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Abstract

This paper is concerned with how space is socmathguced and the vigorous struggles that
this process entails. Critically engaging with sadifeerent readings of Henri Lefebvre’s
spatial notion of the “right to the city” we contpfate its radical potency to reconstitute a
renewedight to urban life.We argue that the right to the city — trialectigahterpreted as a
theoretical concept, call for action and cry — salsstantial contemporary relevance and
import, extending to spatial practitioners suclahitects. This conclusion is reached by
exploring the neoliberal imperative to conquer spacappling with the issue of social
justice as a means to decipkéro (re)produces the city and in what particuaays Highly
visible strategies are contrasted with some lesiblei counter-practices, by developing a
conceptual framework that emphasises ACCESSINGNBEAnd PARTICIPATING in the
city. We contend that “little victories”, offer lationally-specific insights into alternative
methods of production, and pose some unsettlingtouns for architects.
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Introduction

The French theorist, Henri Lefebvre, publishedgbkmicallLe droit a la ville(The right to

the city) in 1968, 1 taking inspiration from thec&d uprisings and student demonstrations
that same year. Over recent years, the Lefebvriaared demand for a transformed and
renewedight to urban life have popularised by scholars, activists and humggits
organisations. More recently, the taking to theeds and subsequent revolutions
concentrated in the Middle East and North Africaeharought issues of spatial justice and
(re)producing the city to the forefront of the ghblmedia and popular discourse. This paper
is concerned with how space is socially producetithe vigorous struggles that this process
entails. Despite appearances of permanence ariveedtability, urban space and spatial
formations are embroiled in a continuous procesgsifucturing and emergence. 2 However,
what de Certeau terms spas#dategiesandpractices which (re)produce the city, are neither
geographically nor even socially uniform. 3 Indeib@se processes are engaged in the
capitalist production of space and uneven developrdeThe purpose of this paper,
however, is not to construct a meta-theory of sphgeto utilise a comprehension of
(socially produced) space as a “tool” for explorggatial forms and practice: an instrument
that can be applied to untangle the intricate sjle{ heterogeneowstants including

architectural agents, mediating politics, ideologppital and culture.

The (neoliberal) imperative to conquer space isvelgt producing new forms of spatial
reference, as cutting-edge architectural practiokgy innovations and shifting cultural
demands are rapidly reordering urban spaces, atbaihighly selective manner. Spatial
practitioners — encompassing architects, plannetsiasigners — are using a vast array of
strategies for re-imaging the city, including iooedifices, 5 the staging of spectacular urban
events, 6 arts, 7 design, 8 leisure and cultupa® promotion, 10 and so on. All of which
contribute towards a range of both problems andrials, demanding a rethink of how we

could collectively design, inhabit and (re)proddce city.

In response to the pervasive commodification ohargpace, catering predominantly to the
insatiable desires of the contemporary consumeighwih turn have displaced the needs of
the everyday user, David Harvey 11 questioned “whuity is it?”. This in turn raises crucial

guestions about the “right to the city”, when partar users, uses and activities are
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privileged over others. This right, according tddtevre, 12 “manifests itself as a superior
form of rights”, a right of altitadins(visitors as well as residents) to participaterinan life

and produce space: to access, to be, and to patgci

Critically engaging with some different readingsH#nri Lefebvre’s spatial notion of the
“right to the city” we contemplate its radical poty to reconstitute a renewadht to urban
life. Through our own interpretive reading of Lefebvretsmicept, we argue that the right to
the city — trialectically interpreted as a thearalticoncept, call for action and cry — has
substantial contemporary relevance and import. ¥y¢oee some recent struggles unfolding
across some “public” urban spaces in a selectiontefnational city centres by drawing on
selective examples of highly visible state-managjeategies, which are contrasted with some
less visible counter-practices. These examplesterded to provide glimpses into social
practices, city processes and contested discolissa result they provide partial accounts
that would benefit from more detailed case study @mparative analysis. In this respect,
the paper implicitly sets out an agenda for furtiesearch (and action). Through an
analytical critique of neoliberal-infused discolgskat organise the spaces of citizenship
within a narrow field of who is “deserving”, we aitm challenge hegemonic strategies that
often displace the needs and desires of those deentie “undeserving”. We contend that
counter-practices, characterised as “little vi@stj offer locationally-specific insights into

alternative methods of production.

The remainder of this paper is organised into sctisns. Drawing on some of Lefebvre’s
work, and specificallyfhe Production of Spacé3 the first section theorises space as being
open, eventful and political. This relational iqestation of space as continuously produced
through social practice provides the ontologicaife for a theoretical engagement with
Lefebvre’s concept of the “right to the city” inci®n two. Identifying different aspects of
the right to the city, the third, fourth and fiffections examine the right to access, be and

participate respectively, before posing some caholythoughts in section six.
Thinking Space Relationally: The Social Productiorof Space
The quotidian application of the term “space” uamtonally downplays its multivalent

strength, vitality and importance. Space is mutil folding of experiential layers, a

plurality of temporalities and subjectivities; endlyong the imaginative, the representative,
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and the material. Space is eventful: folded in clempimensions. We interpret space from a
Lefebvrian perspective as being “alive” and “activ@ontrary to modernist thinking and
Cartesian logic that consider space to be a newgraduit or container, 14 Lefebvre refutes
spatial closure, keeping it radically open andefreretaining the promise of liberation,
critigue and difference. 15 Understanding spaamtovey power, ideologies and symbolism
we, therefore, adopt a relational understandingpate, as “[n]othing exists without
exchange, ... without relationships”. 16 Therefothiriking space relationally” can be
administered as an important political tool: arijgctory device to contest essentialist place-
bound notions of space that always exclude soneefbtHelen Liggett argues that such an
approach can combat the limitations of a modemaisolute notion of space “to open the
door of admission in a way that is prepared tonleamething new about what'’s out there.
This is a different goal from arriving at any firggstination”. 17

The material arrangement of urban space — the pignarchitectural-design and
development process — is mediated and managedgthpmlitical decisions, economic
interests and ideological representations. Sp@atiaiations, as a product, are therefore part
of a social process involving the folding togetbémental, material and social spaces.
Spatial formations, in this paper, are viewed tigioa social lens, stressing that places are
articulated moments or knotted strands of movemesilgtions and understandings. Urban
social space can be imagined as a network of autisig, overlapping and interwoven
multiplicity of meanings, related in a dynamic pess. This framework exposes the notion

that place has a singular static character astegir for controlling space.

