way, whether predominantly in residential, commercial or community/civic uses; the open
spaces and parks; the open countryside, the ‘public/private’ spaces both internal and external where public access is
Publi . welcomed - if controlled — such as private shopping centres or rail and bus stations; and the interiors of key public and civic
ublic space: the Management buildi h as libraries. church town halls (0.4)"
17. Carmona et al. Dimension Public space uildings such as libraries, churches, or town halls (p.4)
(2008)

“Public space (narrowly defined) relates to all those parts of the built and natural environment where the public has free
access. It encompasses: all the streets, squares and other rights of way, whether predominantly in residential, commercial or
community /civic uses; the open spaces and parks, and the ‘public/private’ spaces where public access is unrestricted (at
least during daylight hours). It includes the interfaces with key internal and external and private spaces to which the public
normally has free access (p. 4)”
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A second clearly defined cluster in public space research is concerned with the
physical configuration of a public place. In several of the definitions and
conceptualisations investigated, public space is associated with real physical
urban places. For example Brown (2003) identifies urban public space as including
“...formal squares, roads and streets, but also vacant land, verges and other
‘edge-space’ (p. 10) while Tibbalds (1992) describes the extension of the public
realm from “... all the streets, parks and squares of a town or city into the buildings
which enclose and line them” (p. 1). The bulk of this literature on the physical
appearance of public places comes from the disciplines of urban design and
architecture. A notable example is the collection of writings edited by the North
American writers Nathan Glazer and Mark Lilla (1987) where the relation between
public places and the surrounding buildings delineating them appears as a key

focus.

A different strand of research comes mainly from the sociological and
anthropological public space literature and refers to the use of public space, or in
other words, to their animation. Being the places of free assembly and interaction
among the members of a community, public places are the physical stage where
“...the functional and ritual activities that bind a community, whether in the normal
routines of daily life or in periodic festivities” (Carr et al., 1992, p. xi) take place.
Whether the case studies are the Latin American plazas (Low, 2000), the New
York’s redeveloped parks (Zukin, 1995) or “the third places” of the Western culture
(Oldenburg, 1989) these writings share a common preoccupation with people’s
behaviours and actions in public space and how these change over time. The use
of public space has also been documented in relation to different historical
periods. Examples include the Canadian historian James Leith’s (1991) study on
the use of public space during the French revolution or Jackson’s (1984) writing on
the evolution in the use of the American public space. Two key studies that
document the use of public space in relation to the above mention dimension of
physical configuration are in the USA, Whyte’s (1980) The Social Life of Small
Urban Spaces and in Europe, Jan Gehl’'s (1996) Life Between Buildings.

A fourth strand of research is related to public space as the arena where the

fragile relation between freedom and control unfolds. Many authors, among which
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Carr et al. (1992) and the North American academics Mitchell (2003), Goodsell
(2003) or Mensch (2000) consider the quality of a public place of being a
democratic arena for public life as fundamental for its publicness. They note that
public places are historically the places that have served as the stage for the
expression of the people’s dissatisfaction with a certain state of affairs. As a result,
they are the places where fundamental rights guaranteed by a democratic society,
such as the right to speak freely and assemble, are manifested. What appears to
have happened recently is an increase in the surveillance and control measures in
public space, noted by scholars such as Atkinson (2003), Raco (2003) or the
Finnish geographer Hille Koskela (2000),

A fifth and last common theme is concerned with the maintenance of public places
according to certain standards, so that they are clean, friendly and inviting areas.
Although this meta — theme of civility is not as explicit as the others, many of the
reviewed writings identify the presence of refuse and decay in urban public places
as a cause and a mark of the broader decline of the urban public realm. One of the
writings where the issue of public space maintenance is thoroughly addressed is
Francis Tibbalds’ Making People Friendly Towns (1992) where he states with
concern:

“... we are now witnessing a serious decline of this rich domain. Many of
the world’s towns and cities — especially their centres — have become
threatening places — littered, piled with rotting rubbish, covered in graffiti,
polluted, congested and chocked by traffic, full of mediocre and ugly poorly
maintained buildings, unsafe, populated at night by homeless people living
in cardboard boxes, doorways and subways and during the day by many of
the same people begging on the streets.” (p. 1)

Apart from these writers that focus on individual aspects of publicness, several
scholars define it as a multi-dimensional concept. Kohn’s (2004, p. 11) definition of
public space, for example, has three core dimensions — ‘ownership’; ‘accessibility’;
and ‘intersubjectivity’ (i.e. the kinds of encounters and interactions that a place
facilitates). Carmona (2010b, p. 276) expands this to include ‘function’ and
‘perception’.’ Defining her ideal of the ‘unoppressive city’, Iris Marion Young
(1990; 2000) highlights ‘accessibility’, ‘inclusion’ and ‘tolerance of difference’ (i.e.

openness to ‘unassimilated otherness’) as core dimensions. Based on earlier work

! Carmona (2010b) then offers a continuum from ‘clearly public to clearly private space’, featuring twenty space types in
four groups, but does not explain the necessary trade-offs between the various dimensions.
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by Benn & Gaus (1983), Madanipour (1999; 2003) highlights three dimensions -
‘access’ (access to place as well as the activities in it); ‘agency’ (the locus of
control and decision-making present); and ‘interest’ (the targeted beneficiaries of
actions or decisions impacting on a place). The USA scholars Németh & Schmidt
(2007; 2010) highlight three dimensions: ‘ownership’, ‘management’ and

‘use/users’.

Identifying the five strands of research or thematic clusters presented above was
the first step towards deciding which characteristics are fundamental for
understanding and then defining the publicness of public space. Before going into
a more in depth analysis of these different aspects of publicness, a decision had to
be made on the choice of terminology employed in this thesis.

As it can be seen from the table presented above, different authors use different
concepts when describing the public part of the human environment, such as:
‘urban public space’ (Brown, 2006), ‘public space’ (Carr, 1992; Mitchell, 2005;
Gehl and Gemzge, 1996; Harvey, 2006; Madanipour, 2003; Forty, 2008), ‘third
place’ (Oldenburg, 1999), ‘public realm’ (Lofland, 1998; Madanipour, 2003), ‘public
place’ (Relph, 1976), ‘public sphere’ (Habermas, 1998). More than often, writers
make use of multiple terms when discussing the subject such as Zukin (1995),
Tibbalds (1992) or Madanipour (2003). Although sometimes these concepts are
clearly explained, in other cases, such as in the excerpt below from Atkinson
(2003), these terms are used in relation to each other, in a vague manner:

“The loss of a public realm is not a new story. In Britain, a loss of public
place started with the acts of rural enclosure, form the 13" to the 18"
centuries, which put what was previously common land under private
ownership (Hoskins, 1955), taking away spaces used by small- holders and
subsistence lifestyles. Similarly, it is all too easy to imagine a halcyon era in
which street crime was low and the working class was respectable and
deferential.” (p. 1832 — emphasis added)

Another example of a multiple and unclear use of the terms public space, place
and realm is found in the third chapter of Lyn Loflands’ book from 1980, The Public
Realm: Exploring the City’s Quintessential Social Territory, presented in Figure
2.3. Carmona et al. (2008) note the lack of clarity that characterizes the public

space literature, and in their opinion, this is due, on one hand, to the ambivalent
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nature of the concepts — subjective and objective - but also to the different policy

making traditions that have described these terms differently.

Audience Role Prominence. As Goffman made clear in his initial
statement, civil intention is not disattention. The principle of civil inattention
may require that one not be obviously interested in the affairs of the other, but
it does not require that one might not be interested at all. As such, it is fully
compatible with the third principle: inhabitants of the public realm act primarily
as audience to the activities that surround them

Given this pattern, it is not surprising that descriptions of public space are
often clothed in the language of the theatre, as in this passage from Suzanne

Lennard and Henry Lennard’s, Public Life in Urban Spaces:

[1]t has long been assumed that public life, just like a theatrical production, requires
actors and audience, a stage and a theater....Public life may take place on center stage
where the actors are clearly visible to most of the audience, or in more secluded areas
visible only to a few. A public space, however, is at once both stage and theater, for in
public the spectators may at any moment choose to become actors
themselves....Successful public places accentuate the dramatic qualities of personal
and family life. They make visible certain tragic, comic and tender aspects of
relationships among friends, neighbors, relatives or lovers. They also provide settings
for a gamut of human activities (Lennard and Lennard 1984:21-22)

Figure 2.3 Terminological confusions in public space literature (emphasis added)

To avoid similar confusion from the researcher’s part, several early clarifications
will be made. In the first place, the focus of this work will lie on urban public space.
As such, the researcher subscribes to the USA scholars Low and Smith’s (1996)
statement that:

“Stretching back to the Greek antiquity onward, public space is almost by
definition urban space, and in many current treatments of public space the
urban remains the privileged scale of analysis and cities the privileged site.’

(p. 3)

Several other North American writers, such as Altman and Zube (1989), have a

similar intention to clarify the subject at the beginning of their edited collection
Public places and spaces, but they include a wide variety of landscapes in their

conceptualization of public space:
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“The title of this volume is composed of three somewhat slippery words —

“public”, “place” and “space”. Collectively, these terms suggest an image of

accessible urban, suburban, rural, and wilderness landscapes.” (p. 1)
Second, although there is a growing significant literature on the new forms of
public space generated by the rapid development and use of the internet, the
interest here is related to physical public places, in a similar way described by the
American sociologist Sharon Zukin (1995):

“Many social critics have begun to write about new public spaces formed
by the “transactional space” of telecommunications and computer
technology, but my interest in this book is in public spaces as places that
are physically there, as geographical and symbolic centers, as points of
assembly where strangers mingle.” (p. 45)

In the third place, the focus will lie mainly on public sites, labelled in the literature
either as public spaces or public places and not on the broader concepts of ‘public
realm’ or ‘public sphere’. In this respect, the researcher subscribes to
Madanipour’s (2003) distinction between public place/space and public realm/
sphere:

“I have used the term public space (and public place) to refer to that part of
the physical environment which is associated with public meanings and
functions. The term public sphere (and public realm), however, has been
used to refer to a much broader concept: the entire range of places, people
and activities that constitute the public dimension of human social life.” (p.4)
Taking Madanipour’s distinction further, it is important to consider whether the
terms public place and public space can be used as synonyms or whether they
have different meanings. The next paragraphs are concerned with answering this

guestion and with presenting the choice of terminology used in this thesis.

