INTRODUCTION

Margaret Crawford

But we are unable to seize the human facts. We fail to see them where
they are, namely in humble, familiar, everyday objects. Qur search
for the human takes us too far, too deep. We seek it in the clouds or
in mysteries, whereas it is waiting for us, besieging us on all sides.
—Henri Lefebvre, The Same and the Other

What do we mean by everyday urbanism? These two words—one ordinary, the other obscure—
together identify a new position in understanding and approaching the city. Rather than urban
design, urban planning, urban studies, urban theory, or other specialized terms, urbanism identifies
a broad discursive arena that combines all of these disciplines as well as others into a multidimen-
sional consideration of the city. Cities are inexhaustible and contain so many overlapping and contra-,
dictory meanings—aesthetic, intellectual, physical, social, political, economic, and experiential—that
they can never be reconciled into a single understanding. Urbanism is thus inherently a contested
field. The term also carries with it important echoes of the sociologist Louis Wirth's famous essay title
and characterization “Urbanism as a Way of Life."* This formulation emphasizes the primacy of
human experience as the fundamental aspect of any definition of urbanism.

“Everyday" speaks to this element of ordinary human experience and itself conveys many
complicated meanings. At a common-sense level, everyday describes the lived experience shared
by urban residents, the banal and ordinary routines we know all too wel—commuting, working,
relaxing, moving through city streets and sidewalks, shopping, buying and eating food, running
errands. Even in this descriptive incarnation, the everyday city has rarely been the focus of atten-
tion for architects or urban designers, despite the fact that an amazing number of social, spatial,
and aesthetic meanings can be found in the repeated activities and conditions that constitute our
daily, weekly, and yearly routines. The utterly ordinary reveals a fabric of space and time defined
by a complex realm of social practices—a conjuncture of accident, desire, and habit.

The concept of everyday space delineates the physical domain of everyday public activity.
Existing in between such defined and physically identifiable realms as the home, the workplace,
and the institution, everyday urban space is the connective tissue that binds daily lives together.
Everyday space stands in contrast to the carefully planned, officially designated, and often under-
used public spaces that can be found in most American cities. These monumental spaces only
punctuate the larger and more diffuse landscape of everyday life, which tends to be banal and
repetitive, everywhere and nowhere, obvious yet invisible. Ambiguous like all in-between spaces,
the everyday represents a zone of social transition and possibility with the potential for new
social arrangements and forms of imagination.?
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BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND COMMON SENSE
Although the incoherence of everyday space might seem to defeat any conceptual or physical order,
the concepts of everyday life as identified by Henri Lefebvre, Guy Debord, and Miche! de Certeau
serve as an introduction to this rich repository of urban meaning. These three French theorists, all of
whom died in the last decade, were, respectively, a Marxist philosopher and sociologist, a filmmaker
and would-be revolutionary, and an anthropologist and historian. Pioneers in investigating the com-
pletely ignored spheres of daily existence, their work identified the everyday as a crucial arena of
modern culture and society. While acknowledging the oppression of daily life, each discovered its
potential as a site of creative resistance and liberatory power. In contrast to the French theorists such
as Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault, who dominated academic and architectural discourse over
the last two decades, Lefebvre, Debord, and de Certeau insisted on the connection between theory
and social practices, between thought and lived experience. Lefebvre pointed out that “when the
philosopher turns back towards real life, general concepts which have been worked out by means of
a highly specialized activity and abstracted from everyday life are not lost. On the contrary, they take
on a new meaning for lived experience.” All of the authors included irf this book share with these
three philosophical predecessors similar assumptions about everyday life.

The belief that everyday life is important governs our work. Lefebvre was the first philosopher to
insist that the apparently trivial everyday actually constitutes the basis of all social experience and the
true realm of political contestation. Lefebvre described daily life as the "screen on which society pro-
jects its light and its shadow, its hollows and its planes, its power and its weakness." In spite of this
significance, Lefebvre warns, the everyday is difficult to decode due to its fundamental ambiguity. As”
the first step in analyzing this slippery concept, Lefebvre distinguished between two simultaneous
realities that exist within everyday life: the quotidian, the timeless, humble, repetitive natural rhythms
of life; and the modern, the always new and constantly changing habits that are shaped by technology
and worldliness.® Lefebvre structured his analysis of everyday life around this duality, looking past
potentially alienating aspects in an effort to unearth the deeply human elements that still exist within
the everyday. While most urbanists influenced by Lefebvre have critiqued modemity's negative
effects on the city,® we have tried optimistically to focus on the other side of the equation—the pos-
sibility of reclaiming elements of the quotidian that have been hidden in the nooks and crannies of
the urban environment. We have discovered these qualities in overlooked, marginal places, from
streets and sidewalks to vacant lots and parks, from suburbia to the inner city.

