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Abstract

This thesis aims to evaluate the causes, processes and consequences of the
privatisation of the public realm and assess the implications for urban public life and
for those involved in the design, administration and control of the public realm. The
principal element of the study is the development and application of a methodology
for the evaluation and comparative analysis of the “publicness” of urban spaces.
“Privatisation of the public realm” is a phrase used in a multitude of contexts
to describe various aspects of the processes and consequences of contemporary
development, urban planning and everyday life. The first part of the thesis defines the
field of study through a discussion o f the concepts “public”, “public space” and the
“pubhc realm”, and assesses the public realm’s value for the fulfilment of social,
political, moral and psychological human needs and desires.

The impact of

privatisation on the public realm, both as a decline in public social life and as a
dominant political philosophy, is explored through a discussion of relevant literature.
The second part of the study develops a methodology for the evaluation o f the
relative “publicness” of urban spaces by expanding upon the concepts of “democratic
public space” and “spatial rights”. In Part III this framework is applied to two broad
areas of case study investigation in Central London; the Broadgate office development
and adjacent Liverpool Street Station in the City of London, and Leicester Square and
the Trocadero retail and amusement complex in London’s West End.

The study

concludes by assessing the vahdity of the approach adopted and by appraising the
implications derived from the case studies for the procurement, design and
management of a “vital”, democratic and truly public, public realm.
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What is true of human polity seems to me not less so of the
distinctively political art of Architecture.
John Ruskin
The Seven Lamps o f Architecture (1880, p.3-4)

A city is made by the social congregation of people, for
business and pleasure and ceremony, different from shop,
office or private affairs at home. A person is a citizen in the
street. A city is n o t.... a machine for traffic to pass through
but a square for people to remain within. Without such
squares - markets, cathedral places, political forums planned more or less as inclosures, there is no city.
Paul and Percival Goodman
Communitas: M eans o f Livelihood and Ways o f Life

(1960, p.49)
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Introduction
The public realm, as the common world, gathers us together and
yet prevents our falling over each other, .... What makes mass
society so difficult to bear is not the number of people involved,
.... but the fact that the world between them has lost its power to
gather them together, to relate and separate them.
Hannah Arendt
The Human Condition (1958, p. 199)

Periods of human civilisation are often admired for the emergence o f democratic
forms of political organisation and for their realisation of human potential. The Greek
agora, the Roman forum, medieval communes and North American townships are
particular forms of human settlements and institutions associated with these peaks of
human civility. Their common attribute is not manifested purely in their physical form
or in their political democracies, but also in a successful public realm; an arena of
open government and disclosure of identity; of the sharing of opinions, debate, open
conflict, public speaking and persuasion. The public realm provided a common stage
on which to find, and act out, a role in a civil society (Arendt, 1958).
Giambattista Nolli’s 1748 plan of Rome (Figure I) provides a magnificently
clear graphic representation of the distinction between this public realm and the
private domain. Those exterior and interior spaces that are accessible to the general
public and frequently used by them - streets, piazzas, church interiors, gardens,
courtyards, public lobbies and great halls - are clearly defined as positive voids within
the solid building mass of private domain. An attempt to produce a similarly intricate
plan in many contemporary western cities would be fraught with difficulty.
Increasingly, spaces that form dominant nodes of public attraction, be they for
consumption, culture, work or transportation, are coming under the management and
control of the private sector, or by their design and social use are becoming exclusive,
segregated enclaves.

Developers, managers and administrators are covertly, and

sometimes aggressively, controlling the public hfe of increasingly diverse spheres of
the public realm in the interest of only part of society. This phenomenon has become

Introduction
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F igure 1. P a rt o f G ia m b attista N o lli’s 1748 p la n o f R om e (Source: Rasm ussen, 1964)

known as the “privatisation of the public realm”; the growing dominance of private
interests over the production, management, use and social life of public spaces.
This thesis aims to evaluate the causes, processes and consequences of the
privatisation of the public realm, and to assess the implications for the public life of
cities and those involved in the design, administration and control of the public realm.
The principal element of the study is the development and application of a
methodology for the evaluation and comparative analysis of the “publicness” of
primarily urban public spaces.
The thesis is divided into four broad sections; background, development of a
methodology, case studies, and responses and conclusions. Part I presents a broad
outline of the forces of social, economic and political change that have been exerted
on the public realm under the heading of “privatisation”. Chapter One defines the
field of study through a discussion of the concepts “public”, “private”, “public space”

Introduction
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and the “public realm”, and provides a definition for the latter. From this the value of
the public realm to the fulfilment of social, political, moral and psychological human
needs can be outlined as a basis for the discussion of detrimental processes on the
public realm. Chapters Two and Three outline two facets of privatisation; the decline
in social life in the public realm and emphasis on the individual in the former, and the
political philosophy of transferring the provision of goods and services to the private
sector, and the devaluation of public agencies and facilities in the latter. Chapter Four
discusses the nature, production and historical background of “privatised public
spaces”. The evolution of consumption spaces - arcades, shopping malls, shopping
centres, and mega-malls - is discussed as an example of the development and nature of
a dominant type of privatised public space.
Part II develops a methodology for the evaluation of the “publicness” of urban
areas. Chapter Five evaluates the limited number of previous approaches adopted to
study the privatisation of public space.

Chapter Six develops the idea of “Public

Space Rights” as a methodology for evaluating the degree to which public spaces may
or may not construe truly public space. Part HI applies the methodology developed in
Part II to two urban case study areas of investigation offered for public use, which
illustrate the varying degrees to which the design, social use, production or
management of spaces influences their relative “publicness”. Chapter Seven explores
the range of parameters from which a selection of urban case study areas can be
chosen to illustrate the discussion put forward in Part I and “test” the methodology.
Chapter Eight looks at the highly documented and discussed Broadgate office
development and the adjacent Liverpool Street Station in the City of London.
Chapter Nine considers an area of London’s W est End including Leicester Square and
the Trocadero retail and amusement complex.
Part IV, the final part of this study, presents a reappraisal of the arguments put
forward in Part I, assess the validity of “public space rights” as a methodology for the
evaluation of urban spaces, and discusses the results gained from the application of
this approach to the two case study areas. Imphcations are drawn for those involved
in the procurement, design and management of the public realm, and the need for a
democratic, vital and open public realm restated.

15

Part I
Background
The phrase “Privatisation of the Public Realm” has been used in a
multitude of contexts and by numerous commentators to describe various
aspects of the processes and consequences of contemporary development,
urban planning and everyday life. The intention of Part I of this study is
to clarify what is meant by the public realm and the processes and
consequences of privatisation.

The physical manifestations of this

phenomenon are described as “privatised public spaces”.
studied and evaluated in the proceeding parts.

These are

16

C hapter O ne

The Public Realm
The free use of open space may offend us, endanger us, or even
threaten the seat of power. Yet that freedom is one of our
essential values. We prize the right to speak and act as we wish.
When others act more freely, we learn about them, and thus about
ourselves. The pleasure of an urban space freely used is the
spectacle of those particular ways, and the chance of interesting
encounter. It is an opportunity for the expression of self and
group, unfettered by routine constraints of workplace and family.
Steven Carr & Kevin Lynch
“Open Space: Freedom and Control” (1981, p.415)

Before an evaluation of the causes, processes and consequences of the privatisation of
the public realm can be attempted, a clear understanding of the concepts “public”,
“private”, “public space”, “public life” and “public realm” needs to be put forward and
an appreciation of the human value of the public realm expounded.

As the

fundamental hypothesis of this study is that processes of privatisation are detrimental
to the public realm, a clear statement of the human value of the public realm is
essential to provide a base from which the processes of privatisation can be evaluated.
The term “public realm” is widely used by architects and urban designers to define the
spaces in which they intervene; the streets and public spaces which constitute our
everyday experience of urban life.

This interpretation tends to concentrate on

physically formed civic spaces at the expense of the social, moral and political
dimensions of public life. It may be argued that the failure to adequately understand
the full implications of the public realm lies at the heart o f planning failures over
recent decades in both Europe and the United States.
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1.1. Definitions
1.1.1. Concepts of “Public” and “Private”
A cursory look at a dictionary reveals the range of uses to which the terms “public”
and “private” are applied and the variations in meaning they construe. For instance,
“public places”, “the public interest” and “public officials” refer to very different
aspects of the term “public”. In the case of a public library, “public” has two distinct
meanings, “open to all” and “financed and controlled by the community.” This leads
to the presumption that facihties that are financed by the community should be open
to all, or conversely, that those financed by the private sector have no obligation to be
so: both assumptions are flawed. The diversity of usage of the terms “public” and
“private” is compounded by variations in interpretation through time and between
different cultures. The term “public” was initially used to identify the “common good
in society” and those matters that were “manifest and open to general observation”
and the scrutiny of everyone (Sennett, 1977, p. 16). Richard Sennett (1977, p. 17)
argues that the term “public” took on a more profound and modem meaning in the
cosmopolitan cities of Paris and London in the early eighteenth century.

“Public”

came to mean “a hfe passed outside the hfe of family and close friends; in the pubhc
region diverse, complex social groups were to be brought into ineluctable contact.”
Conceptions of “pubhc” and “private” held by the Ancient Greeks or contemporary
Aborigines are starkly different from those held in contemporary western cultures.
Benn and Gaus (1983) put forward three dimensions of “pubhcness” and
“privateness”; access, agency and interest. The dimension of access can be divided
into four subcategories; physical access to spaces, access to activities and intercourse,
access to information and access to resources. Physical access can be prohibitive,
limited or largely unlimited. A pubhc house limits access, whereas a bedroom and the
pavement are two polarities of “privateness” and “pubhcness”. Physical access has
traditionally provided access to activity and intercourse.

A pubhc meeting in the

street and the boardroom meeting of a sensitive private company are two ends of the
public-private spectrum in this case.

On the other hand, forms of communication

media open up access to information and intercourse without the need for physical
access.

Implicit in the example of the company boardroom, is the notion that
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F igure 1.1. The tw o p o la ritie s o f ”p r iv a te n e s s ’’ and “p u b lic n e ss”: the b ed ro o m a n d the p a v e m e n t
(Source: A lexander et al., 1977)

“privateness” is a restriction to access to, and dissemination of, information. Whether
that information is truthful Or legitimate is another question. Access to resources can
be public or private.

A well or drinking fountain is a resource that is open to

everyone’s use, whilst a kitchen tap is a limited private resource.
The dimension of agency is the distinction between acting privately, for
personal gain, and acting publicly, as a public servant. Public servants are often given
powers that give them freedom others do not enjoy, whilst they may have
responsibilities and restrictions that do not apply to private individuals.

The third

dimension of “publicness” and “privateness” put forward by Benn and Gaus (1983) is
that of interest; whether a particular action of political interest is to the advantage of
the wider whole, or a minority of individuals. The two polarities in this case are
private businesses that benefit their proprietors, shareholders or directors, and public
enterprises, which are aimed at serving the interests of the community as a whole.
The three dimensions of public and private expounded above have wide
implications in diverse areas of life, particularly in politics, where recent years have
been characterised by radical change and conflict over public and private agency,
interest and access to resources.

Intrusions into the private hfe of public figures;

debates about the merits of private versus public ownership of utilities and services;
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and standards in public life are recurring themes of contemporary journalism and
public discussion. In the context of this study the first dimension of access, whether
something is held in common and open to all, is the main area of concern. From the
Oxford English Dictionary the most appropriate and practical definition of the term
“public” for use in this thesis is;
open to, may be used by, or may or must be shared by, all members of the
community; not restricted to the private use of any person or persons;
generally accessible or available. (4a)
The term “public” is not used in the context of this thesis as shorthand for state
ownership or control of land. The three dimensions also exemphfy the fact that many
uses of the terms “public” and “private” express a degree of “publicness” and
“privateness” rather than being one or the other: they are continuous rather than
dichotomous (Benn and Gaus, 1983). ‘ A public library is only public, open to all, by
degree; it is not absolutely so.

The dictionary definition of “private” imphes a

diametric opposition, which is not necessarily so:
not open to the public; restricted or intended only for the use or enjoyment
of particular and privileged persons. (Oxford English Dictionary, 4a)

1.1.2. “Public Space”
From the above definition for the term “public”, “public space” can be construed as
geographically locatable and physical areas that are open to all: they maybe under
public or private sector ownership and control. The following definitions highhght
different aspects and varied physical areas that construe public space.^
an outdoor area in the metropohtan region which is open to the freely
chosen and spontaneous activity, movement, or visual exploration of a
significant number of city people. (Lynch, 1965, p.396)
open space might then be seen as providing freedom to enter and move
through lack of restriction and obstmction - whether physical or through mles
of “ownership” or “occupancy” not being too determined, being responsive
and not over designed, and allowing people to act freely in it. (Rapoport,
1977, p.372)

‘ In their study o f the need for privacy in the urban context, Chermayeff and Alexander (1963) outline six
“domains o f privacy”. See Appendix 1.
^ For further consideration o f “public space” see Walzer (1986, p.470) and Beng-Huat and Edwards (1992, p.2)
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F igu re 1.2. C om m on lan d (Source: A lexander et al., 1977)

A space is made public by the nature of its boundary. It is a space into which
anyone may enter, and from which anyone may depart, without the consent of
strangers, and without any declaration - however tacit - of a justifying
purpose. The boundary which creates a public space is both permeable and
open to our public uses. (Scruton, 1984, p.7)
It [public space] is a place for everyone. It is a place in which you do not have
to know anyone, or do anything in particular, except be there. It is a place
where no tickets or bookings, enrolments, or invitations are needed. You can
Just come along in the course of your daily activities and take in the scene. If
you have something to communicate, talents or viewpoints to display, you can
likewise just come along. (Gehl, 1989, p. 17)
the common ground where people carry out the functional and ritual
activities that bind a community, whether in the normal routines of daily life or
in periodic festivities. {C an et al., 1992, p.xi)
All five o f the above definitions consider public space as freely accessible “common
ground”, very much in the vein o f our understanding o f traditional com m ons, which
were used for shared pasture and the gathering o f basic provisions.^

Lynch and

Rapoport highlight the fact that public spaces should allow p eop le to act freely.
Lynch’s definition is primarily behavioural; it cannot be fixed in law, or related to
ownership, use, form, type, size or character o f space. Rapoport em phasises the
importance o f ownership and the influence o f design on free access and action.

^ Although termed “common land”, most English commons were in fact privately ow ned by a local lord of the
manor. (Rogers & Fisher, 1992, p .112-3).
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Scruton stresses the importance of the boundary to the formation of public space. To
be a public space, space must be bounded by private built form, if not, the space
constitutes countryside (Scruton, 1984, p. 8).

This is not necessarily so. National

Parks are public space, but within the context of this study the areas of investigation
are primarily urban and Scruton’s definition holds good. Gehl and Carr et al. point
out the significance of public space as an arena for functional, festive and ritual
activity: Carr et al. put forward the idea that public space can act as a form of “social
binder” because of its commonality. This definition goes beyond a consideration of
physical space and the activities within it, and delves into the wider sphere of public
life and the “pubhc realm”.
1.1.3. “Public Realm”
The “public realm” is a concept that is hard to pin down and find an existing and
satisfactory definition for. The political philosopher Hannah Arendt has considered
the “public realm” and “public sphere” in the broadest sense in relation to political life
and citizenship.

She considers two basic dimensions; the “space of appearance”,

which is “a focus of universal attention which confers dignity and importance on the
things and people that appear in it,” and secondly the “world we hold in com m on,.....
of civilisation, composed of buildings and machines, of works of art and lasting
constitutions such as states” (Canovan, 1985). This common stage of the “public
realm” is where “people can interact with one another, talk about their common
affairs, propose initiatives, try to influence events, and in the process reveal
themselves as unique individuals, laying themselves open to the judgement of their
peers” (Canovan, 1985, p. 181). In this sense Arendt’s interpretation of the pubhc
realm, may or may not constitute physical space.
Roger Scruton highlights the potential of the public realm as a leveUer between
socio-economic status and an arena within which individuals are dependent upon
others for their well-being.
In entering the public sphere, the individual exchanges the security,
inevitability, and obligation of family life for the uncertainty, and fluidity of
civil society. In this realm the individual cannot be sovereign, and moves in a
world resistant to his purposes. At the same time he enjoys a freedom that he
cannot enjoy in private. The immovable obligations of the hearth are replaced
by wayward and transient obligations of contact, through which the individual
secures the co-operation of strangers in the ends and means of his existence.
(Scruton, 1984, p.6)
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Lyn Lofland (1989, p. 19) considers the public realm as one of three realms of
urban life or “social psychological spaces”, the other two being parochial and private.
Following the work of Albert Hunter (1985), she defines the private realm as
characterised by “ties of intimacy among primary group members who are located
within households and personal networks” and the parochial realm as characterised by
“a sense of commonahty among acquaintances and neighbours who are involved in
interpersonal networks that are located within communities.” The “public realm” is
defined as;
non-private sectors of urban areas in which individuals in co-pressence
tend to be personally unknown or only categorically known to one another......
[It] is made up of the public places or spaces in a city that tend to be inhabited
by persons who are strangers to one another only in terms of occupational or
non-personal identity categories .... cities have public places that, because of
their stranger-filled and apersonal character, are simply unlike, in a social
psychological sense, the public or communal areas of other settlement forms.
(Lofland, 1989, p. 19)
Lofland sees the public realm as the sphere of hfe that takes place beyond the family,
the private realm, and the local community, parochial realm. This parochial realm of
neighbourhood, workplace or friends brings a problematical third dimension to the
discussion of the privatisation of the public realm. Lofland’s argument and those of
Richard Sennett (1971; 1977), discussed in Chapter Two, suggest that the parochial
realm of community, if it can be clearly defined, acts to the detriment of the public
realm and towards the process of privatisation. In this study, therefore, the parochial
realm is not considered as a significant free-standing entity, but as part of the
spectrum between private and public realms. Franco Bianchini (1990, p.4) expands
on Lofland’s definition of the public realm by highlighting the potential for human
stimulation;
the realm of social relations going beyond one’s own circle of family,
professional and social relations
the idea of the public realm is bound up
with the ideas of discovery, of expanding one’s mental horizons, of the
unknown, of surprise, of experiment, of adventure.
Kevin Lynch provides a definition of the “public domain” which to all intents and
purposes returns us to a consideration of public space.
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There is a set of places whose identity concerns almost everyone. This is the
true public domain - not the land formally owned by governments, but those
important exterior and interior spaces that are explicitly accessible to the
general public and frequently used by them - the main streets, the great parks
and squares, but also the central lobbies, subway platforms, great halls, and
department stores. (1976, p.25-7)

Lynch’s interpretation highlights the vagaries in definitions of the public realm and the
concentration in urban design texts on physical aspects at the expense of wider
concerns of public hfe."^ In the context of this study, Arendt’s interpretation, whilst
relevant, is too wide ranging: Lynch’s is too specific.