2.4 Terminological clarification: ‘public’, ‘place’ and ‘space’.

The difficulty in defining terms which are commonly used in everyday conversation
and with a great variety of meanings such as ‘place’ or ‘space’ lies in their lacking a
rigorous and scientific clarification, due to the erosion of their initial meaning by
centuries of different usages and borrowings from other semantic fields. ‘Place’ and
‘space’ are often described as “slippery” words (Altman and Zube, 1989;
Friedmann, 2007).
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More than often, space has been conceptualized in a rather more scientific and
philosophic way than place. Space has been defined by physicists starting with
Isaac Newton as a distinct entity from Time, characterised by three dimensions
and holding all the things and actions that happen in the world. It has been
associated many times with ‘outer-space’, being the matter that the Universe is
made of and the only way for the human mind to name and conceptualise the
infinity of the sky above. Opposed to this empiricist view that situates the world
outside consciousness, Immanuel Kant marked a turning point in the history of
thought by asserting that the mind has its own system of structuring the world, in
which time and space are a priori categories. This is one of the foundations for
our modern way of thinking about space as a subjective entity. The understanding
of space changed again with Einstein’s theory where space and time are
combined into a four-dimensional continuum called space-time. Relativism
changed the common way of understanding the world by asserting the paradigm
that nothing is fixed, definite and absolute. The fairly recent growing concern with
space is illustrated in Foucault’'s famous statement:

“The great obsession of the 19™ century was, as we know, history [...] The

present epoch will be above all the epoch of space.” (Foucault, 1986; p. 22)
And then he continues:

“In any case | believe that the anxiety of our era has to do fundamentally with
space, no doubt a great deal more than with time. Time probably appears to
us only as one of the various distributive operations that are possible for the
elements that are spread in space.” (Foucault, 1986; p. 23)

After the 1970s, another change in paradigm happened when space has been re-
discovered by the discipline of geography, as something no more static, but
dynamic, made up of interconnections between various networks and flows (Tuan,
1977; Buttimer and Seamon, 1980):

“If space is indeed the product of interrelations, then it must be predicated
upon the existence of plurality. [...] space [...] is always in the process of

being made. It is never finished; never closed. Perhaps we could imagine
space as a simultaneity of stories-so-far.” (Massey, 2005 p. 9)

If ‘space’ resonates more in philosophical and scientific debates, ‘place’ has more

‘personal’ and ‘political’ reverberations:

“Places are shaped by being lived in, they are spaces of encounter where
the little histories of the cities are played out. [...] Places are also sites of
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resistance, contestation and actions that are often thought to be illegal by
the (local) state.” (Friedmann, 2007, p. 257)

Place has been the major concern of geography from the beginnings of the
discipline, founded as the science of describing the Earth (from the Greek
language gé meaning ‘earth’ and ‘graphein’ to write). Initially, geographers were
concerned with discovering and describing the ‘space out there’, mapping the
world through human eyes. In this approach, the word ‘place’ meant in a ‘common
sense’ language, an area of the world perceived through the human reasoning — it
was a place on the map, a place where someone was coming from or going to. In
a slightly opposite view to space as an abstract concept, place was given a more
practical meaning — of location. Therefore if space has become commonly
accepted as something open and uncertain, place grew to have a more subjective
understanding of ‘my place’, an enclosed, known and therefore controllable part of
the world.

“Space is a more abstract concept than place. When we speak of space, we

tend to think of outer space or the spaces of geometry. Spaces have areas

and volumes. Places have space between them.” (Creswell, 2004, p. 8)
The two concepts of ‘place’ and ‘space’ can be seen not only from an ontological
point of view - as out there or around here, but also from an epistemological
perspective, as a way of knowing the world. As such, the world appears to us like
a web of interconnections of ‘routes instead of roots’ (Creswell, 2004) and
therefore one thinks not of boundaries and characteristics of different areas of the

world, but of interrelations and flows of energy, matter and information.

After conceptualising the difference between ‘place’ and ‘space’, it was decided to
choose the term ‘public space’ to refer to an abstract level of conceptualisation
and the term ‘public place’ to refer to real representations of this concept in the

built environment. This is argued on the basis of the following reasons:

- space involves a more global view, while place refers to more particular
locations;

- space resonates more with abstract conceptualizations while place often
implies an interaction of the human world and the physical setting;

- space involves dynamism and movement, place seems more static and fixed;



Chapter 2 The publicness of public space as a cultural reality. Part 1 — Definitions and
terminological considerations 42

- place has a relation to boundaries and implies geographical coordinates
triggering the question ‘where?’ while space is more related to meanings and

‘essence’ implying the question ‘what?’.

The choice made here supports Creswell’'s (2004) view that a place is “a space
made meaningful” and Relph’s (1976) understanding:

“In general it seems that space provides the context for places but derives
its meaning from particular places.” (p. 8)

The distinction between place and space is only an instrumental way of 'putting
order into things’; the meanings of ‘place’ and ‘space’ are open and infinite,
varying from person to person, from context to context and situation to situation.
Doreen Massey’s (2005) question:

“‘And what if we refuse that distinction, all too appealing it seems, between

place (as meaningful, lived and everyday) and space (as what? the
outside? the abstract? the meaningless?)?” (p. 6)

can be taken as a provocation that no meanings are completely deciphered and

that they perpetually change.

Regarding the term ‘public’, intuitively this means pertaining to (the) people.
Madanipour (2003) reviews the main dictionary definitions and usages of the term
and concludes:

“These meanings of the word ‘public’, all refer to a large number of people,
who are either conceptualized as society or as state, and what is
associated with them. As the society, the term may refer to various
demographic or territorial scales, including a group, a local community, a
nation, or in a capacity that is now rarely used, the entire human race. As
the state, it may refer to the various institutional scales of nation state, local
government, and even individuals who are part of the state apparatus.” (p.
109)
Problems in understanding the concept of ‘public’ arise because of the complex
nature of these two entities the ‘society’ and the ‘state’, whose structure and
meanings have changed dramatically in recent times. In Madanipour’s (2003)
opinion, the ambiguity in defining the term ‘public’ is caused on one hand by the
ambivalent understanding of society as both the realm of the public and of the
private while on another hand, he identifies the blurring of the boundary between

state and society as another important source for uncertainty in the matter.
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The American geographer J.B. Jackson (1984) shares Madanipour’s view of the
dual meaning of the word public as both referring to the people and to the
authorities:

“Perhaps it can be said that, as a noun, “public” implied the population, or
the people, while as an adjective it referred to the authorities. Thus a public
building in the eighteenth century was not a place accessible to all, for their
use and enjoyment, but was the working or meeting place of the
authorities.” (p. 278)

His belief is that the major cause for ambiguity in understanding the concept
‘public space’ is the complexity of the word ‘people’ that is implied in its meaning:

“Public is a word without mystery: It derives from the Latin populus, and
means belonging to or characteristic of the people. A public space is a
people’s place. But “people” as a word is less obvious. With us it simply
means humanity, or a random sample of humanity, but until well into the
nineteenth century it meant a specific group: sometimes the population of a
nation or a town, sometimes the lowest element in that population, but
always an identifiable category.” (p. 279)

One of the recent issues related to the emergence of postmodernism and
feminism is that the rigid understanding of a public as a unified structure has been
replaced with the existence of what Nancy Fraser (1990) named multiple publics.
Different social movements have shown the grave inequalities have existed and
still exist in society and gradually, women, ethnic and sexual minorities, and other
groups have claimed their right to be part of ‘the public’.
“There are many publics and their legitimacy may as much be defined by
the context of the place as by the social character of these individuals.”
(Atkinson, 2003; p. 1830)
In conceptualising public space, the term ‘public’ is understood here, at a first
glance, as referring to all real places which can be freely used by anyone who
wishes so. The universal use of a public space is described by the Americans
Altman and Zube (1989) as following:
“The term “public” connotes the idea that these settings are accessible to
everyone — people of a community, state, nation, regardless of age, gender,
ethnicity, physical handicap, or other characteristics.” (p. 1)
A matter that appears in the literature as fundamental to the meaning of public
space is that the ‘public’, no matter how we choose to define it, should be
characterised by a sense of cohesion emerging from the sharing of the same

‘common ground” (Carr et al., 1992; Orum and Neal, 2010). ‘Being in public’
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implies both placing oneself in relation to the others — the world of strangers and
getting involved in a communal action — the world of neighbours. This duality has
been theorised by Roger Scruton (1984) as:

“The public is a sphere of broad and largely unplanned encounter. No
individual is sovereign in this sphere, but each, on entering it, renounces
the right to dictate the terms upon which he communes and conflicts with
others.(...) If a person is to advance in the public sphere it is either in
opposition to others, or in agreement with them. The purpose of civil
government is to ensure that agreement is the norm.” (p. 14)
From a more philosophical perspective, the German American political theorist
Hannah Arend (1958) finds the term ‘public’ as crucial for the relationship between
the individual self and reality; by experiencing the world ‘in public’, together with
others, one can be certain of the world of appearances:

“The term “public” signifies two closely interrelated but not altogether
identical phenomena: It means, first, that everything that appears in public
can be seen and heard by everybody and has the widest possible publicity.
For us, appearance — something that is being seen and heard by others as
well as by ourselves — constitutes reality.” (p. 5)
The researcher’s own detailed conceptualisation and definition of the term ‘public
space’, which can be used as a standard against which all real public places can

be measured against, will be presented in the next chapter.

2.5 Conclusions

Through its key function, as an arena for the public expression of the individual
self and for the people’s free interaction with each other, public space has been a
key concern in a variety of fields of research. Although its meaning is not always
clearly defined and often, the use of a variety of terms complicates the concept of
‘publicness’, when inquiring the literature available, five thematic clusters could be
identified. These were based on the existent conceptualisations and definitions of
public space in the western world in the last fifty years or so. Following this
categorisation and the final remarks in this chapter related to the terminological
complexities of the phrases ‘public space’ and ‘public place’, the next chapter
proposes to investigate the current common understanding of the concept of

‘publicness’ of public space under five meta-themes: ownership, physical
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configuration, animation, control and civility, with the aim of defining a standard for

the analysis of contemporary public places.



CHAPTER 3

THE PUBLICNESS OF PUBLIC SPACE AS A CULTURAL
REALITY

Part 2 — Key dimensions of publicness

3.1 Introduction
3.2 The first meta-theme of publicness: Ownership. Public space - a
legal issue.
3.2.1 The meaning of ownership
3.2.2 Democracy and public space
3.2.3 Degrees of ‘publicness’ according to ownership

3.3 The second meta-theme of publicness: Physical configuration.

Public space — a design object.
3.3.1 Understanding physical configuration
3.3.2 Degrees of publicness according to physical
configuration
3.4 The third meta-theme of publicness: Animation. Public space - a
social and anthropological construct.
3.4.1 Understanding animation
3.4.2 Degrees of publicness according to animation
3.5 The fourth meta-theme of publicness: Control. Public space —a
political reality.
3.5.1 Understanding control
3.5.2 Modes of control in public space
3.5.2.1 Hard methods of control in public places
management
3.5.2.2 Soft methods of control in public places
management
3.5.2.3 Overt measures of controlling public places by
design
3.5.2.4 Covert measures of controlling public places by
design

3.5.3 Degrees of publicness according to control
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3.6 The fifth meta-theme of publicness: Civility. Caring for public
space.

3.6.1 Understanding civility

3.6.2 Degrees of publicness according to civility
3.7 Defining an ideal public space as a standard of publicness
3.8 The interaction of the five meta-themes of publicness

3.8.1 Access

3.8.2 Power

3.9 Conclusions

3.1 Introduction

Following the previous chapter where five meta-themes of publicness have been
identified, this chapter is concerned with detailing these under the headings:

e The first meta-theme: Ownership. Public space - a legal issue.

e The second meta-theme: Physical Configuration. Public space — a

design object.
e The third meta-theme: Animation. Public space - a social and
anthropological construct.

e The fourth meta-theme: Control. Public space — a political reality.

¢ The fifth meta-theme: Civility. Caring for public space.
After having made this formal distinction and having discussed each meta-theme
as a discrete entity, part seven answers the question ‘What is public space?’ and
the researcher’'s own definition of an ideal public space is given and illustrated in
the theoretical Star Model of Publicness. The ‘ideal’ public space is only a mental
construct and by defining it, a standard against which to measure the publicness of
a public place is given. Even though the meta-themes are treated separately, in
reality, there are fuzzy boundaries between them and the distinction has chiefly a
theoretical purpose of understanding how the publicness of public space is
constructed. The interaction between the meta-themes is discussed in part eight,
under the headings access and power. The ninth and last part of the chapter
concludes that despite the existence of a wide range of disciplines which are
concerned with studying public space from different perspectives, common themes

can be identified and used to define the ‘publicness’ of public space.
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3.2 The first meta-theme of publicness: Ownership. Public space -

a legal issue.