We believe that lived experience should be more important than physical form in defining the
city. This perspective distinguishes us from many designers and critics who point to the visual inco-
herence of everyday space as exemplifying everything that is wrong with American cities. Like
Lefebvre, Debord, and de Certeau, we understand urbanism to be a human and social discourse. The
city is, above all, a social product, created out of the demands of everyday use and the social strug-
gles of urban inhabitants. Design within everyday space must start with an understanding and accep-
tance of the life that takes place there. This goes against the grain of professional design discourse,
which is based on abstract principles, whether quantitative, formal, spatial, or perceptual. Whatever
the intention, professional abstractions inevitably produce spaces that have little to do with real



human impulses. We agree with Raymond Ledrut's conclusion “The problem today*wl?ich hz.as noth-
ing ‘philosophical’ about it—is that of the real life 'of the city and 'in' the city. The true issue is not to
make beautiful cities or well-managed cities, it is to make a work of life. The rest is a by-product."”

For us, the play of difference is the primary element in the “real life" of the city. Lefebvre
observed that abstract urban spaces, primarily designed to be reproduced, "negated all differences,
those that come from nature and history as well as those that come from the body, ages, sexes, and
ethnicities." This is visible everywhere in increasingly generic yet specialized spaces that parcel daily
experience into separate domains. Though difference is progressively negated in urban space, hov'v-
ever, it nonetheless remains the most salient fact of everyday life. Its burdens and pleasures are dis-
tributed unevenly, according to class, age, race, and gender. Lefebvre focused particular attention on
the victims of everyday life, especially women sentenced to endless routines of housework and shop-
ping. Lefebvre also identified immigrants, low-level employees, and teenagers as victims of evefyday
life, although "never in the same way, never at the same time, never all at once."®

To locate these differences physically in everyday lives is to map the social geography of the
city. The city of the bus rider or pedestrian does not resemble that of the automobile owner. A shop-
ping cart means very different things to a busy mother in a supermarket and a homeless person on
the sidewalk. These differences separate the lives of urban inhabitants from one another, while their
overlap constitutes the primary form of social exchange in the city. The intersections between an
individual or defined group and the rest of the city are everyday space—the site of multiple social
and economic transactions, where multiple experiences accumulate in a single location. These places
where differences collide or interact are the most potent sites for everyday urbanism.

“The goal of everyday urbanism is to orchestrate what the literary theorist Mikhail Bakhtin called
“dialogism.” A mode of textual analysis, dialogism can easily be applied to design practices. Bakhtin
defined dialogism as the characteristic epistemological mode of a world dominated by "heteroglossia"
—the constant interaction between meanings, all of which can potentially influence the others.
“"Dialogization” occurs when a word, discourse, language, or culture becomes relativized, deprivi-
leged, and aware of competing definitions for the same things. Undialogized language remains
authoritarian or absolute.™ To dialogize design in the city chalienges the conceptual hierarchy under
which most design professionals operate. Everyday life provides a good starting point for this shift
because it is grounded in the commonplace rather than the canonical, the many rather than the few,
and the repeated rather than the unique; and it is uniquely comprehensible to ordinary people.

Not' surprisingly, since everyone is potentially an expert on everyday life, everyday life has never
‘beeri of-much interest to experts. Lefebvre pointed out that although experts and intellectuals are
embedded in everyday life, they prefer to think of themselves as outside and elsewhere. Convinced
that everyday life is trivial, they attempt to evade it. They use rhetoric and metalanguage as perma-
nent substitutes for experience, allowing them to ignore the mediocrity of their own condition.""*
Lefebvre also described the purpose of such distancing techniques: “Abstract culture places an
almost opaque screen (if it were completely opaque the situation would be simpler) between culti-
vated [people] and everyday life. Abstract culture not only supplies them with words and ideas but
also with an attitude which forces them to seek the 'meaning’ of their lives and consciousness out-

side of themselves and their real relations with the world."'?

7
Raymond Ledrut,
“*Speech and the
Silence of the
City," in THE CITY
AND THE SIGN: AN
INTRODUCTION TO
URBAN SEMIOTICS, ed.
Mark Gottdeiner
and Alexandros
Langopoulos (New
York: Columbia
University Press,
1986), 133.