One of Lefebvre’s major achievements was his reagseof the importance of space to
critical studies: “To recognise space, to recognibat ‘takes place’ there and what it is used
for... will reveal the contradictions of space”. 18rRaps more importantly, this was
achieved without dislodging the social and tempelainents by way of a “trialectic”
interpretation. 19 According to Soja, 20 the orgation, production and meaning of space
are a product of the process of social translatramsformation and experience. Linking the
material and the conceptual, Lefebvre demonstraiesspace possesses its own dialectical
moment as both a material product of social refetighe concrete) and a manifestation of
relations, a relation itself (the abstract). Owadiag of the Lefebvrian triadl{alectique de

triplicate), which marries human experience, knowledge aedniagination, understands:
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» Spatial practiceas “perceived” to be tangible, generated and used,;

* Representations of spaas “conceived” of mental concepts, bureaucratitrabons
and rational knowledge;

» Spaces of representatias “lived” and experienced, culturally and symballi
coded with meanings.

For Lefebvre, spatial practices, representatiorspate, and spaces of representation stand in
direct relation to the perceived, the conceived, e lived. The fluidity of Lefebvre’s triple
dialectic is a great strength and weakness ofcttmgeptual tool. It remains vague because he
is demonstrating “the unmappability of the dialett21l The Lefebvrian triad is not to be
understood as three compartmentalised spacesanribtbe deconstructed and then
guantified into three polemics. Hence, we are agtad in the complex relations and
interactions between each of these three expressiomoments of space. Each is a synthesis
of the simultaneous dimensions of space; each speogorates the others, providing a
unitary theoretical structure. Whilst distinguisl®leach expression is inseparable, though
the relations between the three are never stablegh homent is meant to convey the
complexities of space; entering social relationallascales and vice versa. One cannot talk
about social relations without entering into a delzbout spatial relations. Lefebvre’s

tripartite view of space exposes the traditionabd@ern) dualism ofmaterial spaceversus

mental spacéor its profound neglect of a third elemestcial spaceThis triadic

arrangement represents the space of social pragipeocess: continuously produced in
inseparable yet shifting historical, physical andial contexts. Following Henri Lefebvre, 22

it is the production of space (as a process) rdtiaar space itself as an object, which is of
primary concern. Investigating the production ai@pis as much about the assembly process
as it is about the assembled product. In accordartbd_efebvre, what is proposed is “not so

much to construct a model of the urban as to opgeattavay toward it”. 23

The Lefebvrian Right to the City: A Theoretical Introduction

We live in an era when ideals of human rights haeeed centre stage both
politically and ethically. A great deal of energyaxpended in promoting their sig-
nificance for the construction of a better worldit Bor the most part the concepts
circulating do not fundamentally challenge hegeradiberal and neoliberal market
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logics, or the dominant modes of legality and ssat@on. We live, after all, in a
world in which the rights of private property are tprofit rate trump all other notions
of rights. 24

Similar to the “space” produced by this paper, spawd its production is not “innocent”, 25
but the “point of collision” 26 in the ongoing stygies of capitalist accumulation. “Control”
is a contentious term in the context of urban spiseynamic nature suggests that only
partial control can ever be exercised. This lineeasoning is supported by a number of
researchers who recognise that there is no fisaltrevith the production of space, “only a
continuous succession of phases”. 27 Some forrpaifad control has “always” existed, 28
yet over recent decades the control and strafibicaif urban space has intensified. 29 Across
many cities spanning different continents and capucontemporary spatialorelering (and
control) has involved the proliferation of city ¢emspaces of consumption aiming to bring
the perceived “deserving” middle classes and ttiflsack) to the city, as perceived
“undeserving” counter-publics (such as beggingdod or money) have been removed from
the public gaze to appropriate interstitial spatebe socio-spatial margins. Increasingly,
Harvey argues, 30 the right to the city is beingrggled by the privileged few, including
property developers and financiers, as new formglmdn governance coalesce state and

corporate interests (see, for example, Kirkpat&icRmith). 31

We contend that the Lefebvrian concept of the ‘trighthe city” can be invoked to challenge
hegemonic practices that seek to control urbanespsarording to Lefebvre, 32 urban

democracy and the right to the city:

Manifest [themselves] as a superior form of righigght to freedom, to
individualization in socialization, to habitat atainhabit. The right to theeuvre to
participation andppropriation(clearly distinct from the right to property), are
implied in the right to the city. 33

The most fundamental of all rights, this notion wlaseloped by Lefebvre over several years
of philosophical urban enquiry and a number of Isod&dicated specifically to the “city”, 34
but it was the publication dfe droit a la villein 1968 that most fully developed this concept,
35 which we draw on. The concept cannot be confiodbe right of accessibility -

physically, mentally or symbolically — to what pegists, but entails a right thange a
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social right to access, be and participate. Thet tigythe city entails a sociospatial revolution,
grounded in the actualities of everyday life. 3&éwling to Peter Marcuse, Lefebvre’s right

is indeed both “a cry and a demand”; 37 “a cryafutecessity and a demand for something

more... the demand is of those who exeludedthe cry is of those who aedienated. 38 It

is the right to “urban life, to renewed centralitty,places of encounter and exchange, to life

rhythms and time uses, enabling the full and cotepisageof... moments and places”. 39 It

is thus a spatial right, a “right to space”, 40 elggient upon quality of urban space (see, for

example, David Harvey who has examined the geograpimjustice). 41

Mayer argues that the radical Lefebvrian notiothefright to the city is about democratising
the production of space and participation in urbatiety: a moral right. 42 Rights are
multiple and can be contradictory, producing cahfimong rights, especially the right to
totality. 43 Mayer identifies a variety of versioofsthe “right to the city” concept,
distinguishing between two common interpretatiahs,first a radical Lefebvrian version,
and the second a more depoliticised and institatisad version. 44 She problematises the
second as a participatory-delimiting notion whieklss to absorb praxis into the existing
capitalist framework, arguing that official chaggirrespective of intentions, tend to dilute
the politically contested right to the city. ltdaggested that the first interpretation presents
more radical opportunities for urban social movetseA literal reading of the concept
misses the radical arguments that Lefebvre wasngaklapron for one, translates the right
to the city as one of use and access to urbannesouw5 In a similar vein, Mitchell narrowly
eqguates such a right with the right to access puiplace. 46 Instead, we read the notion in a
way that goes beyond the rights of ownership arcéssto embrace the progressive politics
of “use value”, which is use in respect of activegence and appropriation, a “rightclaim
presence in the city, to wrest the wéehe city from privileged new masters and demixea
its spaces 47 It is the right of citadin® access, be and participate in urban space: a
collective right “to change ourselves by changimg ¢ity”. 48 To “be” in the city emphasises
the temporal aspects of producing space. Whilstigi to “access” offers or constrains
opportunities, the right to be is accomplished digloactive presence. Commensurate with
the production of space, the right to the city reggicollaboration and, potentially,
contestation; social relationships “between veffedent kinds of people” in order to produce

a “counter-space”. 49
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Not only a right to “return to traditional cities30 the right to the city as we interpret it is a
right to unsettle the present city and producefergint future city: “the right to a radically
differentworld”. 51 The right to the city includes aspects of ttight to participation. In
addition to the right to be, such as occupyingaalyeexisting urban space, the right to
participate is to constitute the (social) productad new space through a renewed right to
urban life. This emphasises the point that rightste product of continuous struggle and do
not necessarily have a logical end-point. 52 Thtrio the city is thus an “active” process of
continual struggle, negotiation and contestation.