3.2.1 The meaning of ownership

Taking forward the previous discussion about the complex meaning of the term
‘public’ further, this section is concerned with describing one of the most frequently
identified elements that is decisive for influencing the ‘publicness’ of public space
— the legal status of a site. The North American authors Staeheli and Mitchell
(2008) assert the importance of ownership for the publicness of public space
entitling their book on the relation between space, property and power, ‘The
People’s Property’. Here they argue that “...property ownership is a powerful tool
in the regulation of space and, thereby, of the public’ (p. xxiv). Another North
American author, Margaret Kohn (2004) and the British urban scholar Alison
Brown (2006) use the word ‘ownership’ explicitly when defining public space and
publicness (as presented in Figure 2.2), while Madanipour (2003) argues that the
distinction between public and private is essential in understanding the built
environment at large:

“If we monitor the spaces of villages, towns and cities, we see how they are
broadly structured around a separation of public and private spaces. It
appears to be a defining feature of these settlements: how a society divides
its space into public and private spheres, and how this division controls
movement from one place to another and access to places and activities.”
(Madanipour, 2003; p.1)

When referring to the urban landscape, he finds that this public/private distinction

is crucial for the way in which society is organised:

“Ever since the rise of the city, with its division of labour and complex,
stratified social and spatial structures, public-private distinction has been a
key organising principle, shaping the physical space of the cities and the
social life of their citizens.” (Madanipour, 2003; p. 1)
In their Introduction to the edited volume The Politics of Public Space, the
American academics Setha Low and Neil Smith (2006) also assert that in
contemporary capitalist societies, public space can be understood primarily in
relation to private space:

“Public space” has very different meanings in different societies, places,
and times, and as all of this suggests, its meaning today is very much
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bound up with the contrast between public and private space. It is
impossible to conceive of public space today outside the social
generalization of private space and its full development as a product of
modern capitalist society.” (Low and Smith, 2006; p. 4)
The division of the human environment into public and private places is based on
the concept of ownership, which appears to be a first fundamental characteristic of
public space. The American sociologist Lyn Lofland (1998) finds that:

“The term “public space” covers a diversity of legal connections between
the public and the space. Space that actually belongs to the “public” does
so by dint of being the property of some government entity— though, of
course, not all such public property allows of public access.” (Lofland, 1998;
p. 210)

Ownership is defined by Madanipour (2003, p. 50) as ... the legal entitlement to
controlling a property”. On a superficial level it seems that in terms of ownership,
urban space can be divided in two general categories, public and private space:

“...space is routinely divided into public and private and there appears to be a
rough consensus — at least theoretically — about which is which.” (Lofland,
1998; p.8)

In order to clarify the boundaries between public and private, Madanipour (2003, p.
10) cites Weintraub’s classification of “...four broad fields in which the discussions

of public and private take place”, presented below in Figure 3.1:

A liberal — economist model which focuses on the
State versus market o . )
distinction between the state administration and the

market economy

A civic perspective which sees the public as the

Community versus state or market " . " .
arena of political community and citizenship, as

distinct from both the state and the market;

A public life perspective which focuses on the fluid
Society versus personal space and polymorphous sphere of sociability, as distinct

from the household

A feminist perspective which focuses on the
distinction between family and the larger economic
Society versus family and political order, especially as reflected in the

market economy.

Figure 3.1 Weintraub’s (1997) classification of the areas in which the public/private
dichotomy can take place (source: adapted from Madanipour, 2003)
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In this thesis, the distinction between public and private space will be considered
only according to the first distinction state vs. market. Nevertheless, it should be
kept in mind that often ‘private space’ is understood as both a space in private
ownership but also as the personal space of the individual.

One of the recent major concerns in the literature has been a rapidly growing
phenomenon, commonly called ‘the privatisation of public space’ (Punter, 1990).
This includes the replacement of the old town centres by supermarkets and malls
(Kohn, 2004; Staeheli and Mitchell, 2006; Van Melik et al., 2007) as well as the
regeneration of old derelict industrial waterfronts into spaces of consumption and
scripted spectacle (Dovey, 2005). This phenomenon is seen as stemming from the
carefully organised and designed space of consumption and imagery of
Disneyland and was broadly labelled the ‘disneyfication of space’ (Sorkin, 1992;
Mitchell, 1995; Zukin, 2000; Davis, 1998). The resulting urban landscape abounds
in so called “pseudo-public space” (Mitchell, 1995; Banerjee, 2001), “quasi-public
space” (Dovey, 1999) or ‘themed public space’ (Van Melik et al, 2007).

“One of the key phenomena of the late twentieth century, however, has
been the production of pseudo-diversity within privatised quasi-public
space. The shopping mall has been the incubator for such internally
permeable developments with high pedestrian densities and a
formulised diversity of functions. These are inversions of urban life that
purify and Kill genuine urban places under the illusion of creating them.”
(Dovey, 1999; p.16)

In this respect the keen observer of New York’s public life, the sociologist Sharon

Zukin (1995) points out, privately owned shopping centres have become the

common public places of the American suburbia:

“‘Many Americans, born and raised in the suburbs, accept shopping centres
as the preeminent public spaces of our time. Yet, while shopping centres
are undoubtedly gathering places, their private ownership has always
raised questions about whether all the public has access to them and under
what conditions.” (Zukin, 1995; p. 45)

The blurring of the boundaries between the public and private ownership of public
places is illustrated in the appearance of a new type of public — private partnership
- the BID (Business Improvement District). Originating in the 1970s in Canada, it
rapidly spread for the past decade in the USA, and all over the developed world, in
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands,

Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and in the United Kingdom (Hoyt, 2004).
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Although taking many forms, according to local legislations, the appearance of
BIDs is generally seen as an answer from the business community, merchants
and property owners to the lack of services provided by the local authority for the
neighbourhood where they conduct their business:

“...because the city government has steadily reduced street cleaning and
trash pickups in commercial streets since the fiscal crisis of 1975, there is a
real incentive for business and property owners to take up the slack” (Zukin,
2000; p.14)

Commentators agree that there is no unique definition of a BID (Hoyt, 2004; Hoyt
and Goppal-Age, 2007; Briffault, 1999) but the common understanding is that it
refers to a territorial subdivision of a city where property owners and businesses
pay additional taxes in order to provide a diverse range of services such as
sanitation, policing, infrastructure improvements or event organising (Briffault,
1999). The American urban scholar Lorlene Hoyt (2005) offers the following
definition for a BID:

“...a publicly sanctioned vyet privately directed organisation that
supplements public and private services to improve shared, geographically
defined, outdoor public spaces. They are self-help organisations which
govern a majority-voted self-taxing mechanism that generates multi-year
revenue.” (Hoyt, 2005; p.25)

Although there are voices supporting BIDs as “contributing to the well-being of the
public sphere” (Briffault, 1999; p. 473) and “contributing new energy, new
resources and new leadership” to America’s downtowns (Levi, 2001; p.130), there
IS a growing concern in the literature related to their lack of democratic
accountability and their pursuing commercial interests over the ‘public interest’
(Hochleutner, 2003; Cook, 2008; Zukin, 1995). Cook (2008) for example, in his
study on the transfer of BIDs from North America to the UK found out that:

“Perhaps the most telling absence from the policy transfer and rolling-out of
BIDs was the lack of involvement by employees, residents and the wider
public. These groups were rarely involved in constructing national and local
BIDs policies and practices on both sides of the Atlantic. From New York
City to Bristol, they continue to be unable to vote in local BID elections and
are largely absent from local partnership boards. Furthermore, the desire to
meet the perceived and actual direct needs and desires of employees,
residents and citizens was absent and silenced. Instead, the direct needs
and desires of employers, businesses and, to a lesser extent, consumers
prevailed.” (Cook, 2008; p. 789)
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Similarly, Hoyt (2005), in her study of over 400 BIDs in Canada, New Zealand,
USA and South Africa has also found out that:

“The property and business owners who initiate and oversee BID
organisations are motivated by selfinterest, not principally by civic
commitment. They work to revitalise urban commercial areas for the
purpose of protecting or increasing the returns on their investments.” (Hoyt,
2005; p. 25)
The redeveloped public places under BIDs regimes are therefore above all
‘spaces of consumption’, where the power to regulate public space is placed in the
hands of the few, which makes Zukin (1995) ask:

“‘What kind of public culture is created under these conditions? Do urban

BIDs create a Disney World in the streets, take the law into their own

hands, and reward their entrepreneurial managers as richly as property

values will allow? If elected public officials continue to urge the destruction

of corrupt and bankrupt public institutions, | imagine a scenario of drastic

privatisation, with BIDs replacing the city government.” (Zukin, 1995; p. 34)
Apart from seeing this growing phenomenon of public space privatisation as a
result of the diminishing involvement from local public authorities in the provision
and management of new urban places, it can also be understood as a result, in
the United Kingdom particularly, as a deliberate political action:

“New Labour has spread the gospel of market fundamentalism — markets and
market criteria as the true measure of value- far and wide. [...] It has
promoted the image of ‘the businessman’ and ‘the entrepreneur’ as the
principal social role model, spreading the gospel of ‘entrepreneurial values’
(‘efficiency’, ‘choice’, ‘selectivity’) through the land.” (Hall, 2003; p. 11)

Striving for more public, public places is synonym in this debate with striving for
more inclusion, tolerance and diversity in cities as ultimately public space can be
seen as being the ‘space for equality’ in opposition to the main trait of private
space as being a ‘space of inequality’. Privatisation has led to the creation of new
public places where ‘publicness’ is controlled by ‘seducing’ the public through
embedding ambient power in the built design as in the new Sony Centre in Berlin
(Allen, 2006) or by the enclosure of former open places such as Hancock Park or
the local television studio in Los Angeles (Flusty, 2001). Adding to this debate,
Kohn (2004) writes about supermarkets that create the illusion of openness to all
categories of people but where the basic right of freedom of expression among
other political rights is infringed upon. Zukin (1995), in her analyses the new
regenerated parks in New York, including the famous example of Bryant Park,

suggests that publicness has been deteriorated because a mode of privatization
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she labels “domestication by cappuccino”. It can be seen that there is a close
connection between ownership and control, the latter being detailed at a later
stage in this chapter. For now, it is to be noted that the increasing phenomenon of
privatisation of public space has resulted in the fact that ‘a degree’ of the
publicness of new public places has been lost. Before presenting the different
degrees of publicness according to ownership, a short discussion will be

undertaken on the relationship between democracy and public space.

3.2.2 Democracy and public space

The meta-theme of ownership is closely inter-related with the understanding of
public space as a political reality. A public place is considered the most public,
from the point of view of ownership, when it is owned by a public body,
democratically elected. The most common example given in the academia of an
‘ideal public place’ is the Greek agora. The importance of an ‘ideal public space’
and its implications for the present research will be discussed in more detail in the
last part of this chapter. For now, it is important to note that the agora is often
considered a legendary ideal of public space because of the Athenian democracy
that created it. Today, in most societies, the population is far too great for the
Athenian representative democracy to take place and therefore it is asserted here
that if a public place is owned by a publicly accountable body, democratically

elected, then it is as close as possible to the Athenian ideal.