8
Henri Lefebvre,
“Space: Social
Product and Use
Value,” in CRITICAL
SOCIOLOGY: EUROPEAN
PERSPECTIVES, ed.
3. W. Freiberg (New
York:Irvington,
1979), 289.

9
Lefebvre, CRITIQUE
OF EVERYDAY LIFE,
127.

10
Mikhail Bakhtin,
THE DIALOGIC
IMAGINATION: FOUR
ESSAYsS, ed. Michael

Holmquist (Austin:

University of
Texas Press,
1981), 426-27.

11
Lefebvre, EVERYDAY
LIFE IN THE MODERN
WORLD, 92.

12
Lefebvre, CRITIQUE
OF EVERYDAY LIFE,
238.

13
Henri Lefebvre,
LA SOMME ET LE

RESTE, VoL. 2 (Paris:

La Nef de Paris,
1959), discussed
in David Harvey,
“Afterword” in
Henri Lefebvre,
THE PRODUCTION OF
SPACE (New York:
Blackwell, 1991),
429.

14
Guy Debord, “Pre-
liminary Problems
in Constructing a
Situation,” in Ken
Knabb, siTuaTionisT
INTERNATIONAL
ANTHOLOGY (Berke-
ley: Bureau
of Public Secrets,
1981), 43-45,

‘\\ 9 i

To avoid this breach with reality, everyday urbanism demands a radical repositioning of the
designer, a shifting of power from the professional expert to the ordinary person. Widespread
expertise in everyday life acts as a leveling agent, eliminating the distance between professionals
and users, between specialized knowledge and daily experience. The designer is immersed within
contemporary society rather than superior to and outside it, and is-thus forced to address the con-
tradictions of social life from close up.

TIME AND SPACE . .
Both Michel de Certeau and Henri Lefebvre argued that the temporal is as significant as the

spatial in everyday life. De Certeau drew a distinction between two modes of operation: strate-
gies, based on place, and tactics, based on time. Strategies represent the practices of those in
power, postulating "a place that can be delimited as its own and serve as the base from which
relations with an exteriority composed of targets or threats can be managed." Strategies estab-
lish a "proper” place, either spatial or institutional, such that place triumphs over time. Political,
economic, and scientific rationalities are constructed on the strategic model. In contrast, a
tactic is a way of operating without a proper place, and so depends on time. As a result, tactics
lack the borders necessary for designation as visible totalities: “The place of a tactic belongs

to the other." Tactics are the "art of the weak," incursions into the field of the powerful. Without
a proper place, tactics rely on seized opportunities, on cleverly chosen moments, and on the
rapidity of movements that can change the organization of a space. Tactics are a form of every-
day creativity. Many of the urban activities we describe are tactical. By challenging the “proper"
places of the city, this range of transitory, temporary, and ephemeral urban activities: constitutes
counterpractices to officially sanctioned urbanisms.

Lefebvre also identified another set of multiple temporalities composing urban life. Everyday
time is located at the intersection of two contrasting but coexisting modes of repetition, the
cyclical and the linear. The cyclical consists of the rhythms of nature: night and day, changing
seasons, birth and death. Rational processes define linear patterns, time measured into quantifi-
able schedules -of work and leisure with such units as timetables, fast food, coffee breaks, and
prime time. Repeated across days, weeks, months, years, and lifetimes, these, competing thythms
shape our lived experience. More important to Lefebvre than these predictable oscillations, how-
ever, is a third category of time, the discontinuous and spontaneous moments that punctuate
daily experience—fleeting sensations of love, play, rest, knowledge. These instants of rupture
and illumination, arising from everyone's daily existence, reveal the possibilities and limitations of
life.'* They highlight the distance between what life is and what it might be. Although these
moments quickly pass into oblivion, they provide the key to the powers contained in the every-
day and function as starting points for social change. Guy Debord saw them as potential revolu-
tions in individual everyday life, springboards for the realization of the possible.* By recognizing
and building on these understandings of time, we can explore new and barely acknowledged
realms of urban experience.