The right to the city represents a socio-politreght to participate in urban society in
concrete (perceived), abstract (conceived) and slioways (lived). 53 Lefebvre’s radical
right to “difference” 54 can be applied as a corngajpand political tool to mobilise against
economic dominance and urban oppression, 55 arse tibo “alreadyavethe right to the
city”. 56 If realised, the concept has the poténtaestructure the power relations
underpinning the production of space. Indeed, theadisation of the right to the city would
reorder the relationship between exchange andalses; favouring the latter. Drawing on
the above interpretive analysis of the right tochyg, the remainder of the paper examines
three facets of this concept that are of particoatinence. The first is the right to ACCESS
the city; often materialised by way of an opentation or curtailment of the right to enter.
The second is the right to BE in the city; a rigghstay put, to dwell and occupy already
existing space. The third, and most important ergurposes of this paper due to its
revolutionary potential, is the right to PARTICIPETn the city; tgproducespace in new
and different ways. Whilst it is necessary to digtiish each facet for analytical purposes, the

intent is not to polarise these facets as eachpeatetrates and collides with the others.

The Right to ACCESS the City

Conceptualised as a continuum, the right to adsemgjuably one of the least radical aspects
of the right to the city. Yet it should not be dissed as less powerful, as it is a foundational
spatial right; without access, to be and to pauéit2 in (re)producing the city would be much
less viable. The fact that urban space in a hisibsense has been a place for communality
indicates that it is “more public” and “less prigatn nature. Whilst these terms are
themselves contested and spatio-culturally contihdbe idea of “public” urban space

communicates “openness”, and as such represeetmacdatic forum for citadins and
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society. Public urban spaces convey centralityndérms of social relations, providing
meeting places and social melting pots. This spatenly reflects the cultural identity and
character of an area, but also shapes identiteesli@positions — by way of a mutually
constituted socio-spatial-historical trialectic. 58

Viewed as a democratic forum, public urban spao#edatively help comprise “the city”,
providing opportunities and potentials for societivaties. According to Mattson, citadins
have made a clear cry and demand for open andsilgieegublic urban space where they can
share views and debate. 59 In this respect, cedtailiblic urban space is an insidious
expression of lack of democracy. It is no coincmethat authoritarian regimes and
dictatorships frequently control access to the, @tich as carnivals or processions, as a
means to control being and participating in thg, @nhd hence the right to (re)produce space.
As Lefebvre has noted, particularly in relatiorthe medieval town, public urban space is
invested with symbolic power and consequently esgkéle and public interaction. 60 A
crucial role for architects and other spatial ptacters in a democracy is the creation of
public space that encourages civic interactiondisdourse. Further, a democratic mode of
design would extend beyond the privileged professio help realise counter-spaces.
Specifically, the question of a democratic archiiesl practice arises. Could a practice be
envisaged and deployed that would seek to work different symbolic inscriptions and
social meanings in a manner more open, in a ceegdnse, to any tensions between the right
to access deemed appropriate by the client (nel. ¢avner or developer/investor) and that

sought by citadins?

The economic trends of neoliberalism have increasedl polarisation, economic inequality
and spatial fragmentation. 61 While the neolibeegditalist system, which structures spaces
of privilege and disadvantage, requires the marwdxk for low wages, the elite minority are
often not content to share urban space or to peoiss to those less fortunate. The many
citadins, including the working class and urbanerolhss, are often alienated as a form of
“residual community” out of sight of affluent eneks or displaced elsewhere to provide
access for the capitalist elite to “accumulate ispdssession”. 62 As a global phenomenon,
gated communities can engineer a public preteneeadss, such as “community” facilities,
but invariably these mask the private control ingubsgia security personnel, for example, as
well as ownership. It is in this sense that ardtsteplanners and designers tend to take a

morepassiverole in the production of space; as technocrataxtors of space” 63 their role
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is often reduced to being hired technicians oftedipt development. 64 Alternatively, they

can take a morproactivestance in response to recognition that the desfidpuildings,

spaces and other spatial formations is a sociatipea Such a stance, conceives the city as an
oeuvre, where the abstract space of capital daesveoride all other spaces and rights.

There has been an increasing tendency for the igfubban spaces of cities to be
systematically eroded and recapitalised by priaaters. 65 Whilst the most ostentatious
private (re)productions of the city have been \pablicised, and are associated with US
cities such as New York and Las Vegas, more sébtisions receive far less critical
attention. Take for instance, the enclosure of glitgets and squares. The resultant malls
have the illusion of being “public”, especially they tend to occupy sites of historical public
urban space, but are increasingly owned and opkbgterivate interests, and thus under
private control. 66 Eldon Square shopping malhie heart of the city centre of Newcastle-
upon-Tyne, England, is a case in point; partly aidvb the local council (which is itself

guite unique), yet still managed in a private marthat curtails access at particular times
(e.g. those outside of regular commercial rhythreshids particular uses (e.g. sitting on the
floor or busking) and even restricts particularadywf users (e.g. skateboarders and ‘hoodies’
— hood wearing young people). Conversely, the adjgioutdoor Old Eldon Square provides
open access. Imbued with strong symbolic and @lltaeanings, Old Eldon Square is

widely considered to form the “heart” of the ciff Indeed, access has been improved over
recent years through the adoption of “shared spfacgiedestrians and vehicular traffic on a
nearby street. Although profit-seeking motives weeiucial factor in the redesign of Old
Eldon Square (i.e. to attract more consumers)shiaged space design provides opportunities
for greater access across many levels beyond thia¢ @edestrian-driver relationship. It is
accessible to a variety of city publics, with com&us interacting and sharing the space with

non-consumers, such as Goths and Skateboarders.

The right to access the city for a more heteroges@oray of socio-cultural pursuits,
including outdoor markets, concerts, political nmegd, charitable collections, theatre,
religious gatherings and other spectacles, is headp®t only by the physical restrictions of
enclosed quasi-public spaces but perhaps more seelsecurity-focused and market logics
of private controllers. Regulations and legalifresnany countries are also used to prevent
access to temporary and more spontaneous publesp& case in point is the British Royal

Wedding in 2011. With many neighbourhoods wishimfydst “street parties”, some
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councils, such as the London Borough of Camderd sategies including the refusal of
“temporary traffic orders”, on grounds such as ‘foubafety” and “local opposition”, to in
effect curtail access. The increase in health afetyslegislation, together with the
developing litigation culture, has prompted locatherities to curtail events and activities
considered to present “risks”. As a result, acaggdo widespread media reports, such
prospective street parties were banned; preveostingnunal being in the city and possibly
other forms of participating in the city. An altative mode of production could see the
public sector occupy a more explicitly proactivéeras the custodian of the city for the

enjoyment of citadins.