The relation between public space and democracy does not refer only to the issue
of ownership. Public places are considered in different disciplinary fields (i.e.
human geography, history, urban design, architecture) as the places where people
can manifest their rights as citizens and actively participate in the life of the city
(Mitchell, 1995; 2003). One of the important outcomes of this intricate relationship
between public space and democracy is reflected in what can be called transient
public places. These sites have been often quoted as the places where historical
movements happened and status-quos have been overturned. The French
Revolution can hardly be imagined without the taken over of the Bastille or the fall
of the Soviet Union without the demolition of the Berlin Wall. It can be argued

therefore that any part of the human environment can become a public place if
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people appropriate it for a certain time for political reasons. A more recent
example is The Crown Casino complex, in Melbourne, Australia. Although a
heavily guarded private space, for a short while, it became the site for protest in
September 2000 against the World Economic Forum held there (Stevens and
Dovey, 2004). This is also an example of how different meanings can be attached
by different categories of people to a certain place; if for one side, it was a place of
meeting for decision makers and key political actors to discuss world problems, for
the protesters it was as the authors quoted above described it:

“...a symbol of the wealth and intransigence of a globalized privatized
economy under siege.” (Stevens and Dovey, 2004; p. 363)

The particular characteristics of these transient public places will have to be the
subject of a further inquiry, not undertaken here owing to time and resources
limitations. For the American geographer Don Mitchell (2003), they are
quintessential sites for the socio-political life of a city:
“...what makes a space public — a space in which the cry and demand for
the right to the city can be seen and heard — is often not its preordained
“‘publicness.” Rather, it is when, to fulfil a pressing need, some group or
another takes space and through its actions makes it public.” (Mitchell,
2003; p. 35)
In opposition to people taking temporary control of a public place, there is also a
view that the members of the public have given up on being active participants in
public space; they stopped becoming ‘a witness’ and started becoming ‘an
audience’ (Sennett, 1977). Another well known American geographer J.B. Jackson
(1984) reinforces this view and identifies as a key cause for the change in the
‘publicness’ (although he does not use the term as such) of American public
places, the social shift in perceptions of the American people who slowly stopped
to perceive themselves as active citizens in the life of their cities. The issue of
political manifestation as a basic human right in public space will be tackled later,
under the meta-theme of control. For now, it will be concluded that the distinction
between public and private is fundamental to understanding public space. It
appears that an increasing blurring between the two has taken place recently,
resulting in the existence of different degrees of ownership. These will be

presented in the next section.
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3.2.3 Degrees of publicness according to ownership

Following the previous statements on the relationship between public space and
democracy and the importance of the legal status of a site in determining its
‘publicness, the next paragraphs will argue for and describe the existence of

different degrees of publicness regarding the ownership of public places.

Ownership is a key component in Lofland’s (1998) description of public space. The
author defines public space as covering all the legal connections between people
and a site. She continues this explanation by stating that:

“Space that actually belongs to the “public’ does so by dint of being the
property of some government entity — though, of course, not all such public
property allows of public access. On the other hand, much space that is legally
in the hands of private owners is “open to the public” in the sense of access —
saloons, restaurants, malls, theme parks are examples. Government — owned
territory that is open to public access is the most public of public space.
Privately-owned territory that is open to public access is “less” public — though
how much less is always a matter of empirical determination” (Lofland, 1998; p.
210).

If one imagines an axis with ideal public space on one end and ideal private space
at the other, most real places occupy an intermediary position between the two. As
Kohn (2004) states:
“‘Most of the places that we share with strangers are neither public nor
private but exist in a grey area between the two.” (Kohn, 2004; p. 9)
The publicness of public space from the point of view of ownership seems to be a

grey shade and not just a black and white concept (Figure 3.2).

‘very’ private, private spacs

“very’ public, public space

I Figure 3.2. Degrees of publicness according to Ownership

In this respect, the American urban planner Peter Marcuse (2005; p. 778) offers a
scale of six levels of legal ownership on a spectrum that ranges from public to
private ownership, and, for further differentiation, considers the function and the

place’s use:
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e Public ownership/public function/public use (street, square)

e Public ownership/public function/administrative use

e Public ownership/public function/private use (e.g. space leased to commercial
establishments, café terrace)

e Private ownership/public function/public use (e.g. airports, bus stations)

e Private ownership/private function/public use (e.g. shops, cafes, bars,
restaurants)

e Private ownership/private use (e.g. home)

It is considered in this research that the ‘more public’ situation is when a site is
owned by a public body mandated to act in the public/collective interest and
accountable to elected representatives of the community. It is acknowledged that
this position adopted by the researcher has been influenced by the educational
background and personal beliefs that have shaped her formation as an academic.
It is believed here that as a public good and as the quintessential space for the
democratic life of the city a ‘very public public place’ is owned by the people for the
people. The situation is complicated when the role of the state as both public
landlord and regulator is taken into consideration. An example is offered by
Staeheli and Mitchell (2008; p. xxiv) who argue that the public ownership of land is
made problematic because of the Supreme Court decision that when owning land,
the government “...has an obligation to “act like a landlord” (an owner) and not
only as a “sovereign” (a representative of the people). The ‘less public’ situation is
where a site, although opened to the public is owned by a private actor or body.
Intermediate positions exist where ownership is vested in a government arms’
length organisation, a public-private partnership or when it is owned through a BID
type of organisation. he next part is concerned with a description of the second
meta-theme of publicness — physical configuration. Ownership, as the first meta-
theme of publicness, is defined here as:

Ownership refers to the legal status of a parcel of land, as the result of a
purchase. It ranges from absolute public ownership to absolute private
ownership, going through variations of grey shades between these two

extremes.
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3.3 The second meta-theme of publicness: Physical

configuration. Public space — a design object.

3.3.1 Understanding physical configuration

A second distinctive strand of research in the field of public space is concerned
with the physical configuration of public places, comprising the particular
geographical setting of public places and their particular design features. As such,
a distinction can be made between a place’s macro-design — its relationship with
its hinterland, including the routes into it and its connections with its surroundings
(i.e. beyond-the-place) - and its micro-design - the specific design features of the

place itself (i.e. within-the-place).

Regarding macro-design, every public place is part of a greater physical

environment and therefore its location, boundaries and connections are
fundamental for influencing its publicness:

“Places are not local things. They are moments in large-scale things, the
large-scale things we call cities. It is cities that make places. Places do not
make cities. The distinction is vital. We cannot make places without
understanding cities.” (Hillier, 1996, p. 42)

Macro-design can be considered in terms of three key qualities:

Centrality and connectivity. Places that are strategically well-located (i.e. those
with centrality and connectivity) within a city’s movement pattern have greater
potential movement and thus greater potential for different social groups coming
together in space and time (see Hillier, 1996; Porta and Latora, 2008). How the
place itself is designed makes a difference to the density of use but only as a
multiplier of the basic movement pattern. The design of a place matters little in
terms of density of use if it is poorly located within the local movement pattern, as
it is unlikely to ever be well-used unless there are changes in the wider area —
either greater density of uses or changes to the movement network that increase

connectivity and/or reduce severance.
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Visual access. Visual permeability or access is the ability to see into a place.
Various commentators have identified deliberate design strategies obstructing
visual access into a place. Evaluating ‘public’ plazas in central Los Angeles, for
example, Loukaitou-Sideris and Banerjee (1998) found ‘introversion’ and a
‘deliberate fragmentation’ of the public realm, with plazas designed to inhibit visual
access and, thus, to be exclusive. Techniques included places being hidden with
exteriors giving few clues to the place; being isolated from the street; having
street-level access de-emphasised; having major entrances taken through parking
structures; etc. The American scholar Steven Flusty (1997; pp. 48 — 49) describes
this as ‘stealthy space’ — places that cannot be found, are camouflaged or
obscured by intervening objects or level changes - and as ‘slippery space’ - places
that cannot be reached due to contorted, protracted or missing paths of approach.

Thresholds and gateways. Potential access into a place can be obstructed by
thresholds and gateways. These may be largely symbolic and passive (e.qg.
changes of flooring materials or the transition from an open to a roofed place), or
physical and active (e.g. gates or manned checkpoints). The latter is Flusty’s
(1997; pp. 48-49) ‘crusty space’ — places that cannot be accessed, due to
obstructions such as walls, gates, and checkpoints. Thresholds are important
because they become decision points (i.e. whether to proceed further, turn back,
find another route, or, alternatively, whether that individual is denied further
access). The more evident the threshold, the greater its potential significance as a
decision point. Thresholds also relate to physical access — that is, whether the
place is physically available to the public, with physical exclusion being the inability
to access or use the environment, regardless of whether or not it can be seen into.
Physical barriers that exclude — steps, for example, wheelchair users — make the
place less public. The explicit presence of gates and fences can be also seen as a
control measure as it will be pointed out when this meta-theme is discussed later

on in this chapter.

In terms of micro-design, places should be designed in order to support the
different needs of people in public space. These have been identified by Carr et al.
(1992) as ‘passive engagement’, ‘active engagement’, ’discovery’, ‘comfort’ and

‘relaxation’. In the authors’ words, these “must be given concrete expression by
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the designer in a particular social and physical context” (Carr et al., 1992; p. 255).
These will be discussed in depth in the following section, when the animation

meta-theme will be presented.

Although the social and physical context varies from location to location, resulting
in each public place having its own identity and character, there is a consensus
that for a variety of ‘optional’ and ‘social’ activities (Gehl, 1996) to happen, two key
prerequisites should be met in the design of a public place: good opportunities for
sitting and good opportunities for walking:

“‘Public spaces offering many qualities and few disadvantages inspire a
broad spectrum of urban activities. Attractive walking routes and places to
stop along the way encourage foot traffic which in turn promotes social and
recreational activities, because people walking along become inspired to
linger and enjoy the urban scene.” (Gehl and Gemzge, 2000; p. 14).

Two main studies that document the relation between the design of a public place
and its use are the American urbanist William H Whyte's City: Rediscovering the
Centre (1988) and the Danish architect and urban designer Jan Gehl's Life
Between Buildings. Using Public Space (1996). Both authors point out to the
importance of sitting opportunities for the success of a public place:

“Only when opportunities for sitting exist, there can be stays of any
duration. If these opportunities are few or bad, people just walk on by. This
means not only that stays in public space are brief but also that many
attractive and outdoor worthwhile activities are precluded. The existence of
good opportunities for sitting paves the way for the numerous activities that
are prime attractions in public spaces: eating, reading, sleeping, knitting,
playing chess, sunbathing, watching people, talking, and so on.” (Gehl,
1996; p. 157)

“‘Whatever the attractions of a space, it cannot induce people to come and

sit if there is no place to sit.” (Whyte, 1988; p. 112)
Sitting opportunities can be divided in two categories: ‘primary’ or formal seating
referring to the benches and chairs and ‘secondary’ or informal sitting
opportunities such as stairways, pedestals, ledges, steps, plinths etc. (Gehl, 1996;
p. 163). Related to the ubiquitous benches, although their positioning should be
carefully matched to the layout of each site, two characteristics are common for
their successful use: being well positioned and comfortable. In terms of position,
the best situation is when they are placed towards the main viewing landscape

(e.g. the river, the public place) or towards the main pedestrian flow, to allow for
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the common activity of people watching (Whyte, 1988). In terms of comfort,
benches should be designed as to be easy to sit or and stand up from, especially
regarding the more sensitive categories of users: children and older people.
Generally benches with backs - placed ideally at a 95-105 degree angle to the
seat (www.pps.org) — are preferred to the backless variant. Regarding all sitting
types, Whyte (1980) found out that:

“A dimension that is truly important is the human backside. It is a dimension
many architects ignore. Not often will you find a ledge or bench that is deep
enough to be sittable on both sides. Some aren't sittable on one.” (Whyte,
1988; p.114)
Generally, a public place should provide the users with a variety of sitting types “in
order to give all user groups inspiration and opportunity to stay” (Gehl, 1996; p.

161).