,7____—__L+A,,,,, o




10

THE POLITICS OF EVERYDAY LIFE ‘

Like these writers, we want to draw attention to the transformational possibil.itle‘s of the everyda}y.
Alice Kaplan and Kristen Ross have pointed out that the political.i.s hidden within the contre;ljlctlf)ns
and possibilities of lived experience.’ The most banal and repetitive ges.tures of .e.veryday ife glv:
rise to desires that cannot be satisfied there. If these desires could acquire a political language, they
would make a new set of personal and collective demands on the social order. Therefc?r.e th'e prac-
tices of everyday urbanism should inevitably lead to social change, not vi.a abstract po.lltlcal |deol.o-
gies imposed from outside, but instead through specific concerns that arise from the lived experience
of different individuals and groups in the city. o

While acknowledging our debts to Lefebvre and Debord, the general position of wr'lters included
in this book is not identical to theirs. Both Lefebvre and Debord identified the.urban §nV|r<?nm<‘ent as
a unique site for contesting the alienation of modern capitalist sociéty and believed that this alfen-
ation could be overcome, thus rendering individuals whole once again. They saw both the society
they attacked and the future society they desired as totalities.'® We instead acknowledge frangmenta-
tion and incompleteness as inevitable conditions of postmodem life. We do not seek overarcfhln.g
solutions. There is no universal everyday urbanism, only a multiplicity of responses to S|:.)eCIfI? times
and places. Our solutions are modest and small in scale—micro-utopias, perhaps, contamed"ln a
sidewalk, a bus bench, or a minipark. In a rare nontotalizing moment, Debord declare'd that One.day,
we will construct cities for drifting . . . but, with light retouching, one can utilize certal‘n zones. which
already exist. One can utilize certain persons who already exist.""” One purpose of this book is to
identify a few of those zones and a few of those persons.

TOWARD EVERYDAY URBANISM ' .
The possibility that the concept of everyday urbanism might interest a broader audience first became

apparent to the editors in 1994, when we organized a symposium as part of the Los Angeles
Museum of Contemporary Art's "Urban Revisions" exhibition. From this symposium we bege?n to
assemble the book, which took shape slowly through heated but always stimulating discussions, our
attempts to delineate the amorphous contours of everyday life. This project is the pr.oduct of ou.r
friendship; each of us brought different interests, perspectives, and knowledge to this collab.orat.xv?
endeavor. We discovered around us other writers, photographers, and architects working with similar
ideas. Though much of the work described here takes place in Los Angeles, we hope that the relet
vance of these ideas and activities extends into the general realm of the urban. We suspect that this
book represents only a small glimpse at everyday urbanism, and that muttiple versions already exist
across the eountry, ripe for further examination.'

The book is divided into two sections, “Looking at the City" and “Making the City.” The first
group of essays examines a range of existing activities and places around Los Angeles and New
York. Sanctioned yet unofficial, highly visible but hidden, these underexplored places have important
things to say. Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett observes street activities in New York City, from parades
to children at play, and argues that such vernacular performances constitute a type of architecture
because they give form to urban space. In new kinds of public spaces that are produced by such
everyday activities as garage sales and street vending in Los Angeles, | see multiple publics asserting
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their identities and delineating new urban arenas for political action. Mona Houghton describes a very

different social context in Los Angeles, the bohemian enclave of Laurel Canyon, where Ernest

Rosenthal, scavenger and recycler, tends his continuously evolving garden. Too sophisticated to be

an outsider but more obsessed than the typical home gardener, Rosenthal challenges distinctions
between high and low. Dennis Keeley's photo essay reveals the beauty and humor of Rosenthal's
garden. John Chase focuses on his own Southern California neighborhood, Venice, to analyze trash

as a mode of urban information and communication, a medium through which urban residents under-

stand and attempt to control their environment. Finally, Camilo José Vergara's portfolio of photo-
graphs surveys economic activities in South Central Los Angeles, documenting the ways in which
Hispanig immigrants transform their public environment, visible on streets and fences as well as in
garages and yards.

The second half of the book looks at design activities, professionals collaborating in building
the everyday city. John Kaliski provides theoretical context by tracing the history of everyday
urbanism within the postmodern discourse of urban design. Urban designers, argues Kaliski,

" have consistently evaded the realities of existing urban life, by attempting either to recover the

| past or to control the future. He proposes everyday urbanism as an alternative to the failure of
the abstract modernist city. In the next two essays, John Chase and Phoebe W.
small-scale projects that respond practically to daily life in two very different Los Angeles munici-
palities, West Hollywood and Pasadena, Both projects retrofit single-use environments with multi-
ple functions and amenities to €ncourage spontaneous social interaction. Botl

all Wilson present

h projects, conceived
within existing planning and regulatory frameworks, are very likely to be implemented. Norman

Millar describes the satisfactions and frustrations of his ongoing work with Central American

street vendors in MacArthur Park, The relationship between the professional designers, the
vendors, and the city is intermittent and rarely conclusive, challenging existing modes of architec-
tural practice. Walter Hood uses an improvisatory method to re
and its surrounding streets in West Oakland, Hood imagines re
the entire neighborhood, redesigning the park to accommodat
prostitutes as well as gardeners and children.