The following definition,

although by no means definitive, puts forward an amalgamation and reinterpretation
of the above and provides the working definition for this thesis.
The public realm is the common social, spatial world that is open
to all. It is a synthesis between public space; the physical common
ground, bounded by private space, that is freely accessible to all
and permits free action, and public life; the social relations,
interaction, and activities that take place beyond the spheres of
family, personal and professional life. It is an arena for discovery,
mental stimulation, surprise, adventure, experiment and a plethora
of other attributes that lead to the fulfilment o f personal and
societal political, social and psychological development, needs and
desires.
From the above definition and those put forward by others it can be seen that the
public realm constitutes certain fundamental human values, which are outlined in the
next section.

For example see Lang, 1994, p .l87.
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1.2. The Human Value of the Public Realm
The human value of the public realm is multifaceted and profound in its implications
for the social, political and psychological needs of human life/ The public domain is
an arena for social contact, interaction and communication, for the experience of
difference and diversity, for the expression of political opinion and protest, for mental
stimulation and psychological well being.

It is a stage for free entertainment and

commercial transactions, for the celebration o f special occasions and for the creation
of a sense of belonging, shared values and collective experience. It meets needs for
affiliation and “self-actualisation” (Lang, 1994).

Human existence is impossible

without some degree of confrontation with the complexities inherent in the public
domain, although forms of personal and collective insulation have emerged that
devalue the experience of public life and sanitise public spaces, sometimes
intentionally, sometimes not.

Different cultures, age groups and socio-economic

sections of society have varying needs in the public realm, which may become
constrained by design, control or public attitudes towards public spaces and public
life. The desire for engagement in the public realm is as important as the need for
privacy in the home. Carr et al. (1992, p.44) argue that a fulfilling life is one that
contains a balance between private and public experiences and that people need
opportunities to fully engage in each domain.^
The following sections of this chapter set out a range of phenomena that are
characteristic of a successful public realm and constitute its value to the fulfilment of
social, political and psychological human needs and desires. It does not claim to be a
comprehensive “list” of the human values o f the public realm, neither are they values
with which everyone is likely to agree: everyone’s needs and desires for fulfilment in
the public realm differ and change with stages o f personal development, and socio
economic

circumstance.

Michael Brill’s

(1989)

“ontological”

approach

to

understanding the “nature” and “essence” of public life and Kevin Lynch’s (1965,
p.397) values of open space, form a basis for some of the categories apportioned.

“Value” is prefixed by “human” to avoid any misconception that monetary worth is being considered.
^ In The Philosophy o f Right, Hegel draws a contrast between civil society and the family. He argues that each
is vital to the development of the individual, and neither can be complete unless embodied in “the impartial
legislation o f the state” (Scruton, 1984, p.6).
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F igure 1.3. Hum an interaction an d the d issem in a tion o f inform ation in the p u b lic realm (Sources:
D ow ty, 1989; Thom pson)

1.2.1. Social Contact and Communication
The public realm forms a valuable common ground within which interaction,
association and informal social contact can take place and unofficial networks of
communication can form. In his book Life Between Buildings: Using Public Space
(1987), Jan Gehl notes that social contacts in public spaces are generally passive or
chance meetings, but they are highly valuable as a starting point for more complex
interaction, as a means of maintaining contacts and as a source of information about
community life.

He categorises three levels of activity within the public realm;

necessary, optional and social activity. Necessary activities, such as going to work,
shopping for basic provisions or attending a medical appointment are activities that
must be carried out independent of, or despite, the quality of the public realm.
Optional activities, such as taking a stroll, sitting on a bench or just watching other
people, are more dependent upon environmental conditions. Different cultures and
different sections of society will vary in their view of whether a particular environment
meets their needs for optional activity, but, with the exception of extreme climatic
conditions, the design, management and environmental control over public space is
the biggest determinant of such activity. Gehl considers social activity as being the
result of the maximisation of necessary and optional activities: people interacting
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Quality of the physical environment
Poor

Good

Necessary activities

•

•

Optional activities

•

“Resultant” activities
(Social activities)

#

e

Table 1.1. Relationship between the quality of outdoor spaces and the rate of occurrence of
outdoor activities (Source: Gehl, 1989, p. 13).

simply because they share the same space (Table 1.1). In environmentally poor or
tightly regimented and controlled public spaces, opportunities for such informal
contact may be severely constrained or virtually non-existent.^
Implicit in the value of social contact in the public realm is the virtue of an
increased degree of communication and dissemination o f information concerning
matters of civic and/or neighbourhood importance. Individuals can form a network
for the reception and transmission of news and information (Brill, 1989).
1.2.2. Expression of Public Opinion
The public realm is an essential forum for the expression of public opinion. Political,
religious and single issue concerns can be aired through leafleting, petitioning, soapboxing, or by partaking in debate, protest or demonstration.

People can come

together to highlight injustice, demand their rights, proclaim their freedom and put
forward their opinions. A public realm that permits such activities is a fundamental
human right, facilitating free speech and civihty in free societies. Repression of such
rights is often the hallmark of a totalitarian regime. In public spaces political struggles
and democratic actions are visible and therefore open to participation and scrutiny.
Throughout history peaceful and violent protests such as the storming o f the Bastille,
the civil rights movement, inner city and student uprisings, anti-war demonstrations

^ The work of the sociologist Erving Goffmann (1959; 1963; 1971) provides some of the most extensive studies
o f everyday public interaction in the urban context.
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and counter cultural events have been symbolic of, and a catalyst for, change. The
events

of autumn

1989

highlight the

extremes

of

outcomes

of political

demonstrations. Whilst in Leipzig, Berlin and Prague the scenes of public places filled
with peaceful protesters led to the fall of the old Communist regimes, in Tiananmen
Square, Beijing, there were scenes of the bloody repression o f student demonstrators
peacefully demanding change. In Britain public demonstrations have taken on greater
significance with the passing of unpopular legislation such as the Poll Tax and the
Criminal Justice and Public Order Act.* The control of spaces within which such
activities take place has been widely recognised as the most potent mechanism for the
control of political activism. It has been argued that Baron Haussmann’s remodelling
of Paris in the mid-nineteenth century was so motivated (Berman, 1982, p. 15;
Sennett, 1994, p.350). By cutting wide, straight boulevards through the congested
city it was made easier to police and for the deployment of troops to dispel unrest.
Coming together in numbers with a shared viewpoint bestows on the individual a
sense of equality and “counting” for something, and the power to influence the often
distant democratic process. “Public life acts as a social leveller and a reminder of the
roots of democracy” (Brill, 1989, p.28). Speaker’s Comer in Hyde Park, London is
probably the most famous platform for the expression of personal opinions and
political debate (Figure 1.4).^

The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act includes within its power legislation to try to curb rights to public
protest.
^ Mark Fisher (Rogers and Fisher, 1992, p .114) recounts the struggle to secure Hyde Park as a space for public
protest. On 23 July 1866 a Reform League Rally, when confronted by locked gates and police, ripped up the
fences. A court case followed, which established the right to use the public park for public demonstration.
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F igure 1.4. Persuasion, pro test, rio t a n d re v o lt (Sources: all D ow ty, 1989, apart from A lexander et
al., 1977, centre-left, and Jones, 1995, bottom )
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Figure 1.5. C eleb ra tio n a n d ca rn iva l (Sources: D ow ty, 1989; Ward, 1978)

1.2.3. Entertainment and Celebration
The public realm is a stage for organised and spontaneous entertainment, for sporting
and cultural events, and for the celebration of special occasions and annual festivities.
Individuals and groups can offer social presentations or productions and respond to
those offered by others, often in ways that can alter the character of those
presentations, in freely available public space. They can seek and find excitement and
extra-ordinariness in the productions and presentations created by strangers, and in
those they create themselves (Brill, 1989, p.28). Christopher Alexander et al. (1977,
p.299) argue that;
man has a great need for mad, subconscious processes to come into play,
without unleashing them to such an extent that they become socially
destructive. There is,.... a need for socially sanctioned activities which are the
social, outward equivalents of dreaming.
William Whyte (1988) recognises the strong “binding effect” of street entertainers:
they invite public involvement and trigger “triangulation”, “interaction between
strangers prompted by a shared external stimulus.”

Whyte notes that street

entertainers add to the vitality of a place and are good for local commerce, although
shop owners and local authorities have often been keen to move on such activity.
Recently, there has been greater realisation of the potential of street activity to the
vitality of commercial areas and street entertainers have been auditioned and
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F igure 1.6. S treet entertainm ent (Source: D ow ty, 1989)

l i c e n s e d . T h e Place de Beaubourg in front of the Pompidou Centre in Paris and
Covent Garden in London are two of the most celebrated European foci for people
and street entertainers.
Sporting and cultural events in the public realm provide a focus for public life.
Marathons, for instance, have become immensely popular public events that not only
attract participation and spectacle, but can raise the spirits of the populace and the
profile of the host city. The outdoor screenings of operatic performances in Covent
Garden in 1988 and Luciano Pavarotti’s concert in Hyde Park in July 1991 are
particularly good examples of staged events in the public realm (Sharp, 1989). The
Notting Hill Carnival in West London or the Miners’ Gala in Durham are examples of
organised annual events that celebrate a community’s identity or express its values.
New Year festivities in Trafalgar Square, the French Bicentennial celebrations and,
most spectacularly, the fall of the Berlin Wall, are examples of the value of the public
realm for the expression of public celebration.* *

In London, a group called Alternative Arts organises festivals and concerts in West Soho for a private
property company, whilst Westminster City Council contracts them to stage fairs and concerts in city parks
(Montgomery, 1994, p.306).
“ G oodey (1993a) notes recent changes in the policing o f New Year celebrations in Trafalgar Square.

The Public Realm

31

F igure 1.7. Where the learning happen s! (Source: Ward, 1978)

1.2.4. Personal Development and Learning
The public realm is of fundamental value to personal development and learning. It
provides opportunities for informal learning and the experience of new sensations,
particularly for children. Sensory and mental development is enhanced by access to a
rich, varied and accessible public realm in which children can walk, run, play and
experience diversity of environmental stimulation, both man-made and natural
(Rapoport, 1977, p.371). Exploring city life, watching and meeting different people
and partaking in recreational activities all help develop a sense of self and engender
the necessary social skills for a fruitful life. In the public realm children are able to
explore the world of adults and learn from the actions, experience and wisdom of their
elders. Alexander et al. (1977, p.294) argue that “if children are not able to explore
the whole of the adult world around them, they cannot become adults.” Teenagers
need a “clear space” for group action; for the elaboration and testing of codes of
behaviour which are an essential part of socialisation, and which cannot be realised
within the domesticated, rule-governed home (Shields, 1989, p. 160).
Informal learning is as important, if not more so, than formal lessons in a
classroom. The potential importance of the public realm is highlighted by Carr and
Lynch’s (1968, p.419) definition of personal development;
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whatever increases the individual’s involvement in self-motivated choice
and action, whatever increases his powers to formulate and execute personal
intentions, whether delighting in the moment or planning a course of life.
Cities and their public spaces provide opportunities away from the imposed social
controls of home, school and work, for individuals to test new opinions, attitudes and
values, experience a multitude of diverse stimuli, ways of life, events and facilities
(Brill, 1989). Carr and Lynch (1968, p.422) argue that a city should be designed in
such a way as to “increase the physical and perceptual accessibility of its contents”. A
richly varied public realm is of profound value for personal spatial perception and for
learning to orientate oneself within it.

Gordon Cullen’s Townscape (1961), for

instance, highlights the mental stimulation derived from the sequential experience of
moving through a series of spaces.
1.2.5. Experience of Diversity and Resolution of Conflict
Richard Sennett (1971; 1988; 1990) stresses the value of the public realm as an arena
for the experience of diversity and difference, confrontation and resolution o f conflict.
Participation in the public realm allows people who share different “household gods”
to come to terms with difference, confront “diversity and dissonance”, and overcome
conflict. Sennett argues that a form of “New Puritanism” prevails, due to increased
affluence and the growth of suburban living, which has diminished people’s
acceptance of “otherness” and led to widespread urban segregation. He champions
dense, diverse and vital public realms which provide “a place where men can grow
into adults, and where adults can continue to engage in truly social existence” (1971,
p. 130). The breaking down of social barriers is particularly essential in multi-class,
multi-cultural and heterogeneous societies, and the part played by the public realm in
doing so is paramount, but unquantifiable. The idea is by no means new, though
Sennett’s diagnosis for a kind of “urban anarchism” is rather unique. Frederick Law
Olmsted, the prominent late nineteenth century North American landscape architect,
considered public landscapes and parks as “social safety valves, to enable the mixing
of classes and ethnic groups in common recreation” (Davis, 1990, p.227). Marshall
Berman (1986, p.482) expresses similar sentiments; the public realm permits the
“capacity to interact with people radically different from ourselves, to learn from
them, to assimilate what they have to give, maybe even change our lives.”

The Public Realm

33

Figure 1.8. C o m m ercia l tran saction s (Source: D owty, 1989)

Richard Sennett not only argues that a vital public realm is crucial to the
experience of diversity, but that it forms an important arena within which conflicts can
be resolved successfully without suppression of anger or resorting to violence.
For experiencing the friction of differences and conflicts makes men personally
aware of the milieu around their own lives; the need is for men to recognize
conflicts, not to try to purify them away in a solidarity myth, in order to
survive. The city can provide a unique meeting ground for these encounters.
(Sennett, 1971, p. 139)
1.2.6. Commercial Transactions
The public realm plays a crucial, though perhaps diminishing, role as an arena for
commercial transactions in the form of street vendors and official markets.
Commerce in the public realm can be social and personal as opposed to a purely
economic activity, which is impersonal and impartial (Brill, 1989). The significance of
commercial transactions carried out in the public domain can be appreciated by
reference to the success of London street markets such as Portobello Road, Camden
Lock and Brick Lane, among others. They form a gathering place for the community
or for particular interest groups, and they provide a more personal form of
consumption in which buyer and seller may interact over a common interest. The
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process of “haggling” between buyer and seller is perhaps one of the most long
standing traditional forms of social interaction in the public realm. The phenomenon
of “car boot sales” may be seen as indicative o f these societal desires to partake in a
more vibrant public life.
1.2.7. Stimulation, Relaxation and Spiritual Fulfilment
The public realm provides exposure to a plethora of pleasant, and less pleasant
stimuli; sound, light, darkness, movement, smells, anxiety, excitement, despair,
delight, fear.

The bombardment of the senses is the ultimate form of “complete

reality” as opposed to simulated “virtual reality”. S p a c e s that provide for relief from
intensive stimulation are therefore at a premium in large cities. Parks, public gardens
and courtyards provide a degree of shelter from intrusive traffic noise, confusion,
crowds, and other forms of urban stress. Vegetation, sunlight, shade, running water
and perhaps bird song may help mental rejuvenation and relieve stress. The popularity
of such spaces in London during the summer months, as places to unwind with a
sandwich in the lunch-hour, demonstrates the importance of the public realm in
fulfilling such a fundamental human need.
Implicit in the need for relaxation is the requirement for spiritual fulfilment.
The public realm contains special places and monuments which come to symbolise an
area and sustain people’s spiritual roots and connections to the past.

Traditional

societies recognised these important places, but the forces of change and
modernisation in contemporary cities has often neglected this need. Alexander et al.
(1977, p. 132) argue that “people cannot maintain their spiritual roots and their
connections to the past if the physical world they live in does not also sustain these
roots” .
Lynch (1965, p.398) highlights the value o f the public realm to our conception
of ourselves;
[It] extends the understanding of self and of our environment. Engaged in
unaccustomed actions, one can feel a new and more direct relation of self to
the world. Open spaces can convey a sense of the larger landscape and of the
great web of life.

Some forms o f contemporary environment have been described as “hyper-reality” because of their
fragmentary and dislocating over-stimulation o f the senses (e.g. Soja, 1993, on the Bonaventure Hotel in Los
Angeles).
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Figure 1.9. R elaxation (Source: D ow ty, 1989)

Alan Gussow’s consideration of the “sense of place” conveys a similar sentiment;
as humans we also require support for our spirits, and this is what certain
kinds of places provide. The catalyst that converts any physical location - any
environment, if you will - into a place, is the process of experiencing deeply.
A place is a piece of the whole environment that has been claimed by feelings.
Viewed simply as a life-support system, the earth is an environment. Viewed
as a resource that sustains our humanity, the earth is a collection of places,
(quoted by Cooper Marcus, 1989, p.7)

1.3. Summary: The Public Realm as a “Social Binder”
Implicit in the consideration of the value of the public realm outlined above is the
importance of the public domain as a means of providing a sense of identity and of
belonging to a community.