Regarding walking opportunities, although it is a subjective choice where and why
one chooses to walk, Gehl’s (1996) studies makes several recommendations:

e Pedestrian traffic is sensitive to the types of pavement; uneven surfaces,
represented by cobblestones, sand or loose gravel have a negative impact
on it;

e Pedestrians tend to choose the shortest distance between the destinations
within an area and when crossing large open spaces, they tend to keep to
the edge;

e The provision of long and straight pedestrian routes should be avoided, as
they can be experienced as a tiresome endeavour; these should be

interrupted by winding areas or small squares.

Apart from offering these two basic types of opportunities, the micro-design of a
public place should also include elements such as sculptures, statues or other
forms of public art, fountains or elements for play which can encourage users to
actively engage with the environment or entice them to discover different public
places. An unusual or interesting physical object within a public place (but also a
stimulating view or a street entertainer) can lead to what William H Whyte called
‘triangulation’ defined as “...the process by which some external stimulus provides
a linkage between people and prompts strangers to talk to each other as if they
were not” (Whyte, 1988; p. 154).
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In addition to these elements of micro-design, the urban design literature
advocates the presence of active frontages that include different shops, theatres,

pubs, restaurants and so on bordering public places:

“Building facades should be designed so that buildings reach out to the street
and offer an ‘active frontage’ onto public space, adding interest and vitality to
the public realm. As windows and doorways suggest a human presence, the
more doors and windows onto public space, the better.” (Carmona et al., 2003;
p. 173)

These allow for a more enjoyable pedestrian experience, create informal
surveillance and add to the vibrancy of a public place through a ‘spill over’ effect.
In Tibbalds’ words (1992):

“...a town or city centre draws its vitality from the activities and uses in the
buildings lining its streets. In this respect the facades and activities provided
at street - level — closest to eye-level - are particularly important. Too often
new buildings have bleak and unfriendly frontages at street level. These
deaden the adjacent area.” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 41)

Apart from these elements, both the macro-design and the micro-design of a
public place, need to take into account the weather conditions. This is a very
important consideration, especially in the cities in northern and Western Europe.
An illustrative comparison is between Stockholm and Copenhagen city centres.
Stockholm has been rebuilt in the 1950s and 1960s with tall buildings and wide
streets which lead to stronger winds, channelled by the main streets, less shade
and a cooler climate. By contrast, Copenhagen city centre retained its low sky line
and “small spaces and crooked streets” that lead to less wind and better sun
angles” (Gehl and Gemzge, 1999; p. 30).

3.3.2. Degrees of publicness according to physical configuration

The ‘more public’ situation regarding macro-design relates to several qualities -
being central and well-connected (on the beaten track) with potential for plenty of
comings-and-goings by different groups; being visually permeable and connected
to the public realm beyond the place itself and not having explicit thresholds, such
as gates and fences. In terms of micro-design, it refers how the design of a public
place supports and encourages animation, when there are different opportunities

for people to sit, walk or actively engage with the environment.
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The ‘less public’ situation relates in terms of macro-design to not having the
advantage of centrality within the movement network (off-the-beaten track)
resulting in few comings-and-goings by different groups, limited visual connection
between the place and the external public realm, and explicit thresholds (e.g.
gates and manned checkpoints) acting as access controls, resulting in a filtered
admission. The consequence is that the place is a de facto ‘fortress’ — a place that,
in different and various ways, is difficult to find, difficult to see into and difficult to
enter. In terms of micro-design, it refers to places that are barren and dull, offering
few and low quality opportunities for people to sit, walk or engage with the
environment in a variety of ways. In Allen’s (2006) words, these are:

.. street-level plazas or squares, which, whilst open and accessible,
are merely places to move through, to cut across, rather than dwell in or
engage with in any meaningful way. Draughty, sterile, primed with
seating designed to move you on, little, according to Sennett,
punctuates these vast empty, ‘public’ caverns other than the sight of
other people on their way to somewhere else.” (Allen, 2006; p. 451)

To conclude, physical configuration, as the second meta-theme of publicness, is

defined as:

Physical configuration refers to the physical characteristics of a
public place as a part of the built environment. It consists of two levels:
macro-design (the choice of locality, connectivity, visibility) and micro-

design (sitting opportunities, walking opportunities, active frontages
etc.)

3.4 The third meta-theme of publicness: Animation. Public space

—a social and anthropological construct.

3.4.1 Understanding animation

A distinct and constant strand in the literature on public space, for the past
decades, focuses on the use of public space and its necessary presence for
fulfilling basic human needs. Renowned writings documenting the different
behaviours and various activities that occur in public settings are in the USA Jane
Jacobs’ Death and Life of Great American Cities (1961) and William H Whyte’s
The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (1980), in Europe, noteworthy is Jan Gehl’s
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study Life Between Buildings (1996) while in Latin America, Setha Low has
researched the use of Costa Rican plazas in her work On the Plaza. The Politics
of Public Space and Culture (2000).

The concept that a human being can only live among and in relation to others
creating as such ‘social life’ has always been a general accepted truth, ever since
Aristotle’s concept of the ‘social animal’. Social life leads to the creation of public
places, the street, the plaza, the museum, the park, the square etc. which become
“artefacts of the social world” (Low, 1997). As such, next to being a legal entity,
and a design object, public space is also a social and anthropological construct, it
is the space where we are in co-presence with the other members of society and
where shared experiences create a link with past and future generations:

“‘Public space is the institutional and material common world, the in-
between space that facilitates co-presence and regulates interpersonal
relationships. By being present in the same place with others, shared
experience of the world becomes possible and a link is made with previous
generations who experienced (or future generations who might experience)
the same physical reality.” (Madanipour, 2003, p. 235)

Public places create the stage where public life unfolds; Zukin (1995) sees them
as the “primary sites of public culture” while Carr et al. (1992) define them as:

“...the common ground where people carry out the functional and ritual
activities that bind a community, whether in the normal routines of daily life
or in periodic festivities.” (Carr et al., 1992; p. xi)

Urban social life is based on what the French philosopher Henri Lefebvre (1996)
describes as ‘social needs’, which, he argues, have been neglected for a long time
in favour of individual needs. For Lefebvre (1996), social needs have “an
anthropological foundation” and must be given priority so that people can enjoy
living in cities:
“Opposed and complimentary, they include the need for security and
opening, the need for certainty and adventure, that of organization of work
and of play, the needs for the predictable and the unpredictable, of similarity
and difference, of isolation and encounter, exchange and investments, of
independence (even solitude) and communication, of immediate and long
term prospects.” (Lefebvre, 1996; p.147)
In more concrete terms, the human needs in particular relation to public space
have been identified by Carr et al. (1992) as ‘comfort’, ‘relaxation’, ‘passive

engagement’, ‘active engagement’, and ‘discovery’. Carmona et al. (2010) add a
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sixth — display, relating to both visibility and self-presentation in public space (see
also Strong and Hénaff, 2001).

Passive engagement. This involves “... the need for an encounter with the setting,
albeit without becoming actively involved” (Carr et al 1992; p. 103). The primary
form of passive engagement is people-watching. Places that respond to this need
are highly animated places, where different people are engaged in various

activities, providing the prospect for passive users to have something ‘to look at'.

Active engagement. This represents a more direct experience with both the place
and the people in it. Carr et al (1992; p. 119) note that, while some find sufficient
satisfaction in people-watching, others desire more direct contact, whether with
friends, family or strangers. The simple proximity of people in space and time does
not ip so facto mean they will spontaneously interact. Whyte (1980, p.19) found
out that New York’s plazas were ‘not ideal places’ for ‘striking up acquaintances’,
and that, even in the most sociable, there was ‘not much mingling’. The
coincidence of people in time and space does, nevertheless, provide opportunities
(affordances) for contact and social interaction. Gehl (1996, p.19) refers to ‘varied
transitional forms’ between being alone and being together and suggests a scale
of ‘intensity of contact’ ranging from ‘close friendships’ to ‘friends’, ‘acquaintances’,
‘chance contacts’ and ‘passive contacts’. If activity in the spaces between
buildings is missing, then the lower end of this contact scale also disappears. Well-
animated places provide opportunities for varying degrees of engagement, and
also the potential to disengage or withdraw from contact.

Discovery and display. Representing the desire for new experiences, ‘discovery’
depends on both variety and change. Discovery may require some sense of
unpredictability and even danger, whether real or imagined, with various
commentators (Sennett, 1990; Shields, 1991; Zukin, 1995; Lovatt and O’Connor,
1995; Hajer and Reijndorp, 2001) highlighting the value of ‘liminality’ - places
formed in the interstices of everyday life and outside ‘normal’ rules, where different
cultures meet and interact - which, in different ways, bring together disparate

activities and users, creating valuable exchanges and connections.
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Comfort and relaxation. Even though these are more subjective needs of people in
public places, making people feel comfortable in a certain urban setting is a key
feature of building successful public places and on the whole, more liveable cities
(Carr et al., 1992; Tibbalds, 1992). In their Public Places, Urban Spaces (2003),
Carmona et al. state:

“‘Comfort is a prerequisite of successful public spaces. The length of time

people stay in a public space is a function and an indicator of its comfort.”

(Carmona et al., 2003; p. 165)
They find that the feeling of comfort is based on three elements: environmental
factors, physical comfort and social and psychological comfort. Carr et al. (1992)
suggest that relaxation is a more complex state, implying both psychological and
physical comfort. Although it is recognized that the feeling of psychological and
social comfort is relative to the different categories of users, a key prerequisite for
a comfortable experience of a place is the feeling of safety. A diverse and lively
public place, where different activities take place and different people are engaged
in various ways with the environment and ‘the others’, creates the safety that Jane
Jacobs (1961) referred to as ‘eyes on the street’. As Tibbalds (1992) describes it:

“‘We all experience discomfort or unease in certain urban situations. Whilst
many people seek solitude in a rural environment, in an urban one the
absence of people can, at best, make for a miserable or dull environment
and, at worst, create threat, alarm or panic in the solitary wanderer. (...)
Particularly for women, the young, the old, the frail and the timid, the
prospect — real or imagined — of aggression, mugging, rape and other
crimes against the person, lurks at every deserted street corner and on
every near empty bus or train.” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 27)
It is a fine balance between a comfortable and safe public place and an active,
interesting and vibrant one. The more diverse the users, the more some might feel
threatened by certain groups (teenagers, young men of a different ethnicity,
homeless etc.) but the more organised, surveyed and staged a place is, the more
it loses that key quality of being a place where strangers come together and
interact. Therefore it is supported here that a public place is more public when
there is a diversity of people engaged in a variety of activities - when different

needs of various users are met.

Regarding the activities performed in public places, Jan Gehl’s (1996) extensive
research on the use of public space has proved an invaluable source for the

present study. He divides the people’s activities in public space, which reflect the
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needs presented above, in three broad categories: necessary activities — going to
work or to school; optional activities — that imply activities facilitated by a
favourable coexistence of time and space conditions; they are activities such as
walking, cycling, watching the street etc. The third type of activities consists of
resultant or social activities which imply the interaction of ‘one’ with ‘the others’ in
public space. Irrespective of the quality of the built environment, necessary
activities take place while, by contrast, only when the design quality of the public
space is high, optional and social activities increase in number and duration. There
is a close connection therefore between the physical configuration and animation
dimensions. It was presented in the previous section how a centrally located and
well-connected public place will attract more users while micro—design elements
such as sitting or walking opportunities are a prerequisite for the performance of a

wide variety of activities in public places.

Through detailed anthropological studies of public places, e.g. Setha Low’s (2000)
work on the South American plazas, one can gain an in-depth understanding of
the social life of a certain group of people, in a specific social environment and for
a particular time period. It is proposed here that on a smaller scale in order to
analyse the publicness of a public place in terms of animation, one must
understand and measure how and by whom a public place is used, in other words

to grasp if it is a vibrant arena for public life or is a deserted, empty place.