In many cases, these sorts of excessive contrsldt feom privatisation processes occurring
through public sector-induced private “regeneratiaftiatives, with resulting spatial
formations often entirely owned and managed bygbeivandlords with the power to restrict
access and control activities. 68 Such processesofflers the private sector another
opportunity to operate a form of social controbilgh segregation, and the attendant growth
in private security enables a reduction in poliosts and enhanced tax revenue (which is
particularly appealing to governments in austares). What is left of public space is often
rented-out for commercial purposes (in what has beened “café-creep”) 69 whereby
pervasive commercial interests seep deeper intoityie “public” urban spaces. Moreover,
many city centres across far-flung places are begpmcreasingly similar with the same
chain stores (e.g. IKEA, Starbucks and McDonald{g)earing in ever growing privatised
shopping space — signifiers of neoliberal globélsafacilitating the (re)production of cities
as commodities. 70 While commerce is a key paat @ty, and part of everyday public life,
the commaodification of the city, defined by limitearms of consumer activity, has
significant and direct implications for the rigbtdccess the city. A challenge for architects
and designers is to seek, explore and experimehtongative alternatives of enabling a
renewed access to the city. However, the scaladf a challenge should not be
underestimated, although “little victories” mayafsome possibilities, which are discussed

below.

Through this section we have demonstrated howigfne to access the city is increasingly
curtailed and circumvented by some visible and \esble private sector forces. The right to
access is a key thread in producing an alternattyga counter-space tolerating (and perhaps

necessitating) difference. Whilst physical accassughspatial practicess a key concern,
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we have also explored how access to the city istsared throughiepresentations of space
codes and rules often less visible. Exploring thbktrto be and participate in the city in the
following sections, we highlight how little vict@s can emerge frospaces of

representation.

The Right to BE in the City

Negotiating the right to access the city, to acspsse — be that housing, public urban space
or governance space, for example — is insufficbenits own to produce a new city bearing
the hallmarks of Lefebvre’s radical thoughts. Tightto be in the city; a right to stay put, to
dwell and occupy is also necessary. In some pétteovorld, the city has enjoyed a type of
“renaissance”, albeit extremely exclusive and gilisiteelective. 71 Life on the edge, cityness
or cosmopolitan stimulation has inspired the warkscholars such as Richard Florida, who
asserts that the “creative class” are attracteith vibrant cities and urban locales that offer
maximum excitement short of the tipping point ifgdar. 72 Madanipour notes that the
imperative for protection of private investment aade urban environments led to a demand
for a more stringent management regime, often umithéng freedoms of the city. 74
Technologies such as CCTV surveillance provideidentce and reassurance to those
“deserving” that the “undeserving” and unwantedadothers” will have their right to be
curtailed, and will be forcibly removed or displdaérequired.

According to Fainstein, urban spaces have becoaneasingly contested, and there has been
a role reversal of sorts as the traditional peioaaif a community being invaded by
strangers has been overtaken by one in which wss#od tourists are more likely to be
perceived as conforming, or what Cresswell termgface”, 75 than some of the city’s own
citadins, and surveillance can be used to probectdrmer groups from the latter. 76 In this
sense, the city dweller has become the strangéeincity. As Camus has shown, L’etranger
can come from within as much as from outside. 7addition, global trends of
suburbanisation and ever lengthier commuting padteave caused former city dwellers to
lose much of their attachment to the city and ofiehave like visitors themselves — creating
a new group of strangers. This contradictory pefiatroduces notions of — whose city is it,
and who has a right to it? There is a further arginthat it is the “community of strangers”
that now inhabits urban space, rather than the foonity of citizens”. 78 This has been

shown in demonstrations taking place in Londonrp#011 against public sector cutbacks,
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where strangers to the demonstrating citadins d@astrol the events with anarchic
rampages of violence and criminal damage. Thesenacgive licence to the authorities to
act with even more force. 79 For many years stateeps have been taking arbitrary action
against those who are perceived to be “differeftis can include anything from
unconventional appearance to being a member oft@ydar ethnic group. Consequently,
some citadins have become increasingly familiahwihat are known as “stop and search”
tactics. 80 In England, for example, the authasitiew have a whole new raft of terrorist

legislation through which to exercise social coht8d

Nevertheless, even if citadins are not overtly egpmg metaphorical ownership of the city,
it still remains just under the surface. In 201Mgroone million protestors occupied Tahrir
Square in Cairo as part of an 18-day revolt. Tle®gly publicised counter-practice
reclaimed the streets as the citadins took “owng’tsi the square. Access was initially
restricted, but the protestors reclaimed this syiiolty important central public space. Once
the struggle for access had been accomplisheddespors continued to occupy the space.
The right to be in the city, to inhabit urban spagas part of wider participatory moves to
renew democratic values and produce a new spakegla the streets of Cairo became so
symbolic in Egypt’s struggle for social justice gmalitical renewal that the citadins returned
after the uprisings to repair the pavements anasvengraffiti and debris — “cleansing” the
city for a new modality of social production. Asfebvre points out, the character of urban
space is determined by those who occupy it: atepare expressions of power
relationships. 82 Indeed, Lefebvre argues thatitetis, planners and other design
professionals often preoccupied with appearan@presentations of space — over substance,
in terms of social use and functions. 83 A morévaatecognition of the right to be in the city
may help spatial practitioners redress this. #i$® important to recognise that symbols do
not necessarily have the same meaning for visiteithey do for other citadins. For example,
from the visitors’ perspective, the horror of thesttuction caused by the earthquakes in
Christchurch, New Zealand in 2010 and 2011 wasl#meage to people’s homes and
livelihoods. It is therefore perhaps surprising tw@ong the fires and floods, loss of homes
and workplaces, much of the angst of the Canteathanvas reserved for the damage to the
city centre cathedral. The diversity of symboli¢wes alludes to the potential benefits that
could arise from a fundamental shift in the modewublic sector spatial production and,
specifically, local government participatory denmaaxy. Whilst the direct implications for

architectural practice are less apparent, sucHiealareconstitution of local governance
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could redefine the role of architects in a transfation from “doctors of space” to active

translators of lived space.