Carr et al. (1992) define these attributes as “social

binders”: social contact and communication; shared values or struggle; shared
expression, experience and celebration; and mutual respect.

Historical monuments

and city spaces, that may be “turf that people have fought for and in some way
suffered for” (Sennett, 1988, p.82), confer social, political and spiritual meaning and
may evoke connections with the past, stimulate national pride and confer a sense of
belonging. Public space cannot be erected for one generation and planned for the
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Figure 1 .10. T rafalgar Square: L o n d o n ’s fo c a l p o in t (Source; D ow ty, 1989)

living only; “it must transcend the life-span of mortal men.

Without this

transcendence into a potential earthly immortality, no politics, strictly speaking, no
common world and no public realm is possible” (Arendt, 1958, p.50).
For Christopher Alexander et al., the human value of the public realm is
exemplified by the promenade, “paseo”, “passegiata” or evening stroll, which is a
particular tradition common in Latin American countries and Southern Europe: Las
Ramblas in Barcelona being probably the most famous example.
Throughout history there have been places in the city where people who shared
a set of values would go to get in touch with each other. These places have
always been like street theatres: they invite people to watch others, to stroll
and browse, and to loiter.... In all these places the beauty of the promenade is
simply this: people with a shared way of life gather together to rub shoulders
and confirm their community. (Alexander et al., 1977, p. 169)
The value of the public realm and its significance for public life is greater now
than probably ever before. Households are getting smaller, working hours shorter
and/or more flexible, and the proportion of retired people is growing (Gehl, 1989).
The search for “community”, or at least its perceived traditional values, has become a
common topic for political sloganeering. The public realm with its influence as a
“social binder” is a key constituent for the attainment of the goal of social cohesion.

The Public Realm
but it is under attack from a plethora of directions.
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Of these, the processes of

“privatisation” predominate. The following two chapters describe two interrelated
facets of privatisation that influence the nature of the public realm and our relationship
to it.

Figure 1.11. The prom enade, “p a s e o ”, “p a s s e g ia ta ” o r even in g
stro ll (Source: A lexander et al., 1977)
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Privatisation: A Decline in Social
Life in the Public Realm
The exposed, outer life of the city cannot be simply a reflection of
inner life. Exposure occurs in crowds and among strangers. The
cultural problem of the modem city is how to make this
impersonal milieu speak, how to relieve its current blandness, its
neutrality, whose origin can be traced back to the belief that the
outside world of things is unreal. Our urban problem is how to
revive the reality of the outside as a dimension of human
experience.
Richard Sennett
The Conscience of the Eye (1990, p.xiii)

The

word

“privatisation”has

become common parlance over recent years

predominantly to describe thedominant political ideology of denationalisation,
deregulation and contracting out; the transfer of state activities to the private sector.
The term “privatisation” is also used to describe a decline in public life and values, and
a rise in a pattern of social life that is centred on the home and the nuclear family as
opposed to the wider community. Whilst privatisation as a political ideology stresses
the release of capital from the state, the broader sociological interpretation of
privatisation emphasises the individual, “who escapes dependency and is enabled to
realise his or her full potential as a free operator in an unfettered market” (Forrest,
1991, p. 174). Forrest (1991, p. 174) characterises this “postprivatisation culture” as
one in which;
workers drive home from their former state owned companies. They watch
videos in their former state owned homes while selecting which school will
benefit from their voucher. At the weekend they indulge in do-it-yourself
activities and make home-made preserves.
These two interpretations of privatisation are intrinsically linked. The political
philosophy of privatisation, particularly prevalent in Britain in the 1980s, may be
considered as both a result of a decline in faith in public life and society, and a cause

_________ Privatisation: A Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm___________ 39
of decline in social life in the public realm. The political ideology of privatisation and
privatisation as a decline in public life have had a profound influence on the nature of
the public realm and the human values propounded in Chapter One. In this chapter
privatisation as a decline in social life in the public realm will be discussed through the
interpretations of historical change put forward by Richard Sennett (1977) and Lyn
Lofland (1989a; 1989b)'. A range of facets of the contemporary diminution of public
life are discussed with particular reference to social, economic and political
circumstances in Britain.

Finally, urban planning’s influence over social life in the

public realm is discussed. Privatisation as a political ideology will be discussed in
Chapter Three.

2.1. Overview: Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm
The nature of the public realm is both a symptom and symbol of the relative balance
between public and private values within a society.
evenly over different countries and cultures.
gender.

This balance does not apply

It also varies with time, class and

In Roman times, for instance, wills had to be opened in public, whilst

marriage was a private affair (Carr et a l, 1992, p.24). Donald Olsen in The City as a
Work o f Art (1986) notes how nineteenth century London was more domestic than
Paris and Vienna during the same period. This can be accounted for to a certain
extent by cultural, social and economic differences between the cities, as well by
differing attitudes towards class and gender. In eighteenth century London bourgeois
women were restricted to the private domain, whilst working class women and all
classes of men spent a greater proportion of their time in the public realm (Lofland,
1989a, p.l9).
Over recent decades there has been a growing debate about, and consideration
of, a perceived decline in the values of collective public life and the emphasis on the
individual and the family, particularly in Britain and the United States. Many facets of
contemporary life have been cited as reasons for a decline in social life in the public
realm; television, telecommunications and new forms of interactive media, suburban
living, affluence, economic and class segregation and stratification, the private car.

‘ These two papers are similar in content.

__________Privatisation: A Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm___________ ^
fear of crime in the city, the myth of the countryside as a rural idyll, the rise in
domesticity, new forms of consumption, the stratification of city functions, the paucity
of the public realm, and unsympathetic forms of architecture and city planning/
There is a strong degree of consensus that there has been a decline in public hfe,
perhaps stretching back over three hundred years, although some commentators argue
that rather than a decline or “fall”, there has in fact been a transformation in social life
in the public realm. Michael Brill (1989), for instance, argues that social life in the
public realm in the United States, where there is no tradition of social life in public, is
rich and vibrant in the “virtual space” of interactive media and other new forms of
communications, and in “non-classical” forms of space and association; shopping
malls, health clubs, golf clubs, parent-teacher associations, interest groups and other
parochial realms. Whilst these transformations in public life cannot be denied. Brill
admits that these forms of interaction are not generally open to all and diversity of
human experience is limited.
The parallel privatisation of public spaces and their use by fairly homogenous
groups leaves tolerance of diversity somewhat untested, and makes moot the
anonymity gained through the freedom from social controls that public life can
confer. Our much-vaunted cultural pluralism has seemingly enhanced civility
towards diversity, but may simply be masking geographic segmentation, and a
loss of diversity. (Brill, 1989, p.30)

^ Martin Pawley's The Private Future (1973) provides the most pertinent overview o f the influence of
consumerist culture on the family, community and social life.
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2
F igure 2.1. A six teen th century stre et b ra w l (Source; Burke, 1940)

2.2. Historical Decline
2.2.1. The Zenith of Social Life in the Public Realm
Londoners of the past were more Latin in their ways than those of later ages;
they lived much more in the street. They transacted much of their business in
the street. They made communal feast and carnival in the street. Kings held
occasional court in the street, and princes caroused and raised hell’s delight in
the street. Grown men as well as street men aired their grievances and in the
street, at the cart’s tail, in the pillory, or on the gallows, they paid the penalty
of their daring. In celebration of victories, oxen were roasted in the street,
bonfires lit, and barrels of wine emptied into the conduits, free to all. The
noble as well as the plebeian fought out their quarrels in the street. In the days
before newspapers, news of invasion or battle, of rebellion and treason, was
cried in the street by messengers on steaming horses. Those with no lodging
slept in the street, and in the last extremity they were allowed to die in the
street. For all except these last, the street was another home from home, with,
despite the Watch and the constables, fewer restrictions than the home.
(Burke, 1940, p.2-3)
Thomas Burke’s portrayal of sixteenth century London street life highlights the
vast extent to which aspects of social, economic and political life were carried out in
the public realm in comparison to the present day. Lyn Lofland (1989a; 1989b) and
Richard Sennett in The Fall o f Public Man (1977) explore the social, political.
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F igure 2.2. La prom en ade d es R em parts d e P a ris (Source: Girouard, 1985)

economic and moral forces that have led to major shifts in the relationships between
public and private realms in Northern Europe during the eighteenth, nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. Sennett traces “social withdrawal”, the privatisation of people’s
lives caused by growing affluence, through a method of “post-holing” different facets
of public life in Paris and London in a range of decades through history. The pre
industrial eighteenth century city of the ancien regime is considered as the pinnacle of
social life in the public realm: social life and public life overlapped “to a degree
unmatched by any other city form” (Lofland, 1989a, p. 19).

It was an era of the

development of massive urban parks and initial attempts to make streets fit for
pedestrian strolling as a form of relaxation and sociability. Coffee-houses, cafés and
coaching inns became centres for social interaction, and theatres and opera houses
were opened to a wider public through the open sale of tickets rather than the
previous practice of distribution to an aristocratic elite.
Urban amenities were diffused out from a small elite circle to a broader
spectrum of society, so that even the labouring classes began to adopt some of
the habits of sociability, like promenades in parks, which were formerly the
exclusive province of the elite, walking in their private gardens or “giving” an
evening at the theater. (Sennett, 1977, p. 17)
Lofland (1989a, p.20) points out that preindustrial city dwellers had little
alternative to a life in the public realm: it was a basic necessity.

Lacking

communication technologies and basic literacy their only source of information was
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through word of mouth in the public realm. The institution of the town crier grew out
of such a need. Similarly, personal messages had to be delivered in person and, apart
from a small elite, local journeys were made on foot: people had to be “both in and of
the public realm when they did so” (Lofland, 1989a, p.20). Again, with the exception
of the elite, the cold, smelly, poorly ventilated, overcrowded private realm provided a
poor alternative to the social and physical warmth of the public domain.^
2.2.2. The Rise of Industrialisation and Capitalism
The beginnings of the decline of social life in the public realm are generally held to
coincide with, and considered to be a symptom of, the forces of change caused by the
Industrial Revolution. Richard Sennett (1977) traces the turmoil of public life in the
nineteenth century characterised by huge changes in the material conditions of public
hfe in Paris and London caused by population increases and the rise of industrial
capitalism and mass production. The traumas of nineteenth century capitalism led
those with material wealth to try to shield themselves from the shocks of economic
change which neither victors nor victims fully understood.
Gradually the will to control and shape the public order eroded, and people put
more emphasis on protecting themselves from it. The family became one of
these shields. During the 19* Century the family came to appear less and less
the center of a particular, non-public region, more an idealized refuge, a world
all it’s own, with a higher moral value than the public realm. The bourgeois
family was idealized as life wherein order and authority were unchallenged,
security of material existence could be a concomitant of real marital love, and
the transactions between members of the family would brook no outside
scrutiny. As the family became a refuge from the terrors of society, it
gradually became also a moral yardstick with which to measure the public
realm of the capital city. (Sennett, 1977, p. 19-20)
Characteristic of late nineteenth century capitalism was the advent of mass
produced goods, mass consumption, fixed price transactions and the emergence of the
department store. This was just one form of change that caused a reduction in social
interaction as haggling became less common and new forms of wholesaling and
private business developed.

Marx (1957) argued that the advent of the money

economy dissolved the bonds and relations that make up traditional communities so
that money became the “real community”. Money and market exchange led to the
mystification of objects, “commodity fetishism”, and to the masking of social

In the past “privacy” has literally meant to be deprived (Arendt, 1958, p.35).
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THE LARCEST AND GRANDEST STORE IN THE WDRID.
Figure 2.3. The d ep a rtm en t sto re (Source: Siry, 1988)

relationships between producers and product. Sennett (1977) argues that this led to a
more personally centred and passive experience of the public realm. The creation of
boulevards in Paris and railway and Underground networks in London facilitated
access to mass consumption for a new and expanding populace.

Allied to these

innovations in transportation, innovations in construction technology allowed cities to
grow extensively and provide greater separation between places of work and place of
residence. The link between the decline in public life and the emergence of industrial
capitalism is echoed by Rustin (1986, p.486);
Capitalist development depended upon an ideology of individualism. This was
articulated in a theory of economic man, in which individuals served the
common good merely by the pursuit of their own interests
Where “public
space” formerly had been a social space, belonging to collectivities of various
kinds and representing in physical terms distinctive values and identities, it
became reduced under capitalism to a nonspace, a mere thoroughfare through
which individuals moved in pursuit of their private purposes.
2.2.3. Social and Moral Forces
These forces of decline in public life were compounded by a decline in the “extended”
family and a growing belief that social life in the public realm was inherently bad,
morally inferior to the private domain and to be avoided by the respectable. Jane

__________Privatisation: A Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm___________^
Jacobs (1961, p.66) highlights the attitudes of social reformers towards the public
realm:
Reformers have long observed city people loitering on busy comers, hanging
around in candy stores and bars and drinking soda pop on stoops, and have
passed a judgement, the gist of which is: “This is deplorable! If these people
had decent homes and a more private or bosky outdoor place, they wouldn’t be
on the street!”
These attitudes towards the public realm cannot be over emphasised. The reason for
sheltering bourgeois eighteenth century London women in the private domain was to
avoid “contamination” with the “lower classes”. In eighteenth and nineteenth century
New York, “proper” people were encouraged to avoid the public domain because of
the “undesirable” ethnic diversity of its inhabitants.

Places that brought people

together; cafés, cinemas, and dance halls became frowned upon because they
permitted the mixing of classes, sexes and races. The public realm became considered
as the antithesis of sobriety, industry and rationality (Lofland, 1989a, p.21). These
kinds of views still prevail in contemporary society, and if anything, have probably
become more entrenched.

2.3. Contemporary Influences
The facets of contemporary life that act to the detriment of social life in the public
realm are various and highly interrelated. The degree to which these factors act to
devalue and privatise the public realm can only be speculated at, but their influence on
the human values of the public realm as put forward in Chapter One are more clear.
Privatisation as a decline in public life and a rise of social contact centred on the
family and home life is exemplified by contemporary patterns of residential
development and domesticity.
2.3.1. Suburban Lifestyle
The suburban lifestyle is synonymous with the dominance of the private and parochial
realms. Richard Sennett (1971) describes these areas as “purified communities”; areas
that deny human diversity, disorder and dissonance.

He argues that these

communities tend to act as a whole to keep out forms of “otherness”, be they different
social or racial groups, or conflicting land uses, in order to avoid the need for painful
interaction. Sennett sees the increase in material affluence as the primary reason for
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F igure 2.4. Suburban " san ctu ary” (Source: Girouard, 1985)

the development of these “purified communities” and the consequent decline in the
diversity of city life. Greater personal wealth gives people the opportunity to control
the physical and social boundaries of their existence. The physical result of this is the
suburban housing development. Whilst historically poor communities were forced to
rely on their neighbours for the sharing of scarce resources, purified communities
consist of distinct self reliant and self absorbed family units.
Whole urban regions can be divided geographically by class, by race, by
ethnicity; “unsightly” activities like stores and entertainment can be hidden
from home life, so that community identity through a brutal simplifying of
human activities is achieved. (Sennett, 1971, p.48)
2.3.2. Domesticity
Allied to the dominance of the private and parochial realm of suburban communities is
the rise of domesticity. Bianchini (1990, p.5) argues that in Britain this is not only a
symptom of affluence, but of a lack of opportunities to participate in public social life
afforded the urban poor. Increases in long-term unemployment, relative decreases in
social welfare benefits and the casualisation of unskilled labour have put many forms

Privatisation: A Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm
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F igure 2.5. The d o m estic in terio r (Source: Alexander, 1977)

of out-of-home entertainment beyond the means of many people. The rise of cheaper
in-home entertainment, such as television and video have compounded this feature of
domesticity.
The expansion of home ownership in the 1980s is put forward by Bianchini as
a further possible reason for the rise of domesticity. Spending on mortgage payments,
gardening and home improvements replaced spending on out-of-home activities.
According to the Henley Centre for Forecasting there was a 40 per cent increase in
the value of home-based leisure spending between 1979 and 1987, whilst there was no
growth in out-of-home leisure. Beng-Huat and Edwards (1992), in the context of
Singapore, argue that better housing conditions coupled with smaller families have led
to a decline in street life.
2.3.3. Communications Technology
The home is increasingly becoming a place for new forms of communications
technology; an “aspatial arena” (Carr et a i, 1992, p.29).

Fax machines and the

“information superhighway” may signal a return to the home as a workplace, though
the ramifications of such change are at present somewhat unclear.