3.4.2 Degrees of publicness according to animation

The ‘more public’ situation in terms of animation refers to the copresence of a high
diversity of users, engaged in a wide variety of activities. The view adopted here
by the researcher is that the larger the number of people and the more diverse the
public, in terms of both characteristics (age, ethnicity, sex etc.) and activities
performed, then there is a higher potential for a vibrant and rich public life. This
theoretical position is based on the researcher embracing the ideas that a vibrant
and rich public life is intrinsically a ‘good’ thing - a measure and a reflection of a
healthy society. This view is similar to the one proposed by the American scholars
Franck and Paxson (1989):

“Public spaces vary in the degree of publicness they poses and exhibit: the
greater the diversity of people and activities allowed and manifested in a
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space, the greater its publicness. Diversity of people includes variation in
age, race, ethnicity, gender, and ‘otherness’, that is, other variations in
appearance or behaviour.(...) The concept of publicness is based on the
assumption that face-to-face interaction between diverse types of people is
valuable and that many different public spaces should provide for such
interaction or, at least, for the copresence of such diversity.” (Franck and
Paxson, 1989; p.131)

Likewise, Mean and Tims (2005), in their study of public places in three cities,
Cardiff, Preston and Swindon argue that:
‘What made the spaces public was not their ownership status, physical
design or aesthetic appearance. Instead, we found that a much better guide
to whether a particular space is valued as a public space is whether it was
actively used and shared by different individuals and groups.” (Mean and
Tims, 2005; p. 44)
It has to be kept in mind though, that although certain public places are created for
specific categories of uses and users (e.g. children’s playgrounds, skate parks,
tennis courts etc.), here the focus lies on public places designed with the general
public in mind and not for a specific group. Also, the attention here is placed on
‘convivial’ public places, “places where people can be sociable and festive”
(Shaftoe, 2008) as opposed to restorative public places, which are designed
mostly for relaxation. The ‘less public’ situation is when there is a low number of
people (or a homogenous public) engaged in few activities, often ‘necessary
activities’ (Gehl, 1996), and they can be equated to what Richard Sennett (1974)

called ‘dead public space’.

To conclude, animation is understood in this research as referring to the use of a
public place. Although each public place has its own particular rhythms and
patterns of use, there is a common view that a highly public, public place, is
characterised by a wide range of activities and by a diverse public, while deserted
or underused public places are less public. The definition of animation as the third

meta-theme of publicness is:

Animation refers to the practical expression of human needs in public

places — to the actual use of a place. The ‘more public’ public places,

in terms of animation, are those characterised by a vibrant public life

expressed in a wide range of activities performed by a large number
and a high diversity of users.
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3.5 The fourth meta-theme of publicness: Control. Public space —

a political reality.

3.5.1 Understanding control

A fourth strand of research is focused on the key function of public space - to be
the arena where people can be part of the life of the city and can express and
manifest their basic human rights — freedom of access, of speech, of assembly
etc. A large part of the literature on public space is concerned with the increase in
regulations and control measures in many public places across the USA, Europe
and other locations around the world. This fourth dimension of publicness is called

control.

A step has already been made towards acknowledging that there is a strong
connection between politics and public space in examining the relationship
between democracy and public space. Issues of ‘individual freedom’ vs. ‘public
freedom’ (Arendt, 1958) and of human rights that should be allowed free
expression in public space (Mitchell, 2003) complicate the relationship between
the realm of politics and public space. Often, when it is stated that the quality of a
public space has diminished, what is actually meant is that certain rights of ‘the
people’, guaranteed by the ‘public’ status quo of the place they occupy, are
infringed. An example is offered by Mitchell (1995), who presents the debate
concerning People’s Park in Berkley, where the politics of public space were
represented by the two opposite visions of what the park meant as a public space.
On one hand, “activists and the homeless people who used the Park promoted a
vision of a space marked by free interaction and the absence of coercion by
powerful institutions” (Mitchell, 1995; p. 128) while the representatives of the
University of California, which owned the park thought of it as an “open space for
recreation and entertainment, subject to usage by an appropriate public that is
allowed in” (Mitchell, 1995; p.128).

Margaret Kohn, in Brave New Neighbourhoods (2004), describes the frequent
breach of the First Amendment in different legal decisions taken in the USA to limit
the rights of people in public places. One of the most striking examples is the 1990
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case United States v. Kokinda. In this law suit, the Supreme Court found that the
sidewalk outside the post-office was not a ‘traditional public forum’ because the
post office was run ‘like a business” and “...it was forbidden to political activists to
set up an information table along its sidewalks” (Kohn, 2004; p. 52). This was a
very important matter because to get an initiative on the ballot groups had to
gather signatures, including a certain percentage from the voting population. In a
country where supermarkets forbid petitioners access, and many automobile-
oriented suburbs have no other public gathering places, the space in front the post
office was one of the few places of political expression. In the words of Arthur
Spitzer, Legal Director of the ACLU, in this legal case:
"Sidewalks and similar outdoor areas open to the public, where people meet
and greet each other, are also areas where people have the constitutional
right to exchange political information and to seek signatures on petitions.”
(Kohn, 2004; p. 53)
In the quest undertaken here to understand, define and describe the publicness of
public space, the complex relation between public space and politics means two
things. On one hand, in order to analyse a specific public place, the chain of
political decisions that lead to its creation must be traced. This is related to the fact
that each public place is a result of a development process and its publicness is a
historical reality, as described in more detail in the next chapter. On the other
hand, regarding the publicness of a public place as a cultural reality, the
researcher should observe and investigate the control measures and policies that
are put in place and that affect the overall publicness of a site. The following
paragraphs demonstrate how, on a world-wide scale, the theme of control is
gaining more and more importance and describe the main modes of control in

public space.

3.5.2 Modes of control in public space

The contemporary practices of securitizing public space (Atkinson, 2003; Raco,

2003; Flusty, 2001; Zukin, 1995) seem to fall into two broad categories: the

management and the design of public space (Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3 Modes of control in public space

Regarding the management of public space, different policies and measures have
been adopted in order to minimise the possible dangerous outcomes that derive
from public space as a space that hosts difference, unexpected encounters and
freedom of expression. They range on a broad scale from ‘hard’ to ‘soft’ methods.

This will now be discussed.

3.5.2.1 Hard methods of control in public places management

The “zero — tolerance policy”

This policy was adopted by New York’s former mayor Rudy Giuliani who called for
the police aid in punishing minor criminal behaviours and pursuing all the
‘unwanted’ and the ‘undesirables’, considered a danger to society, from public

places:

“Giuliani identified certain groups - homeless people, panhandlers,
prostitutes, squeegee cleaners, and graffiti artists — as ‘enemies within’ and
as instrumental in fostering an ecology of fear among those he considered
decent, honest New Yorkers. In response, he ordered New York Police
Department officers to pursue with “zero tolerance” those groups perceived to
be a genuine threat to the “quality of urban life” for the moral majority.”
Macleod, 2002; p. 29)

The policy was influenced by the theory of “broken windows” (Wilson and Kelling,

1982) which states that minor crimes can start a cascading effect and eventually
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lead to much more serious felonies. Even though the crime rates have dropped
remarkably in New York, it is questionable if this was due solely to the “zero-
tolerance policy” and was not a broader phenomenon in American cities related to
economic changes and rates of drug use (Atkinson, 2003). This approach to
policing public space stems from an understanding of power as the force used by

few to control the many which leads to exclusion and discrimination.

Similar policies have been attempted in Britain as well, in order to diminish
negative behaviours in public places. Operation Spotlight was introduced in
Glasgow in 1996 in order to deal with violence, drinking on the streets and
begging:
“Through Operation Spotlight, introduced in 1996, the force aims to tackle the
following areas: carrying of weapons, vandalism, truancy, underage drinking,
sporting events, litter and licensed premises, street robberies, parks and
public places and drinking in public.” (Atkinson, 2003; p. 1837)
Other examples of 'hard' methods of controlling behaviour in public space in the

UK are the smoking ban or the drinking ban in cities like Glasgow.

The use of CCTV cameras

It has become a common practice in cities across the world, to use CCTV (Close
Circuit Television) to control public places, especially in the United Kingdom, which
accounts for one in five cameras in the world - with one camera for every fifteen
inhabitants of London (Van Melik et al., 2007). Many of the writers evaluating the
success of CCTV cameras in reducing the level of street crime (Fyfe and
Bannister, 1996; Koskela, 2000; Raco, 2003) have argued that the technology
does not erase but merely displaces crime to the more remote areas of the city
where there is no electronic surveillance. The problem that this generates is the
need for growing surveillance until potentially all areas of the city are ‘covered’ by
the electronic eye of the camera, which leads to predictions of a dystopian,
sombre future:

“The displacement effect itself has perversely provided a reason to set up
more and more surveillance units suggesting a logical end-point in which
universal observation is made possible.” (Atkinson, 2003; p. 1833)
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Another problem with the use of this method of managing public space is pointed
out by Koskela (2000). She argues that the increase in electronic surveillance has
undergone a shift in its usage. From a device used for the protection of private
property or of top secret institutions, it has become a ‘policing’ method of public
space:
“....surveillance has emerged as a means of reducing crime and the fear of
crime. It not only aims to protect property but also tries to reduce violence
and to achieve better safety and inviolability for people. Indeed, in European
countries surveillance has become more common in publicly accessible
spaces.” (Koskela, 2000; p. 245)
Therefore, CCTV has shifted from being used as a tool to protect goods to a
method of observing pedestrians’ behaviour; it has become ‘an eye on the street’,
but of a different kind than what Jane Jacobs (1961) envisaged. This brings to
attention a serious problem that the extensive use of close circuit television
creates. If, for centuries, safety in public spaces in the city was based on the very
existence of ‘the public’, on people watching other people, now the use of
surveillance cameras poses questions like: Who is watching? Why are they
watching? Am | being watched? The role assigned to CCTV cameras is not only to
observe criminal behaviours but also to diminish them by making people aware
that someone is constantly watching; the city comes closer to Jeremy Bentham’s
idea of the ‘panopticon’

“...as the prisoner is visible, so are the signs of control since the prisoners will
always be able to see the tower from which they are watched. Accordingly,
citizens in urban space will see surveillance cameras positioned in visible
places, and this will constantly remind them of their own visibility.” (Koskela,
2000; pp. 252 - 253)

BIDs (Business Improvement Districts)

BIDs were presented in the first part of this chapter, under the meta-theme of
ownership. But apart from providing maintenance services, these forms of public-
private partnerships often hire private guards to patrol the commercial areas
(Nemeth and Schmidt, 2007). The French scholar Franck Vindevoegel (2005)
reports that in New York City between 350 and 400 private guards work for BIDs.
Due to their power of regulating begging and petty crime, BIDs take therefore the
role of local courts of justice. The major impact of these new forms of public-

private partnerships is that they ‘erode’ the publicness of the public places they
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administrate. In this case, power is in the hands of a few who follow commercial
interests and can legally use it to create ‘safer’ streets by eliminating the

‘unwanted’.

Even though the importance of having accessible and ‘safe’ public places is not
denied here, the idea of placing legal power entirely in the hands of private actors
seems to dissolute the meaning of ‘publicness’. The justification for BIDs is that
they aim at improving public places by maintaining them clean and safe; the
danger lies in asking what ‘safe’ means: safe for whom? Safe from whom? The
scenario might easily turn into the following:

“In Urry’s (1995) terms, creating safe, aesthetically pleasing spaces requires
the removal of ‘social pollutants’ — those individuals and groups whose
(co)presence may threaten the perceived and aesthetic quality of an urban
space.” (Raco, 2003; p. 1870)

3.5.2.2 Soft methods of control in public places management

‘The mosquito’

One of the methods of preventing young people gathering in public places is a
device that emits “...ultrasonic noise, said to be audible only to people under age
25” (Van Melik et al., 2007; p. 28). It has been called ‘the mosquito’ and can be
considered a ‘soft’ method of making public space safer by preventing young
people gathering and creating disturbance. It shows though that more and more
public places are built to a certain idea of ‘sanitised’, safe and controlled space
where only certain social groups, in this case, defined by age can gather. This
contradicts the idea that public space should be a democratic space that allows for

the presence of and free use by all those who wish to enter it.