The right to be in the city, predicated on the tighaccess, is underpinned by the notion that
space is for use by all citadins. Yet, there aceigs of “new masters”, to whom citadins find
themselves subordinated. Since the latter paheofwentieth century, international

economic and political summits have brought togetiuenbers of world leaders to meet in a
selected city. Often as a reaction to perceivedrg#gassues, authorities have placed
unprecedented restrictions on their own citadidsingeffect, such dignitaries take over the
city: restricting commercial aviation, closing &tg, issuing warnings that residents should
remain in their houses, while helicopters patrel skies and guards patrol the streets. 85 It is
akin to a temporary invasion by a small numberupfesior beings. This could be interpreted
as a form of occupation where the right to be gpsaded. Recognising the limitations (as
well as opportunities) presented by the discerrfdxdets of the right to access and the right to
be (notwithstanding their interrelationships), tfext section examines the revolutionary
potential of the right to participate

The Right to PARTICIPATE in the City

Participation through a radical Lefebvrian lenat®ut much more than being granted
permission to partake in different spaces andriag@ioduction of particular urban spaces.
Participation is a fundamental aspect of the rigtihe city: it is a right to be engaged with
urban democracy, revisioning, decision-making, #mg a right to produce spacedifferent
ways. In terms of the design and material arrangéwfeurban space, this would include an
active role for citadins in the formal-bureaucradroduction of space. Such an active
presence would look to unsettle hegemonic systemisiarms; perhaps pointing to the
merits of the coproduction of space — melding fdrepaces ofavoirand less formal spaces
of connaissanceYet even in the context of what has been termgubat-capitalist” society

in the aftermath of the global financial tsunamieashed in 2007, it is unlikely that such a
paradigm shift will occur without a series of (daspte and heterogeneous) movements or
“little victories” taking place. It is here whereuftiform movements (ones with diverse goals
such as racial justice, public transportation aglmeourhood clean water supplies) can
participate in the right to the city by way of averse coalition”. 86 Mark Purcell argues that

this inclusive, nonreductivist interpretation oéthght to the city enables citadins to “share a
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common purpose” whilst retaining “their distinctachcter”. 87 Consequently, the political

cry and demand for a renewed right to urban lifleatreduced to a renewed economy.

The notion of “little victories” has its origins the praxis of citadins’ participatory struggles
against hegemonic systems. It is apparent, for pigrmn George Orwell'&Nineteen Eighty-
Four, 88 and especially in the existentialism of Lefebfwvhich influenced some of his work,
although he also critiqued existential philosoptzard later rejected it as a philosophical
project), 89 Camus 90 and othersLmPestethe plague is symbolic of the Nazi occupation
of France, against which Camus fought so heroichlke Camus, Monsieur Othon ra
Pestewould not let the plague change his habits. 91dliphg the normality of life, however
briefly, in extremely abnormal situations is anstential little victory. They recur in all
spaces and city life, especially in those heawyutated and institutionalised spaces, such as
prisons. It is all a matter of scale, as somethmgsignificant (to some) as an extra helping
of pudding enables the prisoner to (re)produceesgf@ough the act of putting a dent in the
system. 9Nineteen Eighty-Fouis replete with examples of little victories, asnidton

Smith finds private ways to enact his personal lkgwan. Arguably one of the most
significant of these occurs in the face of the nvasgropaganda coercing the population to
love “Big Brother”. He obtains outlawed pen and @a@nd soon discovers that he has
written “down with Big Brother”. 93 However, one tife lessons dflineteen Eighty-Fouis
that even a plethora of little victories do notessarily add up to a big victory — invariably
they just remain little. There was no progressiseuaulation of victories and Winston
gained no real power from them. Ultimately it maxedifference, as the system nearly
always wins. Similarly, although little victorieseaendemic in prison life, nobody ever
escaped from Alcatraz or Robben Island — but afsignt number of people have lost their

lives attempting to do so.

Fortunately, there are positive interpretationthaf concept. The term “little victories” is
surprisingly deeply rooted in popular culture. Onasic website alone displays 25 different
songs with that name, including those by Matt Nsban Bob Seger, Leeroy Stagger, Darden
Smith and the Horrors. 94 In addition, it is idéet in poetry and performance. 95 It appears
in health, as a coping strategy for dealing withages illness, 96 and in conditions such as
autism, one sufferer of which has remarked “littiletories is what | call being able to do
something when another person tries to tell yoou-gan’t”. 97 It is the title of a bodkttle

Victories — conquering unemploymeimt which long-term unemployment is perceived as a
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debilitating condition. 98 On a national politiGald legal scale, it appearsRhilippine
Massacre: The Little Victoriesn which “little victories start to add-up in timeultiple

murder cases against the Ampatuans and their esed¢ 99 and in the recent webpost
“Nigeria: Our Little Victories”. 100 The Basque Quuy in northern Spain was united
against Franco’s fascist regime, centred on thetigasque Homeland and Freedom’. Now
acomunidad autdnom@utonomous community), more recently citadinthefBasque
Country have been contesting some pervasive gtodradls. Their machine-tool industry is a
case in point that has benefitted from successfiallsfirm partnerships between public,
private and co-operative interests. By marshakimgosaic of issues through a common
purpose, the Basque Country has retained a distiractcter, as have the individual interests
and movements participating in the ongoing strugljiguably the greatest little victories in
architecture are those where architects creativeftiate the programmatic, material,
financial and political restrictions within projedio produce high quality buildings for their
intended users, not simply their financiers. Whbeemaximisation of quantities of
floorspace (exchange value) has usurped the priodust places for people (use value) this
IS most problematic.

Historically the UK, and specifically England, Haesen a highly centralised state, with
central government (irrespective of political pamyelding significant regulatory and
financial resources, perhaps to the detrimenta@dllautonomy. 101 The Coalition
Government, formed in May 2010, is championing & netion, or rather political slogan,
the “Big Society”. 102 The discourse frames “thiraction of state and society as a zero-
sum game”, whereby it is proclaimed that the for(fiBrg Government”) must shrink in
order to create space for the latter to expand V¥@@B international precedents, including
China which introduced the concept over ten yegeos 804 the Big Society is based on the
premise that an army of volunteers can deliverllseevices, such as libraries and youth
clubs, more efficiently (i.e. at less cost). Thatnom for urban ills is a dose of self-help and
incentives, delivered through supposedly partiapapractices including community
stewardship, self-governance and entrepreneuriali$i® Big Society could be more
appropriately described as the “Little Society”thms situation, responsibilities are dispersed,
but arguably powers are retained centrally anditie to participate is presented in a
predetermined way to these little societies. Indeadicipatory democracy and decision-
making mechanisms could be eroded as functionsaarded to powerful corporate interests

either directly or through Thatcherite privatisatidam argues that if this trend persists, “the
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presumption that more should be left to marketdl'iwcrease, as the state retracts, which
disproportionately impacts the “poor” while thetritget richer”. 105 Consequently, the
potency of a Lefebvrian right to participate is alied once the illusion of participation is
revealed to be a new hegemonic state-managedgstiateoccupied with reducing public

expenditure at the same time as retaining contret the production of space.