-Create conceptually a minipark
Sponses to the multiple needs of
e beer drinkers, recyclers, and

In spite of its detailed discussion of theoretical influences, this book was written not as a
scholarly or critical work but primarily as a call to action, Unifying the ideas and practices of
everyday urbanism presented here is the hope that all might serve as entry points for an
understanding of everyday space and as incentives for rethinking the ways in which designers
can operate there. Proposing alternatives to the limited scope and methods of contemporary
urban design, these €ssays attempt to reconnect design to human, social, and political concerns
without repeating the narrow, deterministic approaches of the social and advocacy architecture

movements of the 1960s. Instead, everyday urbanism seeks to release the powers of creativity
and imagination already present within daily life as the means of

transforming urban experience
and the city.




THE CURRENT STATE
OF EVERYDAY URBANISM

Margaret Crawford

Much has happened in the ten years since we finished the manuscript for the first edition ?f .
Everyday Urbanism. The concept originally emerged- from a specific context, our own'dally' exp.erl—
ence of the endlessly fascinating urban landscape of Los Angeles. Continually being re-inhabited in
new ways and reinvented by its residents, the city challenged us, as design professionals‘: and acade-
mics, to engage with it in a preductive way. The liveliness of the urban life around us helghtenfed our
dissatisfaction with the limits of prevailing urban design discourse. Whether engaged in normatlvet
professional practice or avant-garde speculation, urban designers often seemed unable to appreciate
the city around them and displayed little interest in the people who lived in it. Instead, they .
approached the city in primarily abstract and normative terms. We conceived of Everyda).l Urbafmsm
as-an alternative urban design concept, a new way to reconnect urban research and design with
ordinary human and social meanings. Borrowing selectively from the concepts of everyday life pro-
vided by Henri Lefebvre, Michel de Certeau, and Mikhail Bakhtin, we proposed a new set of urbeTn
design values. These put urban residents and their daily experiences at the center of the enterprl‘se,
encouraged a more ethnographic mode of urban research, and emphasized specificity and mater!al
reality. Depicting and designing for an almost infinite variety of everyday lives demanded a broad rahge
of representations, leading us to explore various genres of writing and to encourage contributors to
experiment with new types of expressive drawing and hyper-realistic model making and photo coll:flge.
One of the most satisfying aspects of publishing Everyday Urbanism has been the on-going
enthusiastic reception from like-minded people and groups. In retrospect, it seems clear that rather
than inventing a new idea, Everyday Urbanism actually encapsulated a widespread but not yet fully
articulated attitude toward urban design. It turned out that many architects, planners, and students
around the world were already paying keen attention to the existing city, reading Lefebvre and
de Certeau, and adjusting their design approaches accordingly. Doug Kelbaugh's recognition of
Everyday Urbanism as one of the three dominant paradigms of contemporary urbanism reflects this
widespread resonance.' By giving this collection of influences, sympathies, and interest a name,
Everyday Urbanism provided a concept to which, it turned out, a surprising number of people could
relate. Their responses acknowledged our aspiration to make EU an “"open work," an umbrella con-
cept that could shelter many different activities, rather than an exclusive or regulated enterprise. The
book-itself mirrors this in its selection of varied and even contradictory essays and projects. Everyday
Urbanism embraces the.diversity of- life, in contrast to other schools of urban design that target a
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particular ethos and then create an approach to further this worldview. If upper case Everyday
Urbanism still designates a design approach, lower case everyday urbanism has become an accepted
term to positively describe ordinary urban places and activities.