David Harvey

(1989, p.75) argues that contemporary communications have collapsed the usual
space and time boundaries and produced a new internationalism and new forms of

Privatisation: A Decline in Social Life in the Public Realm__________ ^
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internal differentiation in cities; transport and communications technology are able to
handle social interaction independent of physical space. Peter Buchanan and Michael
Brill take a similar view towards the impact of communication technology on the
public realm.
It could be argued though that it is now too late and that electronic media are
etherealising the public realm so that it is no longer rooted in space. There is
some validity in this argument
it could be taken as reinforcing the need for
architecture and urban design to create a strong sense of place as some anchor
to reality in an increasingly abstract and intangible world. (Buchanan, 1988,
p.41)
The relocation of much of the forum, the discursive interactive part of public
life, to the “virtual space” of electronic media has given us access to more
strangers and more information about them; but we have less interaction with
them and we both mistrust the information and misuse it to reinforce our
stereotypes. The increased emphasis on public as audience, on spectating, has
dampened verbal interaction, and increased richness, power, and sophistication
of visual images have deverbalised public life. (Brill, 1989, p.30)
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2.3.4. The Private Car
The rise in suburban lifestyles and the disconnection between home and places of
work have both been a result and cause of the growth in car ownership and use. The
car has made it possible for private individuals to connect pieces of widely dispersed
space without actually being in any socially meaningful sense, part of the public realm.
Instead, vast areas of the public realm are in fact spaces for the movement of private
individuals within private insulated and customised spaces; their cars.

Donald

Appleyard’s (1981) studies highlight the influence of the car on the decline of street
life (Figure 2.7). They reveal an inverse relationship between the intensity of vehicles
and local residents’ sense of social life in the public realm.

The Woonerf in the

Netherlands and Jan Gehl’s (1987; 1989) work, highlight the impact of traffic calming
and pedestrianisation on revitalising street life.
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2.3.5. The R u ral M yth
The belief that the countryside is inherently superior to the city is a particularly strong
force in the English and Anglo-Saxon collective psyche. It has long been the domain
of the cultural, political and economic elite, and moving there has been a dominant
aspiration of the affluent. The 1992 NOP Regional Lifestyles survey revealed that
more than thirteen million city dwellers yearned to move to a small town or the
countryside, but were prevented from doing so by a lack of money (Goodey, 1993b,
p.53).

This prevailing aspiration has been instrumental in defining governmental

policies, particularly in the field of town and country planning."^ Franco Bianchini
(1990, p.4) argues that the rural myth has imbued a sense of profound “anti-urbanism”
particularly in England: the city is associated with industrialisation, dirt, poverty,
disease, crime and disorder. This relates back, in part, to the conditions of nineteenth
century industrialisation.

More recently, the words “inner city” have become

synonymous with the word “problems”.

Margaret Thatcher’s famous words on

returning to power in 1987, “no-one must slack .... on Monday we have a big job to
do in some of those inner cities” (my italics) epitomises the sentiments of “antiurbanism”.^
2.3.6. F ear of C rim e
One of the most significant factors behind these attitudes o f “anti-urbanism” and the
decline of social life in the public realm is the rise in crime, or more importantly the
fear of crime, that has prevailed over recent decades.

A M ORI poll conducted in

early 1994 highlighted the rise in the fear of crime (Ford, 1994).

77% of people

interviewed were afraid of being burgled, as opposed to 60% in 1987; 52% said they
feared being mugged, as opposed to 38% in 1987; and two-thirds of women were
afraid to go out at night. Recorded crime has risen sevenfold in the last 30 years.
Social activity in the public realm becomes something to be avoided particularly at
night and by the elderly and women alone. As observers o f the urban scene such as
Jacobs (1961), Gehl (1987) and Whyte (1988) point out, public spaces that lack social
activity detract activity; “nothing happens because nothing happens” (Gehl, 1987,
^ This is expanded upon in section 2.4.
^ This attitude also highlights a prevalent misconception that urban problems are geographically founded rather
than the consequence o f particular national or international forces that have manifested themselves in inner city
areas (Pickvance, 1986, p.247).
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p.77). Recent research (Comedia, 1991; Bianchini, 1994; Bianchini et a l, 1988) and
initiatives in cities such as Leeds, Newcastle and Manchester, have sought to combat
the association between city centres and crime by the promotion of evening activities
and night-life.
“Anti-urban” attitudes, the increase in physical and social mobihty, the desire
for “purified communities” insulated from diversity, the fear of crime and the public
desire for conditions of personal comfort similar to those enjoyed at home and in the
workplace have resulted in intemahsed and often privately managed and controlled
urban spaces, which accentuate the decline in social hfe in the public realm.

The

nature, historical background and production of such spaces will be returned to in
following chapters.

A further significant factor in the decline of public life is the

crucial influence of urban planning.

2.4. The Role of Urban Planning
The influence of planning on the decline of social life in the public realm reflects
public attitudes towards the public domain and prevaihng political objectives. The
evolution of town planning has its genesis in the need to combat urban problems
caused by the Industrial Revolution, such as disease, overcrowding and poverty. The
main tenets of twentieth century British planning; the garden city movement and post
war new towns; the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act; and the instigation of
green belts and urban containment, reflected the primacy of the rural myth. Bianchini
(1990, p.4) argues that this has prevented the emergence of “a conceptual model of
the city emphasising the positive aspects o f the urban experience ..... founded on
notions of civic hfe and the public realm.” Jane Jacobs’s influential work The Death
and Life o f Great American Cities (1961) provided the first major critique o f the two
principal ideologies of twentieth century planning; the Howardian garden city
movement and the Corbusian Radiant city ideal, collectively dubbed by Jacobs as the
“Radiant Garden City Beautiful”. She put forward an anti-modernist agenda for a
resurgence in urbanism and a truly civic, public realm that emphasises social processes
of interaction, vitality, diversity, intricacy and the capacity to handle the unexpected in
controlled but creative ways. Her wide ranging critique highlighted the main facets of
post-war planning that were detrimental to the achievement of a diverse and social
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public realm; the pursuance of functional zoning, the emphasis on parks, and the
promotion of vehicular circulation and architectural modernism.
2.4.1. Functional Zoning
To combat urban malaise and deal with the pressure of modern development and
technology, urban planning has sought to divide human life into isolated functions.
There has been an emphasis on artificial separation between places of work and home
caused by a misplaced belief that places of work must be near to each other and that
they destroy the quiet and safety of residential neighbourhoods.^
Richard Sennett argues that planners’ utilisation of zoning plans and their
simplification of city functions and activities reflects a public desire for “purified
identity” and “purified communities”: a human denial of diversity and the complexities
inherent in areas of mixed land use.

^ Alexander et al. (1977, p.55) argue that this separation “creates enormous rifts in people’s emotional lives.”
“Children grow up in areas where there are no men except at weekends; women are trapped in an atmosphere
where they are expected to be pretty unintelligent housekeepers; men are forced to accept a schism in which
they spend the greater part of their lives 'at work and away from their fam ilies’ and the other part o f their lives
'with their families and away from work’.”
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Their impulse has been to give way to that tendency, developed in adolescence,
of men to control unknown threats by eliminating the possibility for
experiencing surprise. By controlling the frame of what is available for social
interaction, the subsequent path of social action is tamed. Social history is
replaced by the passive “product” of social planning. Buried in this hunger for
preplanning along machinelike lines is the desire to avoid pain, to create a
transcendent order of living that is immune to the variety, and so to the
inevitable conflict, between men. (Sennett, 1971, p.96)

2.4.2. The Park as Public Space
The rationalistic and mechanistic nature of modem urban planning, the influence of
anti-urbanism and the writings of Ebenezer Howard, Lewis Mumford and Le
Corbusier formed a very simplistic and one-dimensional notion of public space. It
was conceived as a means of meeting the perceived need to escape the stresses of
urban life, and to “commune effortlessly with the birds and trees, refresh our weary
faculties and rid our systems of the physical and moral prison of urban life” (Scruton,
1984, p.8). The manifestation of this belief is the urban park and the denigration and
downgrading of the value of “hard” public space; streets and squares.

This one

dimensional notion of public space was exemplified by Le Corbusier’s schemes for
tower blocks in park land, which, where executed, have more than often resulted in ill
defined and unused urban wastelands.

The urban park does, on the other hand,

provide “outdoor privacy” and “subjectivity” (Scruton, 1984, p. 13), but these are only
some of the many facets of the public realm.

Figure 2.9. T ow ers in the park: A lton W est estate, R oeham pton (Source: B or 1974)
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2.4.3. The Street as a Traffic Artery
Allied to the promotion of the park as a primary form of public space is the notion of
the street as primarily an artery for vehicular circulation: a conduit, and a means to an
end rather than an entity in itself. The emphasis for meeting objectives for greater
mobility and car use, the influence of road engineers and the powerful pro-car lobby
has resulted in the production of a public realm that puts the private car before public
life. In Los Angeles, for example, it is estimated that 60% of the land surface is
devoted to the car, either in motion or parked (Alexander et al., 1977, p. 121). Again,
at least in part, this attitude towards the street can be related back to the writings of
Le Corbusier. For him, the “‘corridor’ street should be tolerated no longer, for it
poisons the houses that border it and leads to the construction of small internal courts
and ‘wells’” (1929, p. 167).
2.4.4. Architectural Modernism
The prominence of modernism as a dominant architectural style in post-war decades
has been put forward by some commentators as a principal cause of urban decline and
social malaise (e.g. Coleman, 1985). Whilst many buildings of modem architectural
style have been unresponsive to their surroundings; this emphasis on style over form
and content has prevented development control planning from tackling those facets of
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Figure 2.11. An arch itectu ral a p p ro a ch to urban p lan n in g: the London Wall, C ity o f London

(Source: Bor 1974)

contemporary architecture that are most detrimental to the vitality of the public realm:
the building’s scale; its relationships to surrounding spaces; its mono-functionality;
and the ill defined, dead, alien and fiinctionless space that it may create. Jarvis (1980)
has pointed out how the “artistic” or “architectural tradition” of urban planning came
to dominate post-war planning practice and urban design at the expense of a “social
usage” approach.

The influence of architectural modernism on urban planning is

exemplified by the book Design in Town and Village (Sharp, Gibberd and Holford,
1953). This approach to urban design concentrated on the “product”, the building
form, its appearance and function, at the expense of its urban context, human
experience and impact on the public realm.
2.4.5. The Promotion of Equality
The principal goal of urban planning in the first thirty or so post-war years was to
promote equality and opportunity.

Harvey (1989, p.70) argues that planning was

“reasonably successful in reconstituting the urban fabric in ways that helped preserve
full employment, improve material social provisions, contribute to welfare goals, and
generally help preserve a capitalist social order (that was plainly threatened in 1945).”
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Although not disagreeing with Harvey, Peter Buchanan argues that this
emphasis on consumerist egalitarian goals has been detrimental to the public realm.
British planning is predicated upon a desperately impoverished conceptual
model of the city. In essence that model (when planning still had some life and
credibility) was consumerist rather than civic
it was consumerist because
its vision of the good life, of egalitarianism and social justice lay mainly in
equal access for all to the goodies of modem life - to a house of at least
minimal standards, to garden and garage, and of course car, symbol of modem
life and mobility, conveyance and isolating armour of the individual consumer.
(Buchanan, 1989, p.31)
This egalitarian consumerist model of planning has been weakened by a fundamentally
consumerist, free-market view of society in which freedom to consume has become
associated with freedom itself. Planning, which was considered as a mechanism for
sharing wealth, became viewed as a hindrance to wealth creation and there has
evolved no “notion of the need to recreate a democratic public realm” (Bianchini,
1990, p.6). The political ideology that lies behind this attitude, the primacy of private
enterprise over public provision, forms the basis o f the next chapter.
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Privatisation: A Political Ideology
At the moment we are too complacent and apathetic. Perhaps our
response to a decade in which even the notion of “society” was
dismissed has been to lower our expectations of any part of our
lives that is public. We have to reassert the importance of
concepts like civic responsibility, civic pride, civic quality indeed, of the public domain itself.
Richard Rogers and Mark Fisher
A New London (1992, p.Ill)

The political ideology of privatisation came to the fore in the late 1970s withinthe
Conservative Party in opposition under Margaret

Thatcher. It was fundamentallyan

ideological reaction against the growth of state intervention pursued by successive
post-war governments. Its principal protagonist was Sir Keith Joseph, who, through
his Bibliography o f Freedom (Centre for Policy Studies, 1980), was instrumental in
spreading the free-market philosophies of American neo-liberal thinkers such as
Friedrich von Hayek and Milton Friedman (Thomley, 1991).

The basic thrust of

philosophy was put forward by Thatcher in the 1979 Conservative Party manifesto.
No one who has lived in this country during the last five years can fail to be
aware of how the balance of our society has increasingly titled in favour of the
state at the expense of individual freedom.... This election may be the last
chance we have to reverse that process, and torestore the balance of power in
favour of people. (Conservative Party Manifesto, 1979, p.8)
Along with the stress on individual empowerment, other rhetoric emphasised “rolling
back the state”, “freeing markets” and decentralising power. On election to office in
May 1979, the new Conservative government set about initiating a radical programme
of deregulation, denationalisation and privatisation of state industries, utilities,
services and assets.

This ideology has had profound, though often overlooked

consequences for the condition, management, and social use of the public realm. This
chapter considers the New Right’s emphasis on the ideology of privatisation in the
1980s and early 1990s; the specific initiatives implemented that have involved the sell-
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off of public land and assets; the impact on the public realm due to changes in local
government; and finally, the Adam Smith Institute’s pamphlet arguing for privatised
public spaces is reviewed.

3.1. The New Right Emphasis on Privatism and Privatisation
The ideology of privatisation is underpinned by a “confidence in the capacity of the
private sector to create the conditions for personal and community prosperity”
(Bamekov et a l, 1989, p.l). Bamekov et a l (1989, p .l) define this as “privatism”:
[it] stresses the social as well as economic importance of private initiative
and competition, and legitimates the public consequences of private action. Its
legacy is that both personal and community well-being are evaluated largely in
terms of the fulfilment of private aspirations and the achievements of private
institutions.
Underlying this belief are the assumptions that the private sector is inherently
dynamic, productive and dependable; private institutions are better at delivering goods
and services; and market efficiency is a good measure of social performance in nearly
all areas (Bamekov et a l, 1989, p .l). Privatism has always been a dominant force in
the shaping of western cities and the formation of urban policy, but, over the last
fifteen years it has been pursued more actively than at any time since the Second
World War and perhaps in the twentieth century, particularly in Britain and the United
States. Government, it is argued, is too big, too expensive and too involved in social
and economic affairs, creating a culture of dependence rather than enterprise, initiative
and self-reliance.
Privatisation is the process by which the New Right emphasis on privatism has
been promoted: “by shifting from public sector provision of goods and services to
private sector alternatives” (Bamekov et a l, 1989, p.3). Forrest provides a concise
definition of privatisation as an economic concept emphasising its multi-faceted
nature.
it emphasizes market provision, deregulation, denationalization, or
contracting out. It may involve the privatization of the financing of a service
that continues to be provided through the state. It may refer to the
privatization of the production of a service that continues to be state financed.
In the most extreme example it would involve a shift from a state regulated,
publicly financed, publicly produced service to one that was fully deregulated
and privately financed and produced. (Forrest, 1991, p. 174)
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The principal and most often cited objectives of privatisation are, in no
particular order of importance; the stimulation of an economy in relative decline; the
improvement in the economic performance of public assets and services; the
depoliticisation of economic decision making; the raising of government revenues to
allow for reductions in public expenditure and taxation; a reduction in public sector
and trade union power; and the promotion of popular capitalism and a “share owning
democracy.” As Forrest highlights, privatisation is a broad policy orientation that can
be manifested in a number of forms; the elimination of a public function or its
transferral to the private sector; the sale of state assets, such as land and
infrastructure; the contracting out of public services to the private sector; market
orientated charging for goods and services; and the deregulation of state controls.
The most visible aspect of privatisation has been the flotation of nationalised
industries and utilities on the stock market. This is often accompanied by expensive
nation-wide advertising campaigns and it resulted in, at least initially, a large rise in
small private shareholders.

Areas of the public sector involved in these flotations

included manufacturing, communications, transportation and the public utilities. For
instance, the privatisation of the ten regional water authorities of England and Wales
has placed 500 square miles of land under the control and management of private
landowners (Shoard, 1988). Allied to the flotations on the stock market were the less
wide ranging and less well publicised direct sales of state companies, their assets or
parts of their assets. Among these was the sale of areas o f Forestry Commission land
to the private sector. Recently (1994) the impetus o f privatisation has been slowed
due to government unpopularity and widespread questioning of the benefits of
privatisation. On 19 July 1994 the Scottish Secretary, Ian Lang, announced a climb
down from a wholesale sale of the Forestry Commission: “the first time the
Government has abandoned a major plank of its privatisation programme in 15 years”
{The Guardian 20/7/94).* Plans to privatise the Post Office have also been shelved
because of unpopularity. Despite these instances, at the time of writing, the highly
problematic sale o f the regionally operated railway divisions is due to go ahead before
1997.
* The Minister said that a major reason for ruling out privatisation was that much o f the Commission’s timber
was not ready for harvesting and forests would have had to be sold at below their full value. The passing over
of the Commission’s land to a Next Steps Agency instead seems to presage a policy of gradual “arm’s length”
privatisation.
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Viewed as a whole, the selling-off of state enterprises and utilities to the
private sector does not appear to have had a particularly significant impact on the
public realm, but, on the other hand, certain facets of this process have had profound,
but widely unrecognised effects. The privatisation of the British Airports Authority
and perhaps ultimately Railtrack, the body that controls stations, will place two
dominant public space types under the control of private interests.