The most contradictory and unconvincing aspechisfproposal relates to the “third sector”,
which has operated to provide a unifying framewlorka wide range of organisations and
interests, including charities, voluntary and comityugroups, social enterprises,
cooperatives, faith groups, and so on, which haglipusly been politically divided and
ineffective. It is conceivable that the state doeswish this strategic unity of organisations
and interests to continue as a “diverse coalitid@§ as it may potentially result in a much
broader common purpose of resistance. While dividedregated and isolated, small
groupings can be coerced and controlled. In tmsesgparticipation is framed in a top-down
manner; prescribing/ho can participatehowthey can participate awdhenthey can
participate. Participation as a general practichesefore not inherently “good”. It can be

applied as a mechanism of control, although suidrtefcan be resisted.

An example of the demand to participate in remakinggcity was provided by the resistance
movements of Belgrade in the late twentieth centiryan act that could be interpreted as
transforming the city into a “terrain of resistahbeth metaphorically and literally (whether
such an aim was intentional or otherwise), citagirgluced a counter-space by drawing on
the spatial tactic of walking, celebrated by det€au. 107 The opposition leader, Zoran
Djindjic, set the tone when he proclaimed, “Thi®us city, it is a beautiful city. Let's walk a
little through it.” The crysetati seose up, which offered an invitation to take aknaither
than to march; 108 the act of marching often hadroatational, even militaristic overtones,
whereas walking is an everyday spatial practic®.h@heir contradictory, ambiguous and
multiple ways, the walking crowds challenged thendw@nt geography of the city,
reappropriating and reproducing the urban landscHpe participatory practice of walking,
as an articulation of contestation, was a way pfaducing the city. Whilst there was no
predetermined route, paths were informed by symipdéices including buildings and
monuments. Challenging hegemonic symbols, the whliagigh the city produced liberatory
spaces, supported by protest paraphernalia suzhdges, booklets, posters and postcards, to

help reclaim the city. Sound was also an imporspatial practice. As Jansen points out, the
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crowd would often whistle and the whistling woulecbme louder as they passed one of the
regime’s buildings, signifying a little victory. 0IThe improvised nature of the walking
protests unsettled the authorities, who thrivedlealing with confrontation. Set-piece
demonstrations require organisation and plannind,tend to rely on “others” entering and
accessing the city. Subsequently, many demonstsatice fleeting spatio-temporabments
111 As well as their seemingly haphazard natumgad the repetition of the Belgrade walks
that was unique and which helped to disturb thetesties of the authorities. Yet, for such a
campaign to produce difference and fulfil the preenof a Lefebvrian right to the city,
citadins need to contest the right to access, earticipate in the city for more than a

momenbf jouissanceHence, citadins must continue their struggledadform their city!

Concluding Remarks: Radical Opportunities for Sharel Practice

Over recent years, democratic governments havedtetadenergetically and enthusiastically
support the speculative investment tendencies afbexal urbanism that are reshaping city
spaces. Yet, the socially discriminatory and sfpigtselective manner of these contemporary
transformations, playing out to different degreed at variable velocities in cities across the
globe, necessitates rethinking the dominant motispatial practice imbricated in the social
reproduction of space. Grappling with these coniagssues, through this paper we have
sought to offer glimpses, by way of locationallyesflic “counter-practices”, into alternative
methods of the production of space. Drawing on sofiibe works of Henri Lefebvre, and in
particular his notion of the “right to the city’s@a means to produce a contemporary
reinterpretation of this concept, we have illumathseveral discernible though interrelated
aspects of the right to the city, namely the rightaccess, be and participate. These provided
the analytical framework for exploring a reneweghtito urban life. As Lefebvre, drawing on
Marx and Rimbaud, asserts: “Change life! Changee®gdt by way of “producing an
appropriate space”. 112

Perceiving the city as an “oeuvre”, a collectiveiabartwork, the Lefebvrian concept of the
right to the city has the potency to unsettle preseays of knowing and operating, and
therefore restructure existing power relations.vidibistanding the hegemony of neoliberal
discourse, drawing attention to the potential d@flé victories”, particularly through the
coming together of “diverse coalitions”, we havewh that alternative ways of

(re)producing the city are possible. Yet, shapimgogie socially active role for architects and
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other spatial practitioners will not be easy orhwiit struggle. A Lefebvrian-inspired
challenge advocating the co-production of spaceogeemness to counter-practices may sit
uneasily with those who value formal knowledge @&pace of savoir) above all others. Yet,
it may be that a greater range and sustained edliaflittle victories can arise from such a
radically different design praxis. In an era of mamic austerity that many nation-states now
face, together with social movements and uprisdegeanding a renewed right to urban life,
a contemporary reappraisal of and critical engagenvéeh the right to the city present some
interesting opportunities for socially just shapedctice. In addition to a diverse range of
citadins reclaiming the city by way of entry (acggsand to stay put and dwell (be); it offers
scope to (re)produce the city in new and imagimatways (participation). There is always
another way: architects and other spatial praatie may find the right to the city,
trialectically interpreted as a theoretical congeptl for action and cry, to be a powerful

democratic design tool.

Page

19



Notes

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20.

21

22.

23.
24,

Henri Lefebvrele droit a la ville Paris: Anthropos, 1968.

Tim Edensor, “Entangled agencies, material neksvand repair in a building
assemblage: the mutable stone of St Ann’s Chur@ndidester’Transactions of the
Institute of British Geographei®6, no. 2 (2011): 238-52.

Michel de Certead,he Practice of Everyday Lifeondon: University of California
Press, 1984, xix, xx, 29-30, 35-37.

David Harvey, “The Urban Process Under Capitaljgnternational Journal of
Urban and Regional Resear@h(1978): 101-31; David Harveyustice, Nature and
the Geography of Differenc®xford: Blackwell, 1996.

Andrew Smith and Ingvild von Krogh Strand, “Osldlew Opera House: Cultural
Flagship, Regeneration Tool or Destination Icoi2itopean Urban and Regional
Studiesl8, no. 1 (2011): 93-110.

Andrew Smith and Tim Fox, “From ‘Event-Led’ tBvent-Themed’ Regeneration:
The 2002 Commonwealth Games Legacy Programbian Studiegl4, no. 5
(2007): 1125-1143.

Andy C. Pratt, “Urban Regeneration: From thesAlfeel Good’ Factor to the
Cultural Economy: A Case Study of Hoxton, Londddrban Studiegl6, no. 5-6
(2009): 1041-61.