Police partnerships

Another example of ‘soft’ measures of controlling public space is the new policy
requirement that police forces work in partnership with communities and other
organisations to tackle crime. This has been enforced in the UK by the Crime and

Disorder Act 1998 “...which imposes a statutory requirement on local authorities,
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local police forces, health authorities and other agencies to formulate strategies for
their areas through partnership” (Raco, 2003; p. 1872). Later on, in 2003, the UK
Home Office launched the National Reassurance Policing Programme which was
meant to tackle crime and anti-social behaviour (Millie and Herrington, 2005). As
part of this project, both close cooperation between the police and local
communities and the police working in partnership with other agencies were
considered key in contributing to the creation of a better social and physical
environment (Millie and Herrington, 2005). This way of seeing the policing of public
space as co-operation among different parties is in opposition with the “zero-
tolerance policy” and reflects an understanding of power as a co-operative force
that brings people from different domains of action together in making decisions
about the social environment:

“The governance of public spaces in general and of begging in particular has
proliferated into a partnership of agencies who are tackling different
dimensions of the problem such as tourism offices, economic development
agencies, police, environmental health and town centre management.”
(Atkinson, 2003; p. 1838)
The subject of the policing of public space begs a much more in depth study. What
should be kept in mind from the above discussion is that there is a wide array of

different methods of controlling public places, ranging from hard to soft ones.

Apart from these methods of controlling public places related to management
techniques, there is also an increasing prevalence of measures of control
imbedded in the design of public places. These can be argued as being
manifestations of what has been called the “architecture of fear” (Kohn, 2004).
Varying from overt ones to more manipulative design modes, these methods lie at
the boundary between the meta-themes of control and physical configuration and

will be briefly touched upon in the following paragraphs.

3.5.2.3 Overt measures of controlling public places by design

Gates and fences

Gates and fences are not a new presence in the built environment and they have

been discussed as measures to diminish visibility and accessibility in public places
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when the macro-design of public places was tackled. They can also be understood
as a measure of control, when they are used in order to conceal access to some
areas that “are known only to — and hence are only supposed to be found by —
exceptional privileged people” (Koskela, 2002; p. 249). Flusty (2001) discusses the
growing tendency to use fences to enclose parks and public places in the USA, by
using the examples of Hancock Park and the local television studio, both located

in Los Angeles. The park was an open public place when the author was a child
and has gradually been enclosed throughout the 1990s. The television station was
built in 1999 as a highly walled building, dominated by a new “dramatic arched
entranceway to their facility, fitted with massive swinging steel gates” (Flusty,
2001; p. 659).

The use of ‘sadistic street furniture’ (Davis, 1992)

Recently, a whole array of new ways to prevent the ‘unwanted’ lingering in public
places has been changing the appearance of benches, bus stops, and flat
surfaces with the overall effect of making people uncomfortable. The Dutch
authors Van Melik et al. (2007) give the example of spiked metal bars that prevent
people from sitting on ledges, benches with multiple armrests so that people
cannot sleep on them and sprinkler systems that are used to scare people away
from certain places. Atkinson (2003; p. 1834) argues that some changes are
“logical and useful developments” like climb-proof paint and vandal-proof lights but
he disagrees with the “bum-proof’ benches that prevent being slept on or with the
tilted seats in bus stops that have been designed to stay dry but to allow only a
brief use. The author argues that these ‘improvements’ are actually “...’designing
out’ the already socially excluded” (Atkinson, 2003; p. 1834).

3.5.2.4 Covert measures of controlling public places by design

In parallel with these straightforward and obvious ways of designing control in
public places, John Allen (2006) points out that there are also more subtle ways
through which power can be embedded in the design of urban space. He puts
forward the concept of ‘ambient power’, referring to the ways in which some

places, through a certain atmosphere that has been intentionally created, ‘seduce’
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the public into entering and using them. The case study he employs is the Sony
Centre on Potsdamer Platz in Berlin which, through its inner plaza, creates “the
feel of a public space” (Allen, 2006; p. 447). The space is privately owned but
leaves the impression of an open, non-exclusionary space, where multiple
choices, all linked with Sony technology, are offered to the public. It is a more
subtle way of controlling behaviours in spaces of consumerism, such as malls and
shopping centres. In these privately owned public places, control can be
expressed in more obvious ways, with guards banning the access of people who
are considered ‘inappropriate’, for example young people wearing ‘hoodies’ in the
Bluewater retail centre in Kent, UK (Millie, 2009) or where certain behaviours like
wearing a T-shirt with the logo “Give peace a chance” in the Crossgate Mall in
New York, USA, was considered a criminal offence (Kohn, 2004). Opposite to this,
in the Sony Centre, power works in more subtle ways, through seduction: people
have the choice of entering or not and once inside they can choose to consume —
visually or financially — the world of Sony products or they can simply leave. Dovey
(1999) argues that power is the more effective, the more subtly it is embedded in
the built environment and the more people are ignorant of its presence:
“Most people, most of the time, take the built environment for granted. (...)
The more that the structures and representations of power can be
embedded in the framework of everyday life, the less questionable they
become and the more effectively they can work.” (Dovey, 1999; p. 2)
To conclude, there is a close relationship between public space and control. Public
space, as the archetypal space for freedom of expression, has the quality of
fostering arbitrary interaction among people, the spontaneous and the unexpected
social encounter, which, in itself, makes it a much more ‘uncontrolled space” than
other urban spaces:

“Public space engenders fears, fears that derive from the sense of public
space as uncontrolled space, as a space in which civilization is
exceptionally fragile.”(Mitchell, 2003; p. 13)

Today, there is an increasing tendency of controlling new public places with the
result of creating environments where the potential for unpredictable social
encounters, the basis for a healthy public life, is more and more diminished. This
has translated in a large array of modes of control related both to the management

and the design of public places. As pointed out in this section and in the first part
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of this chapter, there is a close connection between the privatisation of public

space and the increase in the modes and measures of control.

3.5.3 Degrees of publicness according to control

As there are various modes of controlling public space, ranging from hard or overt
ones to more subtle and covert types, it can also be seen how this meta-theme

varies from a ‘more public’ to a ‘less public’ situation.

In relation to control, the ‘more public’ situation relates to freedom through the
absence of an explicit control presence. In an early essay, Kevin Lynch (1965)
argued that ‘open’ spaces (note open rather than public) were open to the “
freely chosen and spontaneous actions of people” (Lynch, 1965, p. 396). He later
argued that free use of open space may “... offend us, endanger us, or even
threaten the seat of power”, but is also one of our ‘essential values’ (Lynch and
Carr, 1979, p. 415). Lynch and Carr (1979) support the principle of freedom in
public space, arguing that:

“We prize the right to speak and act as we wish. When others act more

freely, we learn about them, and thus about ourselves. The pleasure of

an urban space freely used is the spectacle of those peculiar ways, and

the chance of an interesting encounter.” (Lynch and Carr, 1979; p. 415)
In respect to this, it was decided that in an ideal world, a perfect public space
would not need the presence of any form of control (police or CCTV) as
people would survey each other; in other words there would always be ‘eyes
on the street’ as the famous American urban scholar Jane Jacobs described
in The Life and Death of Great American Cities (1961). It is not denied here
the importance and role of police in the contemporary civil society; what is

asserted is that an ideal public space will not need a visible control presence.

Intermediate situations relate to what Loukaitou-Sideris and Banerjee (1998; pp.

183-185) term ‘soft’ or ‘passive’ control focuses on ‘symbolic restrictions’,
passively discouraging undesirable activities. John Allen (2006, p. 441) offers a
similar definition, noting that “... one could be forgiven for thinking that power is

largely about guards or gates or that it is present through surveillance techniques
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....", he highlights the role of ‘ambient power’ in public places, discussed above,
meaning:

. something about the character of an urban setting — a particular
atmosphere, a specific mood, a certain feeling — that affects how we
experience it and which, in turn, seeks to induce certain stances which
we might otherwise have chosen not to adopt.” (Allen, 2006; p. 441)

Many commentators give a flavour of the ‘less public’ situation. Oc and Tiesdell

(1999), for example, identified four approaches to creating safer environments.*

Control corresponds to what they term ‘the panoptic approach’, featuring explicit

control of space, an explicit policing presence (especially the presence of security

guards); CCTV systems as tools of control; covert surveillance systems; exclusion
of people/groups and the erosion of civil liberties. The American scholars Németh
and Schmidt (2007; pp. 288-291) discuss control in terms of ‘surveillance and
policing’, highlighting such features as (lack of) public ownership or management;
security cameras; the presence of (primary) security personnel; and the presence
of secondary security personnel. Similarly, for Loukaitou-Sideris and Banerjee

(1998; pp. 183 — 185), ‘hard’ or ‘active’ control uses vigilant private security

officers, surveillance cameras and express regulations either prohibiting certain

activities from happening or allowing them subject to the issue of permits,
programming, scheduling, or leasing. Control also relates to Flusty’s ‘jittery space’

- places that cannot be used unobserved due to active monitoring by roving patrols

and/or surveillance technologies (Flusty 1997; pp. 48 — 49).

To conclude, control, as the fourth meta-theme of publicness, is defined here as:

Control refers to the different measures taken to limit the individual
freedom and the political manifestations of the members of a certain
social group, when they are present in a public place. It refers both to
measures taken as part of the management of public places and to
methods imbedded in the design of public place.

! Control often purports to be about safety, but it is often the safety of property (and hence of an investment) rather than
of people. Oppressive control is not the sole provenance of the private sector, but can be by the State — albeit it would
typically be the State acting in a private interest.
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3.6 The fifth meta-dimension of publicness: Civility. Caring for

public space.

3.6.1 Understanding civility

A fifth strand of research, less obvious than the others but of equal importance, is
concerned with the maintenance of the public places, after their production
process ends. Therefore, civility involves caring for and maintaining public places;
it involves both the presence and activity of cleaners, maintenance workers, park
rangers etc. but also the people’s behaviour towards a place.