The slow and

largely unnoticed conversion of such public spaces from providing a public service to
maximising income by the commercial exploitation of their well-peopled spaces is
symptomatic of privatisation. Deyan Sudjic (1992, p. 152) has eloquently summed up
the significance of Heathrow Airport as part of the public realm;
it has become a vital constituent of the city as a whole. Despite the fact
that large areas of the airport are restricted to people who have tickets, it has
authentically urban qualities that self-consciously fabricated tourist traps such
as New York’s South Street Seaport or London’s Covent Garden do not. It is
a place that attracts tourists and plane spotters, job hunters and salesmen,
criminals, retailers and caterers.... Its immigration halls have become the
setting for political demonstrations
The Wapping paparazzi keep the place
permanently staked out on watch for passing celebrities. Clearly this is as
highly charged a part of the public realm as Trafalgar Square.

Patrick Wright (1991) and Gavin Stamp (1989) have pointed out the impact of
competition in the telecommunications industry on the proliferation of paraphernalia
in the street environment (Figure 3.1), whilst Marion Shoard (1988) has highlighted
the potential impact of the sale of Regional Water Authorities on access to, and
enjoyment of, the countryside.

BE

I

Figure 3.1. The im p a ct o f telecom m u n ication p riva tisa tio n on the p u b lic realm .

__________________ Privatisation: A Political Ideology ____________________ 61

3.2. Policy Initiatives
The Local Government, Planning and Land Act 1980 was the first and most
significant piece of legislation that adopted the ideology of privatisation in urban
affairs; asserting market criteria for land use planning, development and the
management of public land and assets. The 1980 Act also introduced statutory
registers of land held by public sector bodies with the aim of forcing the disposal of
“surplus” land assets to private sector developers. Initially, this was intended to be
operational in urban areas, but was extended to include most district councils in
England and Wales. Through Section 98 of the Act central government were able to
force local authorities to dispose of land on their registers against their will and
irrespective of intended use. Ibbott (quoted in Montgomery, 1988, p. 13) summarised
the basic philosophy behind the setting up of the register as being the encouragement
of “the release of public sector land wherever it is located, complementing the
government’s policy orientation towards privatisation of public assets.”
Land registers also applied to statutory undertakers such as British Gas,
National Waterways, the Central Electricity Generating Board and the Regional
W ater Authorities before privatisation, and to bodies such as the Post Office, the
British Broadcasting Corporation and the Housing Corporation.

This policy of

encouraging disposal of public assets has been used not only as a means o f preparing
public bodies for privatisation, but as a means of reducing public expenditure, as
income from asset sales has often gone towards meeting current operational demands.
Another public body to which land registers have been applied is the
Commission for New Towns.

In line with the ideology of privatisation, the

Commission for New Towns, a quango set up in 1962 to manage the assets of New
Towns, had its primary role amended to focus on the sale of property assets. The
Commission’s activities have been guided by perceptions of current and likely trends
in property and land values as opposed to its original remit of meeting local needs
through the planning process. The goal has been to control land values and the time
of sale of property to maximise proceeds from asset sales. It is estimated that the
Commission for New Towns had raised £1000 million up to 1988 (Montgomery,
1988)/
For a fuller account of the privatisation o f a New Town asset, see Milton Keynes study. (Appendix 2)
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3.3. Privatism and Local Government
The political ideology of privatism has had a particularly profound and often
pernicious effect upon local government,

and consequently on the tenure,

management, control and maintenance of the public realm. The 1980s saw a move
towards the centralisation of urban policy making and the imposition of central
government controls over local government spending and revenue raising powers.
Probably the most politically driven act of centralisation was the abolition of the
predominately Labour controlled Metropolitan County Councils and the Greater
London Council in 1986. This resulted in the disposal of public land and buildings
through so-called residuary bodies: the sale of County Hall in London being the most
notable example.
Whilst seeking to reduce the level of local government expenditure, central
government sought to retain maximum control over the distribution and the
management of the funds that remained (Bamekov et a i, 1989, p. 170). Its objectives
were Treasury led; to keep local government expenditure within overall public
expenditure targets and to keep local rates down as an anti-inflationary measure.
Whilst trying to transfer the burden of local spending onto local rates, central
government imposed the “capping” of local government expenditure
(Pickvance, 1986).

levels

This resulted in conflict, particularly within inner city Labour

controlled authorities, and a reduction in local government power and autonomy. The
net effect was increased local taxation without improved local services (Bamekov et
a i, 1989, p. 175). This pressure on local government, coupled with the emphasis on
contracting out various environmental services to the private sector, resulted in the
fruition of one of the New Right’s objectives; the instigation of a business-like regime
within local govemment, with an emphasis on management and procurement rather
than direct delivery of services. A principal means of achieving this goal and meeting
statutory requirements has been to sell often expensive to mn and maintain assets,
such as buildings and land, to the private sector. School playing fields have been soldoff and in one particular case, cemeteries were sold for a nominal sum.^ Building
complexes that constitute parts of the public realm have also fallen into private hands.

Westminster City Council
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Most notably, shopping malls in town centres, which were originally built as joint
ventures between local authorities and private developers, have been sold-off to
pension funds, insurance companies and finance houses. For example, Basingstoke
and Luton town centre shopping malls are now controlled by Prudential portfolio
managers, and the town centres are, to all intents and purposes, “privatised” (File on
Four, 1994).
The New Right ideology of privatism has had a particularly significant impact
on local government planning powers. It was argued that the planning system “served
to crowd-out the private sector, distort and delay the market, and impose additional
costs on development.” Advocates of the liberalisation o f planning controls cited
examples of private development such as Belgravia in London and Edinburgh’s New
Town as exemplars of the superiority of private development over public planning”
(Bamekov et a l, 1989, p. 166). The Omega Report (Adam Smith Institute, 1985)
concluded that “the removal of most of the planning restrictions and controls which
are applied in Britain would bring major and lasting benefit to the community.” The
govemment White Paper, entitled Lifting the Burden (HMSO, 1985), indicated a
move towards deregulating planning controls and achieving simplicity and efficiency;
“freeing

markets”;

“increasing

opportunities

for

competition”

and

lifting

administrative and legislative burdens which take “time, energy and resources from
fundamental business activity.”
Central govemment antipathy towards local govemment funding and tax
raising powers, coupled with general public and govemmental attitudes towards the
public realm (outlined in Chapter Two) have generally acted towards a decline in the
quality, control and maintenance of the public realm. This has been characterised by
the ethos of “private wealth and public squalor” and an attitude that considers the
public realm “some else’s problem” (Tibbalds, 1990). It is unsurprising that facing the
need to reduce budgets and expensive to maintain public facilities, local authorities
have sought to realise their capital assets at the expense of an equitable and accessible
public realm. This was fully in line with the ethos o f privatism expounded by the New
Right.
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3.4. Streets Ahead: the Adam Smith Institute’s Argument for
Private Control over Public Spaces
The ethos of privatisation applied to the public realm has been strongly advocated in a
document, published by the right-wing think-tank the Adam Smith Institute, entitled
Streets Ahead (Elliott, 1989). Elliott concentrates primarily on residential areas and
on the promotion of local crime prevention and service provision initiatives.

His

stress is on “individual and voluntary initiative,” rather than “seeking pohtical
solutions”: “while Britain has lead the way in reducing centralised control of industry,
much less has been achieved in the way of giving homeowners genuine control of their
local environment” (Elliott, 1989, p.4).
Elliott

views

the

growth

in

Neighbourhood

W atch

Schemes,

the

disillusionment with the effectiveness of the police, and the growth in private security
firms as signs of a growing public willingness to procure security provision without
state intervention.

He highlights the use of private policing in areas of rich and

working-class private housing, and by the public sector to control parks, schools,
depots, hospitals and housing estates, following the ideology of contracting out.
Elliott argues that this form of security provision can be complemented with
“appropriate changes in property ownership,” which can assist residents in “defending
their own houses and neighbourhoods” (1989, p.7). He selectively discusses the work
of Jacobs (1961),"^ Newman (1973) and Coleman (1985) and concludes that urban
policy should “aim to encourage the natural order of cities, .... features which
maximise street surveillance a n d
p.8; my emphasis).

land use where space ownership is clear” (1989,

Elliott proposes local association control, and the closure of

streets, as the best way of promoting ownership: “organising residents into defending
their own property” (1989, p.8).
Elliott describes the role of Homeowners Associations and the growth of
Planned Unit Developments in the United States as exemplars o f his argument.
Homeowners Associations, which have grown from 500 in 1964 to 90,000 now,
provide local services that are normally supplied and controlled by local govemment,
such as, street maintenance and lighting, waste disposal, as well as crime prevention.

Jane Jacobs (1961, Chapter 1) attacks the sort o f residential enclaves that Elliott is promoting.
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F igure 3.2. A w a lled a n d g a te d com m unity: G reen Valley, n r L as V egas (Source: D illon, 1994)

Where an association provides its own infrastructure, landscaping or leisure facilities,
it may also own it. In addition, the association may restrict entry to its street by
erecting gates. These defences vary from chains slung between posts to fortified walls
and iron fences. Elliott argues that this makes neighbours more inclined “to play a
part in defending the security of their street” and to promote neighbourhood
“cohesion” (1989, p. 16; my emphasis). Elliott uses Oscar Newman’s work (1981) to
back up his argument.

Newman proved, unsurprisingly, that higher crime levels

prevailed in non-privatised areas.

The degree to which crime in public streets is

increased due to the introduction of private streets, or the general trend of rising
crime is not questioned: it is implied that private streets decrease all crime. “When a
street, or several blocks, are taken over by their residents, they can become a lynchpin for stabilising a whole sector of the city” (Elliott, 1989, p. 19).
A further American example of this phenomenon

are Planned Unit

Developments; private, self-contained cities. Some are just for old people, such as
Sun City where “residents are securely protected so that they are spared the
vulnerability that faces them” (Elliot, 1989, p.23); some are specifically designed for
adults without children; and others exclusively for families with children.

This is
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F igure 3.3. S ecu rity “ch e ck p o in ts”: M iam i n eigh bou rh ood (Source: D illon , 1994)

enforced by stringent covenants and deed restrictions. These private cities are highly
security conscious: Quayside in Miami being the most notable example with its
concrete walls, electronic beams, closed-circuit television and security guards.
Elliott promotes resident associations and private developments which are
“part of a local privatisation revolution that is sweeping the United States” as a model
to be adopted in Britain “to improve the quality of hfe for city dwellers” (1989, p.25).
He recommends that central govemment should promote residential associations and
allow them to fence in previously public land, gate their streets and exert an influence
over the design of their areas. He also argues for the establishment of pilot schemes
in Birmingham, Bradford, Bristol, Glasgow, Manchester and Clapham in South
London.
Whilst Elliott concentrates primarily on residential areas, others have discussed
similar moves towards the privatisation of other areas of the public realm.

Brian

Micklethwaite of the right-wing think-tank, the Libertarian Alliance, argues for the
private ownership and control of public space as a means of creating more restrictive
rules, which he believes would be popular with the general public (interviewed on File
on Four, 1994). He sees department stores as the model for public space: they make
people feel as though they are in someone else’s home, and therefore encourage a
higher degree of respectful behaviour.
Elliott’s idea of a successful street is one which excludes “undesirable” people,
opts out of state intervention and reduces levels of local taxation. As Berman points
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out (1986, p.481), we should question in what terms these are considered successful
and in whose interests. In this case, privatised streets may reduce neighbourhood
crime levels and allow lower levels of taxation, but only at the expense of those who
are excluded. In terms of the human values of the public realm outlined in Chapter
One, these streets are far from successful.

3.5. Summary: The Complex Processes of Privatisation
The processes and consequences of privatisation on the public realm as outlined in
this and the previous chapter are complex and highly interrelated.

To drastically

simplify this phenomenon, it may be said that there has been a decline in public life
and collective values which originates from the rise of industrial capitalism. The rise
of individualism or privatism has had a very strong influence on the politics of the
right, particularly in the United States and Britain, which has in turn weakened belief
in collective values and the need for truly public spaces. Sam Bass Warner Jr., the
originator of the term privatism sums up this condition succinctly.
Psychologically, privatism meant that the individual should seek happiness in
personal independence and in the search for wealth; socially, privatism meant
that the individual should see his first loyalty as his immediate family, and that
a community should be a union of such moneymaking, accumulating families;
politically, privatism meant that the community should keep the peace among
individual money-makers and, if possible, help to create an open and thriving
setting where each citizen would have some substantial opportunity to prosper.
(Warner, 1987, quoted in Bamekov et a i, 1989, p.l)
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Privatised Public Spaces
Most of them weren’t shopping at all. Most of them were there
because it was a place to be, to walk around with kids, and sit
around, and maybe have a cup of coffee, or something like that.
But nobody interacted with anyone else. They didn’t talk with
each other. There was no common point of discussion. And at
the same time you are acutely aware there were all these
surveillance cameras around. So here it is, the privatised public
space, as a substitute for genuine public space where there is
discussion, debate, argument.
David Harvey
Regenerating Cities (1994, p.3)

In the preceding chapters the public realm and public spaces have been discussed in
purely general terms.

The human value of the public realm and the processes of

privatisation have been considered as largely non place specific; unrelated to any
particular geographically definable physical spaces or space types.

Before the

formulation and application of a methodology for the evaluation of public spaces can
be embarked upon, it is necessary to discuss the types and nature of spaces under
investigation.

These may be described as “privatised public spaces”; the physical

manifestations of the processes of privatisation.

These are, to varying degrees, a

response to the rise of privatism and “anti-urban” values; the desire for “purified”
communities; the fear of crime, and the desire for order and insulation from urban
complexity.

Bianchini (1990, p.5) considers privatised public spaces as “privately

owned and managed spaces offered for public use,” whilst similarly, LoukaitouSideris (1993) considers them to be spaces in which production, management and
control have been passed over to the private sector.

1 would however argue,

following the discussion of definitions of “public” and “private” in Chapter One, that a
space may be described as privatised by virtue of its design and social use as much as
its ownership, management and control. A privatised public space is therefore not
necessarily privately owned and managed. A preliminary definition maybe;
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A privatised public space is one vyhich, by virtue of one or a
combination of factors, is restrictive in terms o f access and
freedom of action. There is no distinct division between a space
which is privatised and one which is not; there are only degrees of
privateness/puhlicness. The ownership, management, control,
design and social use of a space are the principal factors that
determine this.'
This chapter discusses the influences and processes behind the production of
privatised public spaces and the types of space that may be considered a symptom of
the forces of privatism.

Historical precedents of privatised public spaces are

considered and the shopping mall is discussed as a prominent contemporary form of
privatised public space.

4.1. The Production of Privatised Public Spaces
Before considering the types, physical forms and nature of “privatised public spaces”,
it is necessary to recognise the influences, forces and processes that he behind their
production.

The recognition of changes in urban hfe caused by early forms of

capitalist economic exchange and consumption have been developed by numerous
commentators including David Harvey (1973; 1989) and Henri Lefebvre (1991).
Their emphasis has been on the influence of the contemporary mode of production on
urban form and social hfe under “late” capitalism. Michael Biddulph (1993, p.45)
describes this as the “commodification of the public realm”. This is manifest within
the “fashion of exchanging sign value in abstract social space” and it offers “a
seduction to the public that alienates more fundamental social development”
(Biddulph, 1993, p.45). In other words, this discourse recognises the overt input of
political power and vested interests in the production o f urban forms and the nature of
public hfe. The public realm is considered to be formed by signs and symbols that
neutralise and submerge sensibihty towards difference and diversity: the symbohc
value of urban form replaces its functional and social value. Image and symbol are
used as a means to manipulate new demand and create obsolescence: the public realm
becomes ephemeral, a product dictated by fashion.

The freedom to consume and

create personal “lifestyles” is deemed to equate with, if not surpass, democratic

This is reconsidered in Chapter 6
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freedom.

Property development concentrates its aesthetic efforts on the internal

design and superficial outward appearance of buildings.

The external and shared

spaces may only be considered to the extent that they can be controlled and can
enhance the monetary value of the development.

Harvey (1989, p.98) argues that

architects and urban designers are complicit in this “commodification of the public
realm” and in the production of “symbolic capital”. “Fiction, fragmentation, collage,
and eclecticism, all suffused with a sense of ephemerality and chaos, are, perhaps, the
themes that dominate in today’s practices of architecture and urban design”.

4.2. Types o f Privatised Public Space
The physical manifestation of the commodification of the public realm is the
production of privatised public spaces: discrete enclaves that control externalities and
the complexity and decline of the public city.

Biddulph (1993, p.39) and Punter

(1993) outline examples of four types o f privatised public space that have prevailed in
Britain: the shopping centre, of which Meadowhall near Sheffield, the Metrocentre
Gateshead, and Merry Hill, Dudley are the largest examples; large scale office
developments, such as Broadgate and Canary Wharf; business and science parks such
as Stockley Park to the west of London and Wavertree Business Park in Liverpool;
and speculative housing developments, of which Chelsea Harbour and Margaret
Thatcher’s former street in Dulwich, South London are particularly distinct examples
(Figure 4.1).
Biddulph (1993, p.39) outlines four issues that these four types of “late
industrial” privatised space address; security, image, management and secondary
consumption. The use of private security forces, both to physically and symbolically
restrict entry, secure boundaries and entry points, and orientation o f buildings away
from public routes are measures used to ensure high levels of security.

Stylish

upmarket design and cultural artefacts, which are distinct from their surroundings,
symbolise exclusivity and are used to promote a marketable image. Management and
control mechanisms are aimed to enhance this marketability and to secure the
investment value of the development. Biddulph (1993, p.41) argues that these four
privatised space types also stimulate forms of secondary consumption, such as private
transportation, household durables, information technology and fast food.
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Figure 4.1. E xam ples o f dijferen t ty p es o f p riv a tise d develo p m en t: S to ck ley bu sin ess p a rk (Source:
A rchitects’ Journal, 1990); C anary W h arf o ffice d eve lo p m en t (Source: A rchitects’ Journal, 1991);
M etrocen tre sh oppin g com plex (Source: Scott, 1989); D o cklan ds housing.