David Bell and Mark Jayne, “Design-Led’ Urbaedeneration: A Critical
Perspective,Local Economy8, no. 2 (2003): 121-34.

Aspa Gospodini, “Post-Industrial TrajectoriedMediterranean European Cities: The
Case of Post-Olympics AthendJrban Studie€6, no. 5-6 (2009): 1157-86.
Jasper Eshuis and Jurian Edelenbos, “Branditlgban RegenerationJournal of
Urban Regeneration and Renevealno. 3 (2009): 272-82.

David Harvey, ‘Whose City?’, paper delivered\dtose City? Labor and the Right to
the City Movements Conferendgniversity of California Santa Cruz, 26 February
2011; Harvey,Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference

Henri LefebvreWritings on CitiesLondon: Blackwell, 1996, 174

Henri LefebvreThe Production of Spac®xford: Basil Blackwell, 1991 [1974].
Doreen Masse¥or SpacelLondon: Sage, 2005.

Lefebvre;The Production of Space

Henri LefebvreThe Urban RevolutigrParis: Gallimard, 2003 [1970], 117.

Helen LiggettUrban EncountersMinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003,
67.

Henri LefebvreThe Survival of Capitalismondon: Allison and Busby, 1976, 17.
Edward W. Sojalhirdspace: Journeys to Los Angeles and otheraedlimagined
places Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1996.

Edward W. Soj&@ostmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of SpaCetioal
Social TheoryLondon: Verso, 1989, 80.

Rob Shields, “Harmony in Thirds: Chora for Lefedd, Annals of the Association of
American Geographer89 (1999): 341; Vincent Miller, “The Unmappable:
Vagueness and Spatial Experienc&yace and Culture, no. 4 (2006): 453-467.
Lefebvre,The Production of Space

Lefebvre;The Urban Revolutiorg6.

David Harvey, “The right to the cityNew Left Review3 (2008): 23.

Page

20



25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

41.
42.

43.
44,
45,

46.

47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.
54.

Henri Lefebvre, “Reflections on the PoliticsSgace”, in Neil Brenner and Stuart
Elden (eds)State, Space, World: selected essdjisneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2009 [1970], 169; LefebViee Production of Space

Harvey, “The right to the city”, 39.

Kevin Lynch,The Image of the CityCambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1960, 2; Lefebvre,
The Production of Space

Loretta Lees, “Urban renaissance and the stpzetes of control and contestation”, in
Nicholas R. Fyfe (ed.Jmages of the Street: Planning, Identity, and @arih Public
Space London: Routledge, 1998, 236-53.

Lefebvre,The Survival of CapitalispHarvey, “The right to the city”; Jeremy
Nemeth, “Defining a Public: The Management of PryaOwned Public Space”,
Urban Studies46, no. 11 (2009): 2463-2490.

Harvey, “The right to the city”.

Owen L. Kirkpatrick and Michael Peter SmithhélInfrastructural Limits to Growth:
Rethinking the Urban Growth Machine in Times ofdaisCrisis,”International
Journal of Urban and Regional Resea®$, no. 3 (2011): 477-503.

LefebvreThe Urban Revolutiort, 25.

LefebvreWritings on Cities174.

Henri Lefebvrel.a révolution urbaineParis: Gallimard, 1970.

Lefebvrele Droit a la Ville.

Kanishka Goonewardena, “Urban Studies, Crifitedory, Radical Politics: Eight
Theses for Peter Marcusé&Zity 13, no. 2 (2009): 208-18.

LefebvreWritings on Cities158.

Peter Marcuse, “From Critical Urban Theoryhe Right to the City,City 13, no. 2
(2009): 190.

LefebvreWritings on Cities179.

Henri Lefebvre, “Space and Mode of ProductiamNeil Brenner and Stuart Elden
(eds),State, Space, World: selected essdisneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 2009 [1980], 212.

HarveyJustice, Nature and the Geography of Difference

Margit Mayer, “The ‘Right to the City’ in theddtext of Shifting Mottos of Urban
Social Movements,City 13, no. 2 (2009): 362-74.

Marcuse, “From critical urban theory to thentitp the city”.

Mayer, “The ‘Right to the City’ in the context shifting mottos”.

Guenola Capron, “Accessibility to ‘Modern pualdipaces’ in Latin-American cities: a
multi-dimensional idea,GeoJournab8, no. 2-3 (2002): 217-23.

Don Mitchell,The Right to the City: Social Justice and the FigintPublic Space
New York: Guilford Press, 2003.

Engin F. Isin, “Introduction: Democracy, Citiehip, and the City,” in Engin Isin
(ed.),Democracy, Citizenship and the Global CiBambridge, MA: Blackwell, 2000,
14.

Harvey, “The right to the city”, 23; Liggetiyrban Encounters

Lefebvre,The Production of Spac883.

LefebvreWritings on Cities158.

Goonewardena, “Urban studies, critical theragljcal politics”, 217.

Mitchell, The Right to the Cityeugene McCann, “Space, Citizenship, and the Right
to the City: A Brief Overview,'GeoJournab8, no. 2-3 (2002): 77-79.

Lefebvre,The Production of Space.

Henri Lefebvrel_e manifeste différentialist®aris, Gallimard, 1970.

Page

21



55.
56.
S7.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.
64.

65.

66.

67.

68.
69.

70

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.
78.

79.

Oren Yiftachel, “Critical theory and ‘gray sgadViobilization of the colonized,City
13, no. 2 (2009), 246-263.

Marcuse, “From critical urban theory”, 191.

Lefebvre,The Production of Space.

Lefebvre,The Production of Spac&dward W. Soja, “The Socio-Spatial Dialectic,”
Annals of the Association of American Geograpfi€sno. 2 (1980): 207-25.

Kevin Mattson, “Reclaiming and Remaking Pullgace: Towards an Architecture
for American Democracy National Civic Renewa8, no. 2 (1999): 133-44.
Lefebvre;The Production of Sparckefebvre, “Space and the State”.

David HarveyA Brief History of NeoliberalispOxford: Oxford University Press,
2005; Edward W. Soj&eeking Spatial Justicklinneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2010.

David HarveyThe New ImperialisgrOxford: Oxford University Press, 2003; Harvey,
“The right to the city”.

Lefebvre;The Production of Spacé9.

Manfredo TafuriArchitecture and Utopia: Design and Capitalist Dgment
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1976.

Anna Minton;The Privatisation of Public Spackeondon: RICS, 2006; Anna Minton,
Ground Control: Fear and Happiness in the Twentys&Century City London:
Penguin, 2009.

Bob Giddings, B. Hopwood, M. Mellor, and G. @&, “Back to the City: A Route
for Urban Sustainability,” in Mike Jenks and Nic®@ampsey (eds}uture Forms
and Design for Sustainable Citidsondon: Architectural Press, 2005, 13-30.