“A good environment and an attractive public realm are not just created by
professional specialists — architects, town planners, engineers, landscape
architects and so on — or even just by the patrons of those professionals.
They are created and maintained by the love and care of the people who
live and work in a town or city.” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 100)

Civility refers to how a public place is cared for and maintained so that a positive
and welcoming ambience is cultivated:

“Incivilities, or the improper use of public space, are assumed to hold a
cumulative and detrimental impact, denying access to and enjoyment of
public space facilities (such as park benches and public lavatories) by the
respectable majority.” (Banister et al., 2006; p. 924)

Madanipour (2004) also refers to the image of a public place that should not be
marked by litter and decay so that it conveys a negative impression of the place,:

“...In any case, the result of neglect by public authorities and residents is
clear: a public environment that tends to be shabby and dilapidated. This
degrades the quality of life in the neighbourhood, contributes to the
negative image of an area and undermines the chances of social and
economic improvement.” (Madanipour, 2004; p. 279)

A key quality here is that the place appears to be cared for. It can be noticed that
civility is closely related to the dimension of animation, but also, regarding UK
policies for the past decades under the government of New Labour, to the
dimensions of control and physical configuration:

“...in the complex intermingling of social and urban policy which has
characterised the government’s approach to ‘respect’ and ‘incivility’, an
important tension is emerging between the attempts to create the
‘respectable’ city, centred around policies of zero tolerance towards anti-
social behaviour and the physical restructuring of urban space to create
boulevards, plazas and gentrified enclaves, and the ‘respectful’ city, where
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following Sennett (2003, p. 52), we take “the needs of others seriously”.
(Banister et al., 2006; p. 920)

This is the most difficult dimension to delineate. Civility is another ‘slippery term’,
which had been loosely defined in both the academic and policy literature
(Banister et al., 2006). The concept of ‘civility’ is understood more than often as a
respectful way of interacting with other members of ‘the public’:

“‘While consideration of others in interpersonal relations, manners,
politeness, and “proper” deportment are central to the study of civility, the
concept has been extended, especially in the political sphere, to
encompass civility in the conduct of public and civic affairs, and the conduct
in discourse on policies and programmes for the commonweal of
communities and states.” (Ferriss, 2002; p. 377)

There is a distinct tension in the dimension of civility related to the fragile balance

between an ‘ordered’ and a ‘controlled’ public. Kohn (2004; p. 3) highlights this

core tension between commentators calling for “... more civility and vigorous
enforcement of community norms in the form of policing and laws against begging
and loitering ...” and others “... arguing that the vitality of public space comes from
its diversity, heterogeneity, and even its disruptive quality.” Lynch and Carr (1979)
identified four key public space management tasks, suggesting the close relation
between control and civility, seen here as the two complimentary sides of the

management of public space:

e Distinguishing between ‘harmful’ and ‘harmless’ activities - controlling the
former without constraining the latter.

e Increasing the general tolerance toward free use, while stabilising a broad
consensus of what is permissible.

e Separating, in time and space, the activities of groups with a low tolerance for
each other.

¢ Providing ‘marginal places’ where extremely free behaviour can go on with little

damage.

Civility thus involves awareness of and respect for other people’s use of public
space (see Boyd, 2006; Philips and Smith, 2006; Banister et al. 2006). This
requires recognition that freedom of action in public space is a ‘responsible’

freedom. According to Carr et al. (1992, p. 152), it involves “... the ability to carry
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out the activities that one desires, to use a place as one wishes but with the
recognition that a public space is a shared space”. Civility is also necessarily
associated with incivility and incivilities, which La Grange et al. (1992; p. 312)
define as “... low level breaches of community standards that signal an erosion of

conventionally accepted norms and values” (see also Ellickson, 1996).

As well as behavioural norms, civility also relates to the maintenance and
cleansing regimes employed. Lack of adequate maintenance can precipitate a
spiral of decline. As the American academics Wilson and Kelling’s (1982; p. 31)
broken windows theory of crime prevention contends: “... one unrepaired window
is a signal that no one cares, and so breaking more windows costs nothing.”
Although very influential in policing practices in New York, Chicago and Los
Angeles, the empirical work undertaken by Harcourt and Ludwig has shown that
“there appears to be no good evidence that broken windows policing reduces
crime” (Harcourt and Ludwig, 2006, p. 316).

Therefore, civility is understood here as the way a space is kept, cleaned and
maintained. It resonates with Francis Tibbalds’ (1992) use of the term after-care:

“Looking after towns and cities also includes after-care — caring about litter,
fly-posting, where cars are parked, street cleansing, maintaining paved
surfaces, street furniture, building facades and caring for trees and planting.
After - care matters every bit as much as getting the design right in the first
place.” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 7)

A dilapidated, dirty and poorly cared for public place will lead to a lesser degree of
use and to becoming a ‘no go area’. Tibbalds (1992) describes this as following:

‘Lack of maintenance or poor maintenance in the public realm can also
significantly harm perceptions of a place. Street furniture and paving
materials must be chosen for their robust, enduring qualities, but they must
also be looked after. A brick paved street must not be patched with asphalt.
Knocked-down bollards should be quickly re-erected. Graffiti must be
quickly cleaned off or painted out.” (Tibbalds, 1992; p. 74)

3.6.2 Degrees of publicness according to civility

Civility’s ‘more public’ situation corresponds to an environment that looks pristine,
tidy, in a good state of repair, with well-maintained greenery. It is nevertheless

acknowledged that an over-management of public places could lead to sterile
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environments that could deter users because they are ‘too clean’ and ‘too organised’.
Nevertheless, the quality and amount of lighting at night can influence a site’s
publicness, especially those public places that are meant to be used on a 24 hour
basis. A key element included in civility is the presence of public toilets, both a
prerequisite for the cleanliness of the environment and for attracting users from
different age categories that are more sensitive to this, for example children and the

elderly.

The ‘less public’ situations are where places are either over-managed or under-
managed (Carmona, 2010a). Carmona (2010a; p. 125) observes how many critics,
particularly practice-based critics, focus on what they see as under-management,
painting a picture of “... a rubbish strewn, poorly designed and insecure public
realm.” Attributing under-management to a series of causes, he categorises its
consequences as ‘neglected space’, ‘invaded space’, ‘exclusionary space’,
‘segregated space’, and ‘domestic, third and virtual space’. The response to
under-management can be a perverse swing towards over-management, which is
also widely criticised in Carmona’s categorisation; its consequences are ‘privatised
space’, ‘consumption space’, ‘invented space’, and ‘scary space’. Because both
over - and under-management deter at least some publics, each makes a place
less public.

To conclude, the fifth meta-theme of publicness, civility is defined here as:

Civility refers to the overall cleanliness and tidiness of a public

place, including those elements that are key in making a public

place an inviting and attractive area (bins, green areas, public
toilets, etc.).

3.7 Defining an ideal public space as a standard of publicness

Five key dimensions of ‘publicness’ have been presented, differentiated for the
purpose of this theoretical endeavour into five meta-themes: ownership, physical
configuration, animation, control and civility (Figure 3.4). Through their synergic
interaction, where the sum of all is greater than the parts added together, they
create the publicness of public space. They vary from a ‘more public’ to ‘less

public’ situation (Figure 3.5).
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Figure 3.4 The theoretical Star Model of Publicness

More public - Less public
Publicly owned space with public use OWNERSHIP Privately owned space with public use
Well-connected/located within the Poorly connected/located within the
movement system (i.e. on-the-beaten- movement system (i.e. off-the-beaten-
track); strong visual connection to external PHYSICAL track); poor visual connection with
public realm beyond space; without CONEIGURATIO external public realm; with explicit
obvious entrances and thresholds; a wide N entrances and thresholds; narrow range
range of supports for a wide range of of supports creating a limited potential
activities for activities
A large and diverse public engaged in a Dead public space: few people
variety of activities ANIMATION engaged in few activities
Free use and a comforting police Overt and oppressive control presence
presence - human and electronic surveillance;
CONTROL highly visible security presence
Cared-for; well-kempt; inviting Untidy, vandalised, dirty and uninviting
CIVILITY

Figure 3.5 Descriptors of ‘more public’ and ‘less public’ for each meta-dimension
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Public ownership of a site means that the place is ‘owned’, in a way, by all
members of the society and is, in principle, open to all members of ‘the public’, no
matter how one defines that public. It means that decisions about its use and
accessibility are subject to some form of public accountability. Public ownership
creates the potential for all members of the public to be present in a public place.
High connectivity and visual permeability enable greater access into a public
place, while specific elements of design support different activities, responding to
different needs of people in public places. The absence of oppressive control
allows for a freer and therefore more diverse use of a public place. A more civil
place — one that is well lit, clean, green and inviting, will attract a greater number
and diversity of users. A more animated place, where a variety of activities are
performed by a large and diverse public will also designate a more public place.

Therefore in this research public space is defined as:

the concept referring to all public areas, that are publicly owned by
democratically elected bodies, well connected in the surrounding urban grid
and designed according to principles that foster activity and social
interaction, used by a large and diverse public in a variety of ways,
controlled in an non oppressive manner and characterised by an inviting

and tidy atmosphere.

The definition illustrates the common understanding found by the researcher of
what constitutes a ‘very public’ public place today in the UK and in the Western
world generally. In other words, this can be understood as an ideal public space,
illustrating a standard of publicness that all public places should strive to attain,
and in relation to which they can be measured potentially. It should be noted
though that the over management of public places (Carmona et al, 2008) can lead
to sterile and deserted urban landscapes. These public places give the impression

of being ‘too clean’ and therefore deter potential users from appropriating them.

Many statements on the existence, quality and even the dissolution of ‘public
space’ imply that the notion of an ‘ideal public space’ has always existed,
informing the creation of real public places. When referring to an ‘ideal’ of public
space, the example often used in most writings is the Greek agora (Madanipour,
2003; Carr et al.,, 1992; Mitchell, 1995). This could not be used though as a
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standard for the publicness of new public places as it was created in a completely
different time period, with a different conceptualisation of what publicness is. The
American Geographer Don Mitchell (1995) points out that in the agora, freedom of
speech was only allowed for the male Athenian citizens, with at least three
generations of ancestors of Athenian origin and denied to women, slaves and
foreigners. Today, slavery has long been abolished, human rights are (or at least
are supposed to be) guaranteed in many Anglo-Saxon and Western societies,
women have gained equal rights to men while globalisation, immigration and the

‘visitor economy’ bring ‘strangers’ into cities every day.

Looking for other historical ideals of public space in the literature, another example
was found, closer to contemporary realities - the Palais-Royal, in Paris during the
French Revolution. The American historian Darrin McMahon (1996) argues for the
importance of this public place for the radical change in the political situation at the
end of 18" century in France:

‘For not only the Palais Royal serve as an immediate staging ground for
many of the events of the Revolution, but in a broader sense, it was one of
the first pieces of France that French men and women claimed as their own
(...) as the property of the nation.” (McMahon, 1996; p. 2)
The re-development plan for this space, already playing a key role for many
Parisians in the pre-revolutionary period, has opened it to more diverse social
categories and brought different publics together. Together with the members of

the aristocracy that had used the Palais as a place for promenade, “...there
comingled a new, expanded public” (McMahon, 1996, p. 18). Access was allowed
to everyone except drunkards and those dressed indecently, and even though it is
doubtful that a true social mix was realized, the creation of places for the
entertainment of all social groups brought a more diverse range of users and uses.
As such, the animation and control dimensions of this space can be considered as
rating fairly high. In terms of physical configuration, the design of the public place
attracted a variety of users and supported a diversity of uses while the overall
tidiness of the place was maintained at high standards. In terms of ownership,
even though the place was owned by a member of the aristocracy, the use of it by
the people of Paris for over a century gave them “the right of usufructuary”:

“In such instances, the historical rights of the public took precedence over
those of the individual — be he, no less, a prince of blood.” (McMahon,
1996, p. 12)
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From this short analysis, it can be inferred that the publicness of this famous
Parisian place was relatively high:

“Once the exclusive preserve of the rich, the Palais-Royale had become,

by the late spring of 1789, a truly public forum — a place of the people —

open to all.” (McMahon, 1996, p. 25)
Looking at these two examples, the Greek agora and the French Palais-Royal, it is
important to understand that the publicness of a public place is a historical reality -
it can be analysed only at a certain point in time, like a snapshot. As such, neither
of them was considered appropriate for defining a standard of publicness for
contemporary public places and therefore the researcher needed to delineate,
based on the literature available, what an ideal public space means today, in the
Western world. This ideal is first and foremost a mental construct and its existence
can be justified in two main ways. First, considering the complex relation between
human rights and public space, public space can be seen as a political ideal; as
such, it becomes an important standing point for all groups fighting for inclusion
and human rights:

“As ideological constructions, howev