A public realm dominated by the sign offers a domain, not for a ‘city society’,
but for the false consciousness of multi-national capital which offers the
illusion of freedom and democracy via consumption of the commodities that
late capitalism itself creates. To design the exclusive and distinctive is to
ignore the implication. The implication is a decline in emphasis on ‘public’
and the beginnings of a denial in the existence of any urban crisis. (Biddulph,
1993, p.41)

Biddulph’s discussion is centred on public spaces that are privatised by nature
of their private production and management. Goodey (1993b), on the other hand,
highlights a similar “commodification” of public space inherent in public policies to
promote tourism in “urban quarters”.

He sees this policy as a reaction to the
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emergence of out-of-centre facilities and as a flawed method of civic boosterism.
These “quarters” utilise conservation, and the reproduction of street furniture and
facades.

They provide staged events and are carefully managed, advertised, and

promoted as symbols of their cities. Goodey cites Glasgow’s Merchant City (Figure
4.2), Birmingham’s Jewellery Quarter and Bradford’s Little Germany as examples of
“urban quarters”. He argues that such areas are of little benefit to their cities; that
they are delineated from their surroundings by their design, management and most
particularly social use. Such areas may become predominantly the domain of those
with the necessary spending power such as tourists, and also become the focus of
contempt among the local community.
Michael Walzer (1986) provides a more wide ranging consideration of which
kinds of spaces may be construed as privatised and which display the facets of
“publicness” as outlined in Chapter One. Walzer draws a distinction between “singleminded” space, which is “designed by planners or entrepreneurs who have only one
thing in mind, and used by similarly single-minded citizens” and “open-minded” space,
which is “designed for a variety of uses, including unforeseen and unforeseeable uses,
and used by citizens who do different things and are prepared to tolerate, even take an
interest in things they do not do” (1986, p.470). The term “mindedness” is used to
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“single-minded” space

“open-minded” space

transitional
no social engagement

can linger/loiter
social engagement/interaction

zoned business areas
zoned residential area
dormitory suburbs
govemment centre
medical centre

traditional central city
the “quarter”
mixed use neighbourhood
the “fomm”/square
local doctor’s surgery

highway/traffic artery
housing project
green belt
shopping centre
fast food restaurant

city street
urban block
city park/playground
urban mall
café/pub

T a b le 4.1. "S in g ie d -m in d e d ” a n d " o p en -m in d ed " sp a c e (a d a p te d fr o m W alzer, 1986)

denote the processes and attitudes behind the creation of certain developments as well
as their social use and character. Table 4.1 shows the facets and types of spaces
between which Walzer delineates.^ These two categories are not discrete entities, but
part of a continuum.

4.3. Historical Precedents o f Privatised Public Space
Privatised public space is by no means a purely late-twentieth century phenomenon,
although it may be argued that contemporary forms are more profound in their
implications and consequences than historical examples.

Forms of enforced

segregation within cities have probably prevailed for as long as people have dwelt in
large urban settlements. The political, religious, royal and financial elite have often
used their powers to exclude access to, and freedom within, public space.

In the

medieval Islamic city, residential quarters were walled enclaves, main streets were
closed off at night, and market spaces divided between separate guilds (Carr and
Lynch, 1979, p .4 13). Spaces between enclaves and outside the city walls were no
man’s-lands populated by an underclass of criminals and misfits, and the site for
battles between different groups.

A particularly interesting example of privatised

public space can be found in nineteenth century London.

^ Walzer’s use o f traditional terms such as “forum” and “quarter” highlight the problematical nature o f defining
public spaces and the loss o f such spaces in the contemporary city.
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4.3.1. Privatised Nineteenth Century London Estates
The great landlords of England are really the rulers of principalities
They
are charged with the administration of a miniature empire, which often
embraces a number of provinces, whose conditions, resources, and necessities
differ as much as if they were separate kingdoms. (T.H.S. Escott - England,
her People, Polity, and Pursuits, 1885, quoted by Olsen, 1982, p. 144)
Donald Olsen uses this quote to emphasise the power of the nineteenth century
landlords of the London estates and their ability to “privatise” their urban land
holdings by limiting public access. With the added influence of strict covenants, the
landlords sought to protect the values of their properties and to meet the
environmental aspirations of their primarily middle and upper class tenants. Gates and
bars, and obstructions to traffic were utilised to exclude such unsuitable facets of city
life as cattle on their way to market, empty taxi cabs, buses, poverty and disease. This
historical form of privatisation of the public realm was widespread in the estates of
London^ and was the “most obvious visible manifestation in London of the power of
the ground landlord” (Olsen, 1982, p. 145).
The Bedford Estate in Bloomsbury provides a particular example of such an
area. In this case the “undesirable” districts to the north; Camden Town and the New
Road, were considered as the origins of “detrimental influences,” whilst contact with
the more fashionable areas of the City and West End was seen as desirable. As the
estate management had to allow tenants access to and from the north, a series of gates
and gatekeepers were positioned along the northern boundary to permit “carriages,
gentlemen on horseback and pedestrians to pass, but turned back droves of cattle
together with omnibuses, carts and other low vehicles” (Olsen, 1982, p. 145). There
were five lodges and gates on the estate; in Upper Woburn Place, Endsleigh Street,
Georgiana Street (later Taviton Street), and Gordon Street in the north and
Torrington Place in the west, which were erected in the late 1820s and early 1830s.
In Endsleigh Street, Georgiana Street, Gordon Street and Torrington Place the gates
were kept open to desirable users between 7am and 11pm, whilst during the night the
gatekeeper was permitted to charge. The Upper Woburn Place had a special set of
rules: it was kept closed on all days, except for Sunday, and except for special silver
ticket holders.

In 1879 it was estimated that there were over 150 gates (Olsen, 1982, p .l45).
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Figure 4.3. The B lo o m sb u ry E state iti 1894: Taviton S tree t g a te a n d g a te k e ep e r (Source:
Olsen, 1964) and map sh ow ing fiv e gates in heavy double black lines.
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Unsurprisingly, there was widespread disapproval of these restrictions to the
free use of the highways, but throughout the majority of the century the Metropolitan
Board of Works was powerless to act.

In 1890, Parliament authorised the new

London County Council to remove the gates, and by 1893, all five were removed.'^

4.4. The Shopping Mall
The most frequently discussed and debated example of privatised public space is the
shopping mall, or more particularly the regional shopping mall and leisure complexes
that have prevailed in North America over recent decades and become increasingly
prevalent in Britain.^ These developments, which may be urban as well as suburban,
have become the most frequented “public” spaces in the United States and the
location for community facilities such as medical centres, libraries and even schools.
Despite the staggering growth of this cultural phenomenon, it only came to the notice
of social, planning and architectural commentators in the mid 1980s, particularly
within discussions of “postmodemity”. Rob Shields’ work (1988; 1989)^ provides a
point of departure for understanding these “new, privatised, centres of the public lives
of city dwellers.” He considers the shopping mall a feature of broad changes in the
“system of spatiality and spatial practices” which have prevailed in global, national
and regional economies: this he defines as “social-spatialisation”. Shields’ “readings”
draw on Walter Benjamin’s cultural analysis of the nineteenth century Paris arcade,
which Benjamin saw as the built manifestation of the dominant “spatial practices” of
leisure and consumption that prevailed at the time. The following sections outline the
rise and decline of the nineteenth century arcade, and the production, design, control
and social use of its present day antecedent.

* Whilst stressing the influence o f private landlords over the public realm, this historical example also
highlights the dilemma inherent in forms o f traffic management. By permitting full public access to an area,
local residents are liable to have their freedom restricted. Freedom for one group imparts restrictions on others.
^ Although recent pronouncements by the Secretary of State for the Environment have signalled a policy to
combat the growth in such developments, their impact has already had profound consequences for town centres
and shopping behaviour.
®The contents of these two papers overlap to a large degree.
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4.4.1. The Nineteenth Century Arcade
The nineteenth century arcades of Paris, Milan, Berlin, Naples and Leeds in Europe,
and Cleveland in the United States, are to a certain extent the antecedents of the
contemporary shopping mall.

Shields (1988;

1989) uses Walter Benjamin’s

commentaries on the Paris arcades as a means of exposing cultural change and
highlighting parallels with the contemporary mall.
The Paris arcades were built on land confiscated from the church and nobility
during the revolution. Benjamin (quoted in Shields, 1988, p.3) described them thus;
These arcades a new contrivance of industrial luxury, are glass-covered,
marble floored passages through entire blocks of houses, whose proprietors
have joined forces in the venture. On both sides o f the passages which obtain
their light from above, there are arranged the most elegant shops, so that such
an arcade is a city, indeed a world, in miniature.

They reflected the growth of mass consumption, bourgeois culture, the culture of
commodities and fantasy: they were the physical manifestations of the productive
modes and dominant ideologies of their time and place (Shields, 1988). They were
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the point at which the public collective realm and the private individual domain met:
“phantasmagoric” interiors blended with the exterior street to create “a new
intermediate space of consumer liminality in which the new consumer order was
selectively] tasted” (Shields, 1988, p.8).
Fourteen arcades were constructed in Paris during the nineteenth century, but
their success was short-lived and dwarfed by Haussmann’s redevelopment, whilst
other European examples survived. The first half of the twentieth century saw very
few examples of such building forms.

The rationalisation of transportation and

streetscapes, architectural modernism and a new utilitarian work ethic demoted
shopping to a functional necessity.
4.4.2. The Production of the Contemporary Shopping Mall
The contemporary shopping mall is widely believed to have its genesis in Victor
Gruen’s 1956 Southdale Center near Minneapolis (Crawford, 1992, p.21).

By

enclosing space and controlling the climate, Gruen created a completely introverted
building type which severed its connections with the surrounding environment.
Unlike the nineteenth century arcades, which were unambiguously civic and open for
casual use - Milan’s Galleria Vittorio Emanuele being the most famous example - the
mall was disconnected from the urban grain, if one existed, and required a conscious
decision to use. This building type has evolved rapidly into an immense cultural and
economic phenomenon in North America. Malls have become part of regional and
civic boosterism strategies due to their perceived economic spin-offs.

Ever larger

malls are produced, located by Reilly’s Law of Retail Gravitation and by threshold
demand models which maximise the number of customer visits. Through this use of
predictive formulae and by means of the most up to date marketing techniques, the
insurance companies and pension funds that back such developments, have enjoyed
guaranteed profits. A plethora of academic, commercial and professional knowledge
has been utilised to procure maximisation of consumption. The sentiments of Nader
Ghermasian, the owner of one of North America’s largest malls, the W est Edmonton
Mall in Canada, exemplifies the attitudes and strategies of mall producers:
It is the largest, most comprehensive tourist attraction ever built in the
universe. Now people in this area never need go to New York or Paris or
Miami. They can come here, (quoted in Shields, 1989, p. 150)
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F igure 4.5. Two in terior view s o f E dm onton M all, C anada (Source: Scott, 1989)

4.4.3. The Design of Shopping Malls
Whilst shopping malls invariably display blank exterior elevations to their surrounding
cities, or more often car parks, their interiors have been variously described as
“simulacrum of carnival” (Lefebvre, 1981) and “bricolage” due to their extensive use
of historical reconstructions of foreign streetscapes and symbols of fantasy.

As

Shields points out, the creators of these spaces see no bounds: “the mall transgresses
no social taboos” (1989, p. 151).

Instead, it “fragments conventional geographical

space and historical time”: “....at the turn of a corner, one is in a simulated ‘New
Orleans’.

Another comer - ‘Paris’” (1989, p. 152).

Dramatic atria create huge

floating spaces for contemplation, multiple levels provide infinite vistas from a variety
of vantage points, and reflective surfaces bring near and far close together. In the
West Edmonton Mall there is a replica of Columbus’s Santa Maria in an artificial
lagoon, in which there are live penguins, electronically controlled rubber sharks and
fake waves; real Siberian tigers, Ching-dynasty vases; and mechanised jazz bands are
juxtaposed in endless sky lit courts. “Past and future collapse meaninglessly into the
present; barriers between real and fake, near and far, dissolve as history, nature and
technology, are indifferently processed by the mall’s fantasy machine” (Crawford,
1992, p.3-4).

This cornucopia of design images is aimed at one goal, the

maximisation of consumption and it is backed up by limited entrances, escalators
placed at corridor ends, carefully positioned seating and controlled pedestrian flows.
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4.4.4. Social Use and Control in the Shopping Mall
Shields argues that the shopping mall has brought about a subtle but significant
change in “crowd practice” (1988, p. 14). Unlike the typical high street, where there
is a clear definition between public and private space, the policed semi-private mall
interior promotes a different kind of behaviour.

Emotions linked with boisterous

behaviour are smothered under a flood of continuous calming and psychologically
tested “musak” (1989, p. 149). Shields argues that this has promoted a new practice
of flânerie, window shopping, or just enjoying being in a crowd, which is, at least
superficially, similar to behaviour in the nineteenth century arcade. The promotion of
docility and the exclusion of unconventional activity means that people must always
take on the appearance of potential customers and adopt classless dress codes
(Shields, 1989, p. 160).

Whyte (1988) has observed elderly mall visitors carrying

shopping bags in order to pretend they are actively shopping.

Actions that ignore

aspects of a buildings layout, such as sitting on the floor, are viewed as anarchistic
defiance. Despite the promoted image of freedom, and unfettered impulse buying, the
mall is in fact controlled by centralised forms of electronic surveillance.
such malls introduce an unheard of degree of surveillance into daily life
which almost has Orwellian overtones. Old protest strategies such as the
familiar picket line in front of the store became impossible in a shopping mall.
The transfer of public space indoors into private quarters means that, unlike
the street-life of the more-free European tradition, the surrounding
environment in the centre is carefully and consciously managed. (Shields,
1988, p.28)

4.4.5. Conclusion: A Cause and Consequence o f Social Segregation
Shields (1989, p. 152) considers the mall a reflection of a world dominated by the
consumption of cheaply produced goods, mass tourism, and sensationalistic media.
Echoing the sentiments of Jameson (1984), he argues that these spaces promote a
sense of dislocation, a kind of “spatiotemporal haze”; “a type of ‘play space’ which
encourages its users to abandon ....the modern rational conception of the world”.
By adopting an alternative cosmology they can momentarily suspend their
hinterland relationship to the difficult capitalist world of distant, abstract
powers and in a collective fantasy which produces the illusion of a different
logic of space and a different capital logic. (Shields, 1989, p. 153)
Shields argues that this commercialised public behaviour is quite different from the
nineteenth century flânerie and is fundamentally detrimental to collective identity and
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relationships between the individual and community. Shields also speculates that the
mall meets a certain psychological need for being part of a “consumption community”
(1989, p. 159).

It enables people to claim their “status” as a consumer “under a

capitalism which reduces people to their function in an economist’s equation.” “Being
a consumer, with the right to attend these rituals seems to have almost overtaken the
importance of being a citizen” (Shields, 1989, p. 159).

Ironically, the architectural

precedent for this palace of mass consumption is probably Bentham’s panoptican
prison as much as the nineteenth century arcade: the mechanisms of control and
surveillance are literally built into the building’s form and fabric (Davis, 1990, p.243).
Shields considers the emergence of the mall as a result and symbol of increased
social stratification based on an employed middle class and a marginalised underclass
of long-term unemployed.
In urban contexts the suburban mall’s fortresslike structures literalized their
meaning, privatizing and controlling functions and activities formerly enacted
in public streets. Heavily patrolled malls now provide a safe urban space with
a clientele as homogeneous as that of their suburban counterparts. In many
cities, the construction of urban malls served to resegregate urban shopping
areas. (Crawford, 1992, p.23)

4.5. Summary
There is no clear definition of what constitutes a privatised public space: they are
spaces in which “publicness” is restricted due to ownership and management regimes,
and by design, control and social use. Shopping malls, major office developments and
upmarket residential areas are the most prominent forms of privatised space, although
privatised public space is not necessarily privately owned. The emphasis on primarily
considering ownership of space can be over played, and can submerge the significance
of other forms of privatisation.
Privatised public space is by no means a totally late twentieth century
phenomenon, although it can be argued that today’s forms are more pernicious and
covert in their impact on social life and quality o f experience in the public realm.
These consequences for the public realm can be illustrated through a “reading” of the
shopping mall. Privatised public spaces are a symptom, cause and consequence of
growing inequality and the “commodification” of public space.
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Part II
Development o f a Methodology
The earlier discussion of “privatised public spaces” and the debate
concerning the processes and consequences of privatisation have only
tentatively begun to speculate at the impact on public spaces. Part II aims
to develop a methodology for a more empirically based evaluation of
urban areas which to varying degrees constitute parts of the public realm.
Initially, the approaches adopted by others are described and evaluated in
order to find a suitable approach for this study. Chapter Six then draws
up a set of criteria, “Public Space Rights”, by which structured
observation and evaluation of the “publicness” of case study spaces can
be carried out.