We want to acknowledge this broader field by mentioning some of the individuals and groups
that we feel share at least some of our interests or whose work overlaps with ours in some way.
During the 1990s, while EU ideas were percolating, Los Angeles inspired a number of parallel pro-
jects, including those of Robert Mangurian and Mary Ann Ray, our then-colleagues at SCl-Arc. At the
same time, a new discourse of Latino Urbanism in Southern California was emerging with the work of
Teddy Cruz, ADOBE LA and, more recently James Rojas. The Forum for Architecture and Urban
Design provided an important venue for presenting these ideas as they emerged. Jack Burnett-Stuart
introduced us to Jurgen Patzak-Poor and Anjie Buckholz, who continue to do interesting work with
Building Initiative in London and Belfast. German-speaking countries have produced their own distinc-
tive contribution to the everyday discourse. Philipp Oswalt's Urban Catalyst project brought scholars
from all over Europe together to investigate- urban development through temporary uses. in Vienna,
Robert Teme! and Florian Haydn's book Temporary Urban Spaces explored a broad range of tempo-
rally based art and design projects. In Berlin, Kenny Cupers and Marcus Meissen's study of informal
urban spaces theorized their significance as public spaces. In Essen, Francesca Ferguson's compre-
hensive exhibition and catalog Talking Cities: The Micropolitics of Urban Space collected a large num- .
ber of related projects including the work of Stalker in Italy, Atelier Bow-Wow in Tokyo, and Bernd
Kniess and Leonhard Lago's "Cartographies of Everyday Life" in the Ruhr. .

As teachers and as practitioners, we have met and interacted with a number of people, gener- -
ating influences in both directions. These include former students such as Dan Adams and Interboro,
(Tobias Armborst, Georgeen Theodore, and Dan D'Oca) who are now in practice. Although EU
focused on urban design, its ideas can easily shade into both art practice and community activism.
Artists such as Elke Kkrasner in Vienna and the haha group in Chicago and Cambridge (Wendy
Jacob, Laurie Palmer) share many of our concerns. Dan Pitera and his colleaguesat the Detroit
Collaborative Design Center, Public Architecture in San Francisco, and the Center for Urban Pedagogy
are all restructuring professional models to offer new perspectives in specific urban setting,

Although EU focused our local experiences, readers in places as remote as India and China not
only opened up a global community but also suggested a broader applicability than we had imag-
ined. In very different urban contexts Urban Thinktank in Caracas and Rahul Mehotra in Bombay have
worked productively in informal situations to work with rather than against what Mehotra has called
“the kinetic city.” We also want to emphasize our commonalities with Crimson, the Dutch architectural
history office. In the Everyday Urbanism debate at the University of Michigan, architectural theorist
Michael Speaks emphasizes the differences between Crimson and everyday urbanism. We have
instead found a considerable amount of overlap. Crimson's unusual office structure, provocative writ-
ing, long-term projects in Hoogviiet, and inclusive collegiality have produced real-world outcomes
that we can only dream about.

Not all of the attention we have received has been positive, however. In fact, critics from a
broad spectrum of architectural and academic positions have attacked everyday urbanism for a wide
variety of perceived failures. Some of these disagreements are predictable, and, in fact, stake out the
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existing positions in current urban debates. The critic Herbert Muschamp walked out of one of our
earliest presentations, underlining his lack of interest in non-authored design. It was no surprise that
New Urbanists, invested in idealized urban environments created through design and regulation,
would find our acceptance of ordinary places distasteful. Andreas Duany derided its products as
inevitably "ugly," saying that Everyday Urbanism was his most disliked approach to urban design.
Similarly the planner Emily Talen decried our lack of interest in normative aesthetic and social goals.
Other planners and urban design practitioners, accustomed to working with large-scale projects and
master plans, find EU's incremental and small-scale approach ineffectual. The ltalian urbanist ‘
Bernardo Secchi dismissed it as inadequate to address the real issues facing cities.® Harvard profes-
sor and urban designer Alex Krieger mistook our interest in ordinary places and people for a new
form ‘of advocacy planning. A number of design professionals have interpreted its emphasis on blur-
ring professional boundaries as a challenge to their specialized expertise. Historians and theorists
have also attacked what they perceive as the book's theoretical and rhetorical weaknesses. Among
other shortcomings, Michael Speaks saw Everyday Urbanism as excessively dependent on a linguistic
and interpretive approach, reading the city as a text rather than propdsing design interventions.
Architectural historian Dell Upton developed this critique further, finding EU's theoretical basis vague,
binary, and rhetorical rather than concrete.* As a result, he argued, it could produce only embarrass-
ingly literal and decorative projects. Although we do not necessarily accept their critiques, our critics
have helped us to clarify the key elements driving Everyday Urbanism. i
Over the past few years, we have learned from both our friends and our critics but even more
from our efforts in putting Everyday Urbanism into practice. For example, the introduction to the first
edition of this book devoted a lot of attention to its theoretical provenance. We now understand that
Everyday Urbanism functions more as an attitude or a sensibility about the city. In practice we have
moved away from developing or following a body of theory to embodying an approach that can be
applied-to-'many different situations and activities. Although ideas provided by Lefebvre, de Certeau,
and Bakhtin initially enabled us to engage with everyday life, once that engagement begins, respond-
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ing to the demands of specific urban situations ensures that the project immediately takes on a life of