Lee Pugalis, “The culture and economics of mimablic space design: public and
professional perceptionsJrban Design Internationall4, no, 4 (2009): 215-230.
Minton, The privatisation of public space

Margaret KohnBrave New Neighborhoods: The Privatization of PuSlpaceNew
York: Routledge, 2004.

Mark GottdienemNew Forms of Consumption: Consumers, Culture, and
CommaodificationLanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000.

Lee Pugalis, “The evolutionary ‘waves’ of plesteaping: pre, during and post
recession, Journal of Town & City Manageme(forthcoming).

Richard FloridaThe Rise of the Creative Cladéew York: Basic Books, 2002. For a
contrary view, see Stefan Kratke, “Creative Citisd the Rise of the Dealer Class:
A Critique of Richard Florida’s Approach to Urbahéory,” International Journal of
Urban and Regional Resear8d, no. 4 (2010): 835-53.

Stefan Kratke, “Creative Cities’ and the Rede¢he Dealer Class: A Critique of
Richard Florida’s Approach to Urban Theorinternational Journal of Urban and
Regional ResearcB4, no. 4 (2010): 835-53.

Ali MadanipourPublic and private spaces of the ¢ilNew York: Routledge, 2003.
Tim Cresswellln place/out of place: geography, ideology and sgression
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996.

Susan Fainsteiithe City Builders. Property, Politics, and PlannimgLondon and
New York, 1980-200Qawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2001.

Albert Camusg,’Etranger. Paris: Gallimard, 1942.

Marinus Ossewaarde, “Cosmopolitanism and tliee8oof Strangers,Current
Sociology55:3 (2007): 363-88.

I. Gallagher, and G. Arbuthnott, “200 ArrestsdHardcore Anarchists Fight Police
Long into the Night in Battle of Trafalgar Squafeea500,000 March against Cut,”
The Daily Mail 26 April 2011; “Anti-cuts march draws hundredglmdusands as

Page

22



80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.

87.
88.

89.

90.

91.
92.
93.
94.
95.

96.

97.
98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

police battle rioters,The Guardiar6 March 2011Available at:
http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2011/mar/26/antis-march-police-rioters
(accessed 8 July 2011); “TUC Protest March: anatshin the rampage in London,”
The Telegrapl26 March 2011Available at:
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/84090480grotest-march-anarchists-on-
the-rampage-in-London.htnfhccessed 8 July 2011).

Joel Miller, “Stop and Search in England: A &efed Tactic or Business as Usual?”
British Journal of Criminology0, no. 5 (2010): 954-74.

Clive Walker, “Clamping Down on Terrorism iretlnited Kingdom, Journal of
International Criminal Justicd, no. 5 (2006): 1137-51.

LefebvreThe Production of Space.

Lefebvre,The Production of Space.

Mike Zajko and Daniel Béland, “Space and pitgpedicing at international summits,”
Environment and Planning D: Society and Sp&g& no. 4 (2008), 719-735.

Noam ChomskyVhat We Say Goes: Conversations on US Power ineadgihg
World, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 2007.

Mark Purcell, “A Review of ‘Seeking Spatial flog’,” Annals of the Association of
American Geographerg01, no. 3 (2011): 690-92.

Purcell, “A Review of ‘Seeking Spatial Justit&90.

George OrwellNineteen Eighty-Foyrn_ondon: Secker and Warburg, 1949. Reprint
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 2008.

Henri Lefebvrel ’Existentialisme Paris: Editions du Sagittaire, 1946; Rob Shields,
“Henri Lefebvre: Philosopher of Everyday Life”, Anthony Elliott and Bryan S.
Turner (eds)Profiles in contemporary social theqgryondon: Sage, 2001; Rob
Shields,Lefebvre, love and struggle: spatial dialectitendon: Routledge, 1999;
Stuart EldenUUnderstanding Henri Lefebvre: Theory and the Pdssitondon:
Continuum, 2004.

Albert Camusd,a PesteParis: Gallimard, 1947. Translated by Stuart &ilbReprint,
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1960.

Camusl.a Peste97-98.

Jonathan Marshalow to Survive in the Nigk.ondon: Allison and Busby, 1973.
Orwell,Nineteen Eighty-Fouyr20.

www.songarea.corfaccessed 8 July 2011).

Timothy David Reyi.ittle VICTORIES poetry and performanc€&hicago: LITTLE
Victories Press, 2011.

David DosaMaking rounds with Oscar, The Extraordinary Giftasf Ordinary Cat.
New York: Hyperion, 2010, ch. 3, and 221.

www.wrongplanet.nefaccessed 8 July 2011).

Tom BrophylLittle Victories conquering unemploymeNew Jersey: Memsender
Press, 2010

E. EspercRhilippine Massacre: The Little Victories, 14 Ji@®11.Available at:
http://asiancorrespondent.com/57364/philippine-massthe-little-victories/
(accessed 8 July 2011).

Dare Akinwale, “Nigeria: Our Little Victories24 November 201(Rvailable at:
http://www.cpafrica.com/2010/11/24/nigeria-victari@ccessed 8 July 2011).

Dave Valler and Juliet Carpenter, “New Labs@B8paces of Competitiveneskgcal
Economy25, no. 5 (2010): 438-456.

Conservative Party, Big Society Not Big Goveemt, London: Conservative Party,
2010; P. Alcock, “Building the Big Society: a newligy environment for the third
sector in England,Voluntary Sector Reviewt, no. 3 (2010): 379-389.

Page

23



103.

104.

105.
106.
107.
108.

109.
110.

111.
112.

Henry Tam, “The Big Con: Reframing the stateisty debate,Public Policy
Researci8, no. 1 (2011): 30.

Chongyi Feng, “Reluctant Withdrawal of Goveemnand Restrained Development
of Society: An assessment of the ‘small governmigigt, Society’ model in Hainan”,
China Perspectiveso. 35 (2001): 25-37.

Tam, “The Big Con: Reframing the state/socgstiate”, 33, 37.

Purcell, “A Review of ‘Seeking Spatial Justite

de Certeaalking in the cityde CerteauThe Practice of Everyday Life

Stef Jansen, “The Streets of Beograd: Urbacé&pand Protest Identities in Serbia,”
Political Geography20, no. 1 (2001): 35-55.

Henri LefebvreRhythmanalysis: Space, Time and Everyday, biéms. Stuart Elden
and Gerald Moore, London: Continuum, 2004; LefepVhee Production of Space
Jansen, “The Streets of Beograd”.

Henri LefebvreCritique de la vie quotidienne Paris: L’Arche, 1991 [1958].
LefebvreThe Production of Spacg9.

Page

24