83

C h a p t e r F iv e

Approaches to the Evaluation of
Privatised Public Spaces
To know if, and the extent to which, champions of domestic and
community may be said to have won the debate over the morality
of public space - won it, not only in the hearts and minds of
contemporary urbanites, but in the physical structure of our urban
areas as well - we need serious research - a lot of it. Assuming all
is not lost, we also need to discover whether it is possible to
design public spaces that are truly in the public realm.
Lyn Lofland
“The Morality of Urban Public Life: The Emergence and
Continuation of a Debate”, Places 6 (1989a, p.23)

Despite the large amount of discussion and general literature concerning the “fall” or
decline of social life in the public realm, the growth of privatism and the emergence of
privatised public spaces, as Lofland points out (above), there has been a very limited
amount of research carried out that extends theoretical studies into the evaluation of
urban spaces and that looks specifically at the so-called phenomenon of “privatisation
of the public realm”. As a means of developing an approach for this study, this
chapter describes, and provides a critique of, three approaches to the evaluation of
privatised public spaces put forward by Loukaitou-Sideris (1993), Punter (1990), and
Home (1989).

5.1. Loukaitou-Sideris: “Privatisation o f Public Open Spaces”
In her article, “Privatisation of Public Open Spaces: the Los Angeles Experience”
(1993)% Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris looks at three privately produced urban plazas
in the Los Angeles Central Business Zone; Security Pacific, Noguchi and Citicorp

' An earlier article by Loukaitou-Sideris (1990) provides a general discussion o f her findings but not o f her
methods.
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plazas. She divides her evaluation of the processes of privatisation into four areas of
concern; provision and production, design and physical representation, management
and control, and consumption and social use of spaces.^

In order to assess these

concerns a variety of methods and sources of information were utilised. Interviews
were conducted with key professionals involved in the development process; the
developers, architects and the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency
planners. An examination of relevant archival material and development agreements;
a user survey using a standard questionnaire; and structured observations to a “strict
protocol” at specified time intervals were also carried out.
Loukaitou-Sideris’s use of these four methods of information gathering seems
over elaborate considering the amount and simplicity of the information gathered.
There is little or no justification put forward for the content of the questionnaires or
the observation protocol except that they provide loose responses to the areas of
concern. Interviewing key professionals involved in the development process, as well
as being prone to distortion due to personal prejudices and the quality of the
questionnaire, can only be practicable where the spaces under investigation are new or
at least recently completed. Privatised public spaces are by no means necessarily new
development; they may result from a change of use or tenure. The examination of
archival material and development agreements is vital to the understanding of the
relative balance between the private and public sectors’ influence over the production,
tenure, management and control of spaces. This documentary material can only be
considered as a part of the information required for evaluation; it describes the causes
as much, if not more so, than the consequences of privatisation of space. LoukaitouSideris’s use of user surveys and structured observation is rather simplistic, and on the
whole, the results seem to only confirm the obvious. As she recognises;
since the plazas are designed for office employees, it comes as no surprise
that the cross-section of the population that uses them is quite skewed, with
more professional, well educated, white-collar adults, and fewer blue-collar
workers, fewer minorities, children and the elderly. (Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993,
p.155)
Again, these two forms of information are not backed up with any justification for the
questions asked or the features observed.

A more rigorous questionnaire or

^ Beng-Huat and Edwards (1992) use the categories o f design, use and management as the outline for their
consideration o f public space in Singapore.
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observation “protocol” may have been sufficient, although the utilisation of both
methods provides a good means of “checking” the results obtained.
Loukaitou-Sideris’s basic argument, which both informs the basis of her
research method and her results, is that the privatisation of public space is a direct
consequence of private sector procurement and management of new civic spaces. I
would argue however, as outlined in Chapter Four, that public space can also be
privatised by nature of its design and use. Design and use being causes as much as
consequences.

5.2. John Punter: “The Privatisation o f the Public Realm”
John Punter, in his article “The Privatisation of the Public Realm” (1990), describes
the processes of privatisation emanating from the “private affluence - public squalor”
policies and attitudes of Thatcherism in Britain in the 1980s.

He explores the

“themes” of privatisation and their impact on the physical urban and suburban
environment by looking at four prominent sectors of contemporary development;
retail, office, residential, and business and science parks. Unlike Loukaitou-Sideris,
Punter does not present a summary of empirical research carried out through surveys
or structured observation of particular spaces.

Instead, he presents a more

generalised description, concentrating on the development process, private sector
attitudes and the consequences for, the mainly physical form of, the public realm
during the late 1980s’ property boom. Punter’s focus for blame is the;
conservatism of the funding institutions and their commercial advisers
besotted with concepts of self-containment, insulation from outside influences,
minimal estate management, the complete capture of pedestrian flows, and the
like. (1990, p. 14)
Although Punter’s article does not provide a methodology for the evaluation
of public spaces, it highlights the extent to which the processes of privatisation have
permeated differing types of development in a wide range o f locations. It provides
useful documentary information for the following discussion and for the consideration
of choices of case study.^

See Chapter 7
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5.3. Lucinda Home: “The Privatisation of the Public Realm”
In her dissertation entitled “The Privatisation of the Public Realm: The City of
London” (1989), Horne seeks to investigate the influence of “privatised planning” on
the production and decline of the public realm.

Her emphasis is almost entirely

focused on the development process and the physical form of new office buildings in
the City of London during the 1980s. There is limited discussion about the social use
of privately produced spaces or the extent to which such spaces may be considered
“privatised”, at least not in the terms expounded in this thesis.
principal methods of investigation.

Home uses two

Firstly, architectural publications and local

authority documentation were explored to provide a general background to the
genesis of each project and the roles of different actors in the processes of negotiation
during planning approval. Secondly, Horne conducts loosely based interviews with
the main actors involved in new developments in the City of London; the architects,
developers, planning consultants, and the City of London Planning department. Her
questions were general and aimed at achieving no specific, or specified, information.
Topics included; architectural aesthetics and style, the quality of the public realm, the
relationships between professionals, planning gain, conservation and the Local Plan.
The results were incorporated into her discussion as anecdotal evidence rather than
independently analysed. Many of the actors interviewed had been involved in office
developments, such as the Lloyds Building, Bracken House and Alban House, that
have had negligible consequences for public spaces in the City of London. Home’s
main case studies are the Broadgate development and Paternoster Square.

Whilst

Broadgate, with its privately produced spaces, provides great potential for study, the
discussion of the unrealised Patemoster does not.
Hom e’s research method highlights the difficulties involved in the use of
questionnaires that are not specific to particular issues."^

Professionals’ replies to

surveys are generally tainted by their position in the development process, and their
interpretations of the questions asked and issues under investigation.

H om e’s research predates that of Loukaitou-Sideris and Punter, and it consequently does not benefit from the
opportunity to evaluate their approaches.

_
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5.4. Summary: Adopted Approach
From the descriptions and critiques of previous methodological approaches to the
evaluation of the loosely termed phenomenon of “privatisation of the public realm”
(Punter and Home) or “public open spaces” (Loukaitou-Sideris), a hopefully more
rigorous, comprehensive and satisfactory approach can be drawn up, which either
improves upon, or complements previous research. Loukaitou-Sideris’s four areas of
concern; production, design, management, and social use of space, provide an
excellent framework and “checklist” of factors that require equal degrees of
exploration.

Each is, to varying degrees, both a cause and consequence of the

processes of privatisation.

As argued above, the validity and worthiness of

interviewing key actors in the development process is limited, especially as this would
limit the scope of choice of case studies to recent development.^ User surveys, apart
from their inherent practical difficulties, can only bring out factors that may either be
obvious through observation or which are tainted by personal prejudices.

Such a

survey would only give one side of the story; the views of the users of a space rather
than those of the excluded minority, which is one of the main features of privatised
public space.
In conclusion, it has been decided to adopt two principal means of information
gathering for the proceeding case studies; documentary evidence and structured
observation.

This approach however, does not preclude the use of unstructured

interviews or other forms of information gathering: it simply forms the basis for
exploration.

Documentary evidence will be primarily in the form of journalistic

accounts of the areas under consideration and local authority planning and committee
meeting documentation. These sources provide a useful insight into the development
process and public sector attitudes and objectives. The second principal source of
information gathering adopted is to be through the structured observation of the areas
of investigation. This observational approach follows in the spirit of William Whyte
(1980; 1988) and Jan Gehl (1987). Unlike Whyte and Gehl however, observation is
to be aimed at answering specific questions about the design, social use and
management of spaces, rather than general evaluation of the social life of public

^ This would prove particularly difficult after a prolonged period o f recession in the property development
industry as has been recently experienced.
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•
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•

•
•

#

T a b le 5.1. R e la tiv e w e ig h t o f in fo rm a tio n so u rces.

spaces. The overarching view taken in this study is that the key to evaluating such an
elusive and problematical issue as the “publicness of space” is the formulation and
application of well thought out questions. The following chapter develops the idea of
“spatial rights”, a strictly devised framework for the evaluation of the “publicness” of
spaces through observation.
It is intended to use Loukaitou-Sideris’s four areas o f concern as a framework
for presenting the documentary material gained, whilst a fifth heading “Evaluation of
Publicness” will be an illustrated spatial analysis of the spaces under consideration and
the observations made.

Table 5.1 shows the expected relationship between the

structure of case study evaluation and the relative weight of sources of information
utihsed.
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I conceive that land belongs for use to a vast family of which
many are dead, few are living, and countless members are still
unborn.
A Nigerian Tribesman
(quoted by Alexander et al., 1977, p.37)

Control over space has been a recurrent motive for war between governments,
conflict between groups of people and dispute between neighbours throughout
history. Most societies have developed complex forms o f private property ownership
rights over clearly defined areas of land.^

These rights have been tempered by

nuisance laws, legal contracts, covenants and by planning legislation, which in effect,
nationalises specific property rights in “the public interest.”

Other cultures have

developed completely different conceptions of the relationship between individuals
and the land. The Maoris in New Zealand, for instance, had no concept of freehold
ownership. They considered the land a common good; rights to its use and resources
being only appropriated for personal use, rather than personal gain. When British
settlers arrived in the late eighteenth century, the Maoris were summarily dispossessed
of their access to resources (Shoard, 1987). Many great thinkers, including the likes
of Rousseau, Ruskin and John Stuart Mill, have questioned the primacy of absolute
property rights in developed countries.

There is a generally, though not

comprehensively, held behef that we can only consider ourselves custodians of the
Earth, not its owners.

“Ownership is a human convention that allocates present

control, sufficient for human purpose, among existing people. It is neither permanent
nor total” (Lynch, 1981, p.205).

' The United States constitution puts forward one o f the most prominent expressions o f the primacy of private
property rights.
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F igure 6.1. W hose land is it an yw a y?

6.1. The Idea of Spatial Rights
The right of free access to, freedom of action over and the ability to influence public
space is far less clearly defined than rights of private property ownership.

Kevin

Lynch’s concept of “spatial rights” (1981, p.205-7), the formal and informal controls
that govern people’s use of public and private space, forms a starting point from
which a set of rights to public space can be developed.
Lynch defines five “spatial rights”; presence, use and action, appropriation,
modification, and disposition. Presence is the right of individuals to enter a space or
to exclude others from doing so. Use and action are the right to behave freely in a
space and to use its facilities “without appropriating them.”

In the public realm

commonly held restrictions and limits need to be established and upheld that can
prevent an encumbrance to the use and action of others. Appropriation is the right to
claim the resources or facilities in a place, whilst modification is the right to change a
place. Whether referring to public or private space, appropriation and modification
must not cause nuisance or inconvenience to others. Lynch’s fifth.right, disposition,
is the privilege to transfer rights to another person. Control is therefore “permanent
and transferable like a piece of money” (1981, p.207).
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Following the ideas of Lynch (1981) and in the tradition of Rudofsky (1969),
Whyte (1980), and Appleyard (1981), M ark Francis introduces the idea of
“democratic streets”, public spaces “that reflect the history as well as the social and
economic diversity of the larger neighbourhood and city” (1987, p.28).

These are

“friendly to pedestrians and hvable for residents” and they reflect “social justice,
economic health, and ecological vitality.” The idea of “democratic streets” is based
on the concept of “publicness”,^ the right to “free and unlimited access to public
places.” Francis’s goal is to provide a framework in which a “true public culture can
develop and flourish.” The “democratic street” reflects the need for public spaces to
support contact, neighbourliness, safety and play space for children. Francis defines
“democratic streets” as; “ones that are well used and that invite direct participation,
provide opportunities for discovery and adventure, and that are locally controlled and
broadly accessible” (1987, p.29).
The idea of “democratic streets” or “democratic space”^ and “publicness” are
further developed by Francis and his colleagues in Public Space (Carr et al., 1992) as
part of a behavioural approach to the design, management and social use of public
space.
Democratic spaces protect the rights of user groups. They are accessible to all
groups and provide for freedom of action but also for temporary claim and
ownership. A public space can be a place to act more freely than when under
constraints of home or workplace. In most settings one can temporarily lay
claim to a piece of turf even when one does not own it. Ultimately, public
space can be changed by public action, because it is owned by all. It can offer
a sense of power and control limited only by rights of others. In public space,
people can learn to live together. (Carr et at., 1992, p. 19-20)
They redefine Lynch’s five spatial rights as; access, freedom of action, claim, change,
and ownership and disposition. They expand on each right by reference to existing
public spaces in North American cities and they consider the implications for the
design, management and social use o f new spaces.

By adopting the approaches

^ “Publicness” can be simply defined as the quality or character o f being public. In this context, it is the degree
to which a space is open to all. (See section 1.1.1.)
^ The idea o f “democratic space” has been used by architects to describe the perceived relationship achieved
between interior and exterior by the use o f clear glass. Sennett (1977 p. 13) however, describes this as the
merging o f the “aesthetics o f visibility and social isolation.”
Bentley et al. (1985 p.9) express similar sentiments: “the built environment should provide its users with
essentially democratic settings, enriching their opportunities by maximising the degree of choice available to
them”.
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developed by Lynch (1981), Francis (1987) and Carr et al. (1992) and adapting them
to the British context, two diametrically opposed frameworks of spatial rights can be
put forward; spatial rights to private property, or private property rights, and spatial
rights to public space, public space rights.
6.1.1. Private Property Rights
Private property rights are clearly defined, enshrined in law and they can be
recognised in similar forms in most developed countries.

The supremacy,

sophistication and long history of private property rights owe a great deal to the fact
that law makers and landowners have frequently been one and the same. Table 6.1
shows private property rights in terms of the five spatial rights as defined by Carr et
al. (1992). Each right is tempered by caveats that restrict private property rights in
the “public interest”. For instance, public footpaths give limited public access to
private land, whilst the Use Classes Order restricts the use to which a private
individual can put their land. The appropriation o f mineral resources from private
property is deemed to belong to the nation; planning control and building regulations
restrict the modification of private property; whilst a Compulsory Purchase Order may
restrict the right of the private property owner to dispose of their land when and to
whom they may wish. These complex layers of restrictions on private property rights,
although often haphazardly implemented, are formed through a democratic process.
Their primacy therefore varies through time and between different countries and is
dependent upon a society’s values and its dominant political ideology.

Some

commentators, such as Denman (1980), consider government intervention over
private property rights as unnecessary.

Growth in home ownership, a decline in

collective values and a dominant political philosophy that espouses individual rights,
have increased the general acceptability of such a view over recent years (see
Chapters 2 & 3).
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ACCESS
the right to enter a space as one wishes and to exclude others from doing so
without undue use of force/
FREEDOM OF ACTION
the right to use a space as one wishes whilst recognising the Law of the Land/
CLAIM
the right of an individual or group to benefit from the resources of the space/
CHANGE
the right to add, remove or alter elements in a space, either permanently or
temporarily, in order to make a personal statement, but without impinging on the
enjoyment of others/
DISPOSITION
the right to sell, when and to whom one may wish/
T a b le 6.1. P riv a te P r o p e r ty R ig h ts
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Unless there is a public right o f way through the space.
Within the Use Classes Order, environmental controls etc.
Unless resources are protected by the state.
Within the bounds o f planning control and building regulations
Unless a Compulsory Purchase Order is issued.

6.1.2. Public Space Rights
The concept of public space rights, on the other hand, has no formal or statutory
grounding. Table 6.2 shows a crystallisation of the rights to public space as expressed
by Carr et al. (1992). Public space rights are the rights of individuals or groups to
achieve fulfilment of their needs and desires within public spaces. The fifth public
space right is a reinterpretation of those put forward by Lynch (1981) and Carr et at.
(1992) and has been termed “democratic influence”. Publicly funded, designed and
managed spaces do not necessarily meet these criteria. In fact, statist regimes may
exercise a more aggressive and repressive control over public space than private
owners elsewhere. Privately funded and managed spaces may correspond to these
rights quite well, although in general, privately owned public spaces tend to display
characteristics that correspond to Table 6.1, private property rights, as opposed to
Table 6.2, public space rights. The degree to which a privatised public space accords
with Table 6.2 is a rough measure of its “publicness”.
The relationship between the five public space rights can be roughly
represented in the form of a flow chart where access is a prerequisite for freedom of
action, and freedom of action is a prerequisite for claim, and change and so on.
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ACCESS
the right to enter a space as one wishes, but not to exclude others from doing so.
FREEDOM OF ACTION
the right to use a space as one wishes, whilst recognising the rights of others to
freedom from disturbance and interference.
CLAIM
the right of an individual or a group to appropriate a space for a use to meet
personal and group needs, without impinging upon the needs of others.
CHANGE
the right to add, remove or alter elements in a space, either permanently or
temporarily, in order to make a personal statement, but without impinging upon
the enjoyment of others.
DEMOCRATIC INFLUENCE
the right to democratic influence over the management and ownership of a public
space.
T a b le 6.2. P u b lic S p a c e R ig h ts

although democratic influence does not form part of this continuum (Figure 6.2). By
expanding on the discussion presented in Part I, the work of Carr et al. (1992), the
observations of Loukaitou-Sideris (1993), Whyte (1980; 1988), Gehl (1987), and
others, and through examples of public spaces in London, an appraisal of restrictions
on access, freedom of action, claim, change, and democratic influence can be
discussed and a set of criteria for the evaluation of the “publicness” of particular
public spaces developed.
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F igure 6.2. F low C h art Showing the R elation sh ip b etw een the Five P u blic S pace R ights

ACCESS
Does the space permit a limited or

THE SPACE
IS PRIVATE

unlimited degree of public access.