its own. Rather than a singular formal product, this can result in any number of different outcomes.
Radically empirical rather than normative and generalizable, Everyday Urbanism constitutes a flexible
collection of ideas and practices that can be reconfigured according to particular circumstances.

Multiple and heterogeneous, Everyday Urbanism was never-intended to be an over-arching
approach to design. Since it does not seek to transform the world or even the built environment,
Everyday Urbanists can work partially in many different situations. Unlike most urban design tech-
niques, it'can maneuver in the nooks and crannies of existing urban environments. An accretional
approach, it makes small changes that accumulate to transform larger urban situations. As a practice,
it is appropriate for certain circumstances but perhaps not for others. It is not intended to replace

other urban design practices but to work along with, on top of, or after them. Similarly, depending on
the situation; Everyday Urbanists can step in and out of professional roles if they discover other ways

of actomplishing their goals. Although frustrating to critics, this shape-shifting quality provides
Everyday Urbanism with a flexibility noticeably absent in other urban design approaches and is, we

would argue, fundamental to operating in a world of constant changes.
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Everyday Urbanists take advantage of their lack of affiliation to think about ordinary places in
new ways. Although understanding existing urban situations is our starting point, the essence of
Everyday Urbanism is to reinterpret and re-imagine them. Finding unforeseen possibilities in ordinary
places requires invention and creativity. Thus, Everyday Urbanism needs to work both from the bot-
tom up (in terms of subject and sympathy) and from the top down (utilizing sophisticated knowl-
edge and techniques). In de Certeau's terms, this means being both tactical (unofficial action that is
not authorized by government or any official power structure) and strategic (plans formed on a top
down basis by those with power). By trying to produce “ordinary magic" out of circumstances that
most designers would find unpromising, Everyday Urbanism may in fact have more visionary and
transformative goals than any other form of contemporary urbanism.

Finally, our work with residents, city governments, and local organizations on real projects has
pointed to another important dimension of everyday urban practice: the many aspects of urban life
that are deeply embedded in the daily workings of city government and its regulation and enforce-
ment functions. This realization challenged some of our theoretical assumptions. Lefebvre,
de Certeau, and Bakhtin all depicted and dismissed the state as monolithic, reactionary, and at odds
with everyday life. Our experience with local politicians, city agencies, and officials suggests a far
more complex and contradictory reality. Boundaries between local governments and citizens are
often blurry. Many people occupy multiple roles, moving between identities as citizen, bureaucrat,
professional, or advocate. Elected politicians and city officials can be both obstructive and supportive
of innovative solutions. We have also gained a new appreciation for the crucial role that middle class
public opinion plays in the micro-public sphere of neighborhood and urban politics. Public meetings,
the local press, vocal individuals, and organized pressure groups all come together to shape both
public opinion and public action. This has led us to emphasize representation and communication as
one of our key contributions to political discourse and action, giving us a stronger voice in these ongo-
ing debates. We have also realized that even if we don't prevail, by visualizing and communicating

alternatives, our visions of transforming everyday urban life can still play a powerful role in shaping
municipal debates and policy initiatives. The ongoing struggles of urban politics highlight another
ordinary but important temporal dimension we neglected in the first edition of Everyday Urbanism—
the slow pace and ongoing commitment necessary to realize projects in a democratic context.

The additions to the book reflect the continuing development of both the urban research and
the practice-and-project-based elements of Everyday Urbanism. John Chase and James Rojas's survey
of Latino signs in Los Angeles and John Kaliski's mini-mall survey expand on the first edition's focus
on the constantly changing vernacular landscape of Los Angeles. Michelle Provoost of Crimson
Architectural Historians adds an international dimension with a survey of projects in Hoogwliet in the
Netherlands. My article situates EU in a pedagogical context but with real-world outcomes. Having
moved to the Boston area as a professor at Harvard, | faced the challenge of adapting EU to a dra-
matically different urban context. John Kaliski devotes his attention to an important theme that is
alluded to but not developed in the first edition, citizen participation and democracy. Already realized
or well on their way toward realization, these projects not only illustrate the multiple settings, scales
and temporalities that everyday design can take, but also demonstrate its increased presence in the
world. In both of these senses, everyday urbanism is still a work in progress.




BLURRING THE BOUNDARIES:
PUBLIC SPACE
AND PRIVATE LIFE

Margaret Crawford

This investigation originated in my dissatisfaction with a critical position that emerged lr?
ians began to see multiple versions

architectural discourse a few years-ago. Critics and histor .
of the theme park in the increasingly spectacular and centralized zones .of leisure and
consumption—gentrified shopping streets, massive shoppi'ng r'nalls, festival marketplaczs.
According to Michael Sorkin, one of the primary theorists in th.IS ar.ena, these ersatz a.n
privatized pieces of the city—pseudopublic places—were distinguished by cor\sumgtuorfx,
surveillance, control, and endless simulation. | include my own work among this body ©

er concluding that the entire world had become a gigantic

PRI i chapt
criticism; | contributed a p nd the

shopping mall to Sorkin's book Variations on a Theme Park: The New American City al

End of Public Space.’ - ' .
What concerned me more than the emerging theme-park sensibility as depicted in

these studies was part of the book's subtitle, "The End of Public Space." T'his sun‘m"\arizes a
fear repeated by many other critics, urbanists, and architects; in his e'ssay in Sorkin's 't'nzo‘ok.,
Mike Davis expresses alarm at the udestruction of any truly democratic urb:cxn spaceé. tis
easy to find evidence to support this argument. Los Angeles, for exarn'ple, x's often Clte.d. as ‘
an extreme demonstration of the decline of public space. The\ few remaining slices of tradn"nona
public space (for example, Pershing Square, historically the focus of the downtown business
district, which was recently redesigned by Ricardo Legorreta) are usually deserted,

while Citywalk, the simulated cityscape, shopping, and entertainment center c'ollaged from
different urban elements by MCA and Universal Studio, is always jammed with people.
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The existence and popularity of these commercial public places is used to frame a
pervasive narrative of loss that contrasts the current debasement of public space with
golden ages and golden sites—the Greek agora, the coffeehouses of early modern Paris
and London, the ltalian piazza, the town square. The narrative nostalgically posits these
-as once vital sites of democracy where, allegedly, cohesive public discourse thrived, and
inevitably culminates in the contemporary crisis of public life and public space, a crisis
that puts at risk the very ideas and institutions of democracy itself.

It is hard to argue with the symptoms these writers describe, but | disagree with the
conclusions they draw. This perception of loss originates in extremely narrow and normative
definitions of both “public” and "space" that derive from insistence on unity, desire
for fixed categories of time and space, and rigidly conceived notions of private and public.
Seeking a single, all-inclusive public space, these critics mistake monumental public
spaces for the totality of public space. In this respect, critics of public space closely echo
the conclusions of social theorists such as Jiirgen Habermas and Richard Sennett,
whose descriptions of the public sphere share many of the same assumptions.? Habermas
describes the public sphere as overwhelmed by consumerism, the media, and the state,
while Sennett laments in his book's very title “the fall of public man." The word “man”
highlights another key assumption of this position: an inability to conceive of identity in
any but universalizing terms. Whether as universal man, citizen, consumer, or tourist,
the identified subjects posit a normative condition of experience.

Not surprisingly, the political implications that follow from the overwhelmingly negative
assessments of the narrative of loss are equally negative. Implicit is a form of historical
determinism that suggests the impossibility of political struggle against what Mike Davis
calls “inexorable forces."* The universal consumer becomes the universal victim, helpless
and passive against the forces of capitalism, consumerism, and simulation. This tyranny
is compounded by the lack of a clear link between public space and democracy. The two
are assumed to be closely connected, but exact affinities are never specified, which
makes it even more difficuit to imagine political opposition to the mall or theme park.

This universalization, pessimism, and ambiguity led me to seek an alternative frame-
work—a new way of conceptualizing public space and a new way of reading Los Angeles.
This essay represents an account of my attempts to rethink our conceptions of “public,”
“space,” and "identity.” The investigation revealed to me a multiplicity of simultaneous public
activities in Los Angeles that are continually redefining both "public" and “space”-through
lived experience. In vacant lots, sidewalks, parks, and parking lots, these activities are
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