Limited

Unlimited

FREEDOM O F ACTION
Does the space permit limited or
unlimited degrees of freedom of use.
DEM OCRATIC
INFLUENCE
Is there any
democratic
influence over the
management and
ownership of the
space.*

Unlimited

NO

There is no
opportunity for
change or claim

NO

There is no
opportunity
for change

Limited

CLAIM
Does the space permit limited or
unlimited degrees of claim to meet
personal or group needs.
Unlimited

CHANGE
Does the space permit limited or
W O )

knock

unlimited opportunities for
permanent or temporary change.
Unlimited

The space may be
considered as ultimately
public. (Extremely rare)

The space is public by degree. Its
publicness is limited. This can be evaluated
and compared by consideration of the five
public space rights.

* D em ocratic influence is not a prerequisite or con seq u en ce o f the other four public space rights; it
acts independently towards, or against, their attainment.
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6.2. The Five Public Space Rights
6.2.1. Access
the right to enter a space as one wishes, but not to exclude others from
doing so.
The most fundamental right to space and the prerequisite for the achievement of other
rights is the right of access, the ability to enter a space as one wishes, but not to
exclude others. It is the most basic requirement for public life. Carr et al. (1992)
identify three types of access; physical, visual and symbolic, which frequently interact
to filter, control, restrict or discourage certain groups of society from access to public
spaces.

Figure 6.3. P h y sic a l a n d sym b o lic d en ia l o f a ccess: D ow n in g S tre e t G ates, W hitehall, London

6.2.1.1. Physical Access
Physical barriers are the most obvious form of restriction to access and constituent of
privatised public realms. The gates at the entrance of Downing Street in Whitehall are
probably the most potent example of the denial of physical and symbolic access.
Gates, doors, walls, fences, and manhandling guards can all physically deny public
access. The design of public spaces, deliberately or not, may present physical barriers
to access for particular groups in society, such as the elderly and disabled.
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Restrictions on the opening hours, particularly of shopping centres and
arcades, may impede the permeability of town centres and restrict evening activities,
window shopping, promenading and social events.^ The question o f opening hours
has been a key negotiating factor between local authorities and shopping centre
developers. In the United States some malls are open 24 hours, even in the most
crime ridden cities (Punter, 1990).

In Britain, the likelihood of vandalism is

perennially given as the reason for the need to restrict opening hours. In New York,
following the activism of William Whyte, regulations require public spaces produced
through incentive zoning to display signage that says they are open to the public and
stipulate agreed hours.

The inaccessibility of many contemporary forms of

development, such as out-of-town

shopping complexes, business parks and

recreational facilities is a severe restriction to access for those without a means of
private transportation.
6.2.1.2. Visual Access
The second form of impediment to access to public spaces are visual barriers. People
who are unaccustomed to an area need to be able to check out a space before entering
it.

They need to know whether a space will meet their needs, and be safe and

welcoming.

High walls, dense hedges or particularly small or obscured entrances

hinder views into spaces and may discourage passers-by entering. Changes in level
between the street and other spaces may also impede the visibility of outsiders. The
utilisation of podiums to provide parking and service facilities for major new
developments is the most common form of visual separation. On the other hand, a
change in level may provide excellent views for passers-by to reconnoitre spaces
before entering. The small garden on Malet Street, Bloomsbury in Central London, is
some two metres below street level.

Gaps in the surrounding trees and bushes

provide good views for passers-by to view the park from street level, to see whether it
may be too populated, too empty, or too noisy to meet personal needs (Figure 6.4).
The need for visual accessibility must be weighed against people’s desires for a degree
of privacy in public spaces. The Malet Street garden achieves this, by accident rather
than by design, but unfortunately, it is only open for restricted periods of the day.

See Milton Keynes study. Appendix 2.

Rights to Public Space

98

F igure 6.4. M a le t S treet G arden: o p p o rtu n itie s to recon n oitre the sp a ce a re g o o d b u t open in g hours
lim ited by its ow n ers

6.2.1.3. Symbolic Access
Symbolic access is the most subtle form of restriction to access to public spaces. It
involves the use of cues, “in the form of people or design elements, suggesting who is
and is not welcome in a space” (Carr et at., 1992, p. 149). Closed circuit television
(CCTV) cameras and security guards positioned at the entrances to spaces are the
most potent form of symbolic restriction to access. They may suggest safety, order
and freedom from harassment to the majority, whilst suggesting the opposite to other
groups in society and communicating a threatening atmosphere.

Areas that are

predominately used by, and become the exclusive domain of a dominant group, may
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act as a symbolic form of exclusion to others.

Exclusive social and commercial

facilities within or surrounding public spaces form another type of symbolic restriction
to access. Upmarket shops, brasseries, and restaurants and the lack of public facilities
and inexpensive shops will symbolise exclusivity to many.

The semiology of

architecture - the signs, “code systems” and “messages” that it expresses - can create
symbolic exclusion especially where rich, chic stylish design and expensive materials
are deployed (Saunders 1985; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993, p. 153).

The buildings

surrounding a space may provide a high level of natural surveillance or “defensible
space” (Newman, 1973), which may act as a deterrent to both unwanted and
legitimate potential users, and act to exclude diversity.
6.2.2. F reedom of Action
the right to use a space as one wishes, whilst recognising the rights of
others to freedom from disturbance and interference.
The second spatial right, that applies if or when access is permitted, is that of freedom
of action. Freedom of action involves the ability to carry out desired activities and to
use a place as one wishes with the recognition that the space is shared (Carr et al.,
1992, p. 152). This involves responsible freedom, which is highly problematical, if not
impossible to satisfactorily achieve. In diverse societies the freedom of one group can
be threatening to, or impinge upon the freedom of others. It is however a laudable
goal that should not be lost sight of or neglected by the democratic process. There
are three main forms of limitation on freedom of action and the fulfilment of individual
or group needs, desires and rights in the public realm: the action of other space users;
rules and regulations that restrict certain activities; and thirdly, the physical layout of
the space. Restrictions on freedom of action in the public realm are often, but not
necessarily, synonymous with privately owned space.
6.2.2.1. Actions o f Others
The domination of a public space by one particular group or use will restrict the
freedom of others to enjoy that space. For instance, a public space that becomes
dominated by skateboarders may restrict the freedom o f others who may wish to
enjoy the same space.

In this case, assuming the space is publicly owned and/or

controlled and generally considered as public and open to all, there is an obligation on
behalf of the skateboarders to respect the wishes o f others. If the dominating group is
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unresponsive, the restricted user may have the right of redress, or at least to express
dissatisfaction through formal channels. Public spaces used for drug dealing or other
illegal activities are constantly being “cleansed” and reclaimed for legitimate uses.
Fear of crime and unwanted advances are a severe restriction on the freedom of
women in the public realm.

Figure 6.5. R estrictio n s on a c tivity: CityW alk, L o s A n g e le s (Source: Beckett, 1994)

6.22.2. Restrictions on Activity
Restrictions on freedom of action within privately owned public spaces are often
imposed at the whim of the owner, are applied through rules enforced by CCTV and
private security guards, and are often beyond the remit of democratically derived
legislation, which applies to publicly controlled public space.

Boisterous and

contentious activities are particularly restricted: demonstrations, handing out leaflets.
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soap-boxing, hanging out, busking, conducting a survey, collecting for charity,
sleeping on a bench, drinking alcohol, or even taking photographs may not be
permitted. A recent File on Four (1994) radio programme highlighted the restrictions
imposed by recently privatised space owners. The Basingstoke shopping centre, for
example, required the Salvation Army to gain permission before it could play music,
and did not allow bible readings.

The W omen’s Institute were banned from

advertising their home-made jams and children with clipboards and poppy sellers were
asked to leave. CityWalk, a private shopping citadel overlooking Los Angeles goes
further (Beckett, 1994). The first thing you see as you approach one of its narrow
entrances is a hst of rules on a board strapped to a palm tree. “Boisterous activities”
are forbidden on the premises; so are “rummaging in the trash receptacles,” wearing
clothes “likely to create a disturbance,” “sitting on the ground for more than five
minutes,” and “expressive activity without prior permission of the management”
(Figure 6.5).^ In the United States restrictions on activities such as leafleting and
petitioning in shopping malls have become a major civil libertarian issue (Carr et al.,
1992). In 1980 the Supreme Courts allowed individual states to rule on this issue
under their constitutions.

Whilst in California they ruled in favour of freedom of

speech and political activism in privately owned malls, the New York authorities ruled
otherwise.
6.2.2.3. Physical Layout
Physical layout and design have a considerable effect upon people’s ability to act
freely in public space.

An over specific space, which restricts the freedom of

individuals to customise it to a preferred use, limits the scope for freedom of action.
Steen Filer Rasmussen’s (1964) description of boys playing a ball game on the steps
behind the church of S. Maria Maggiore in Rome displays the potential of even the
most awkward spaces to provide for variety of use and activity. Tightly laid out and
over designed spaces, planned with only a single use in mind, such as shopping malls
or airports, may restrict the freedom of individuals to use space in more diverse ways.

CityWalk has three separate police forces and its own police station.
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Figure 6.6. Even the m o st a w k w a rd sp a ce s can a llo w v a rie d uses: b o y s p la y in g a b a ll gam e
on the ste p s o f S. M a ria M aggiore, R om e (Source: R asm ussen, 1964)

Freedom of action is a product of conditions and designs that maximise
people’s freedom to engage in satisfying activities in public spaces while assured of
freedom from disturbance, interference, or threats. It is a product of reasonable rules,
adequate choices, opportunities for use, and designs that support the needs of users
(C arrera/., 1992, p. 158).
6.2.3. Claim
the right of an individual or a group to appropriate a space for a use to
meet personal or group needs, without impinging upon the needs of
others.
Once a group or individual has achieved freedom of action in a space, there may be a
need to attain a degree of control over that space in order to fulfil specific needs or
desires. Again, this requires responsibility and a respect for others that may lead to
conflict in extreme cases.

People may need to claim space in order to achieve

solitude, relaxation, anonymity or intimacy. A public space that provides variety;
major and minor space with subspaces within, allows for greater opportunities to Mfil
the right of claim. Public spaces are often claimed by different groups at different
hours of the day. A space that is used by mothers and toddlers in the morning, may
become a spot for office workers to have a sandwich at lunch-time, the elderly to
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Figure 6.7. The h o m e le ss’ n eed f o r cla im ed sp a c e (Source: T ow n & Country Planning, 1995)

relax in the early afternoon, school children to play after school, and young people to
socialise in the evening. On the other hand, a public space may become the territory
of one dominant group at the expense of others who feel unable to coexist with them,
or find them undesirable. The homeless encampment in Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London
was a stark example of one particular group laying claim to a public space to meet
their basic needs for shelter and camaraderie. After years of dispute, the surrounding
legal community and the local authority “cleansed” the square of its “unsightly
inhabitants”, so that the local office workers could feel more at ease during the hmited
hours they used the space. Young people often lay claim to street comers, public
playgrounds and other public spaces to congregate, share common interests or simply
hang out. Although their claims to space rarely impinge on others, like the homeless,
they are often considered as “up to no good” or aimless.
In privatised public spaces restrictions upon anyone trying to claim space can
be severe. Physical design may limit the number, range and comfort of places to sit.
If there is any seating, it may be restricted to bona fide ticket holders or to areas
where a purchase is necessary. Even then, lingering over a cup of coffee for any
length of time may be frowned upon and the table quickly wiped. Design input is
concentrated on permitting free flow of people past shops to defined destinations:
places to dwell or congregate for any length of time are not a priority. Similar design
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Figure 6.8. R estriction s on claim : tw o fo r m s o f “b u m p ro o f” seatin g (Source: D avis, 1990; W hyte,
1988)

measures to limit undesirable claims to territory are utilised in publicly controlled
spaces.

Mike Davis (1990, p.233) highlights the use of “bumproof’ benches and

sprinkler systems to deny the homeless places to sleep in Los Angeles. Whyte (1988)
describes the use of spikes on ledges that would otherwise have been ideal for sitting
on (Figure 6.8).
An important facet of the right to claim space is the appropriation of wasteland
for public space by a community for their use and enjoyment. These forms of public
space provide an excellent opportunity for the next public space right, that of change.
6.2.4. Change
the right to add, remove or alter elements in a space, either temporarily or
permanently in order to make a personal statement, but without impinging
upon the enjoyment of others.
For the complete fulfilment of the rights to freedom of action and claim, public spaces
need to be flexible, adaptable and capable of modification and change, either
temporarily or permanently. Again, this right must respect and not impinge upon the
enjoyment of a space by other people. Temporary change is the easier to facilitate.
For instance, to fulfil basic human needs for shade or sunlight, solitude or sociability,
either moveable chairs are necessary, or a wide range of seating opportunities needs
to be facilitated. Most public spaces can be adapted for a multitude of different uses,
from a small park used for ball games or picnics, to squares used for fairs, markets
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Figure 6.9. A co n stru ctive fo rm o f p erm a n en t change (W ard, 1973).

and concerts, to whole sections of a city used for marathons or carnivals. The use of
tents, barricades, stages and sound systems that are transportable, and a rich variety of
public spaces, can make the public realm limitlessly flexible to temporary change. On
the other hand, “single-minded” spaces that are rigidly designed with only one end
user in mind are often incapable of addition or alteration for temporary use.
The need for spaces that can change and adapt to personal needs, and that
allow the overlapping of diverse social patterns and spaces is highlighted by the work
and writings of the Dutch architect Herman Hertzberger. He emphasises the value of;
an environment which gives people more chances to impress it with their
own individual characteristics
enabling it to be taken over by each person
as an essentially familiar p la c e
In this way, form and user interpret and
adapt to each other, each enhancing the other in a process of mutual
submission. (Hertzberger, 1980, quoted in Trancik, 1986, p. 123)

Permanent changes to public spaces are rather more problematical, but it
should be recognised that people’s public space needs change with time and from
generation to generation. Allowing permanent change over public space gives people
a stake in their management, as long as change is constructive rather than destructive.
Public spaces that are little used or badly vandalised are probably failing to meet
people’s needs. Graffiti and painted murals are the most common form of change
carried out in public spaces. They reflect a desire to customise the public realm and
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communicate a sense of identity. As with the rights to freedom of action and claim,
change is severely restricted by rigid design and control mechanisms.
Carr et al. (1992) note that community generated and developed public space
projects are the most likely to adapt to the changing needs and desires of their users.
This brings us to the last, but by no means least important, public space right,
democratic influence over the control of public spaces.
6.2.5. Dem ocratic Influence
the right to democratic influence over the management and ownership of a
public space.
Carr et at. (1992), following Lynch (1981), consider the fifth spatial right
(disposition) strictly in terms of forms o f ownership; whether spaces are privately,
pubhcly or community owned and controlled. This interpretation emphasises property
rights as expressed in Table 6.1. The fifth right considered as a public space right
should emphasise the importance of democratic public influence and accountability
over the management and control of spaces. The public space right of democratic
influence is the right of everyone who is interested in or concerned about a part of the
public realm to have a say over its control and management. A space may permit free
access, freedom of action, claim and possibilities for change without there being any
mechanisms for public influence over it, although this is highly unlikely. In general,
more public influence equates with democratic space. Democratic influence, although
not a necessity, is a highly desirable key to the attainment of the other four rights.
Democratic influence is not a prerequisite or consequence of the other rights but may
act independently towards, or against, their attainment (see Figure 6.2).
A public space that is owned and controlled by the private sector or by an
insensitive local authority may be closed with no prior notice or restrictions on use
imposed without consultation.

Forms o f community controlled spaces that permit

access to a limited number of key holders, such as Bedford Square in London, allow a
limited sphere of influence over them (Figure 6.10). In these cases, independent of
the form of public space ownership and control, the right of democratic influence is
limited.

Democratic influence, therefore, is a vital key to, but not necessarily a

fundamental prerequisite for, democratic space.
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E DFO RD SQUARE
GARDEN
PR IV A TE PRO PERTY
E S S T O K EY H O LD EK S ONLY

F igure 6.10. L im ited d em o cra tic influence o v e r sp a ce: B ed fo rd Square, London.

6.3. Summary: Rights to Public Space as a Means of
Evaluating “Publicness”
The development of the idea of spatial rights to public space provides a basis for the
evaluation and comparative analysis of urban spaces. By expanding the five public
space rights, as outlined above, their significance to the attainment of a truly public,
public realm can be discussed and methodically evaluated.

Conversely, the

suppression of public space rights is a sign of the privatisation of space. From the five
public space rights a framework or “protocol” can be drawn up for the structured
observation of case study areas of investigation (see appendix 3), and a qualitative
measure of “publicness” derived.

In this context, therefore, “publicness” can be

considered as the extent to which an urban space or area meets the criteria set out in
the five public space rights: the degree to which a space is accessible to all, permits
freedom of action, claim and change within it, and democratic influence over it. A
space cannot be either public or private, but instead varies in its degree of
publicness/privateness. Spaces are privatised by degree: they are not absolutely so.
From this, it follows that a privatised public space is one which by virtue of its
production, design, social use, and management and control limits “publicness”.^ The
next part of this study applies these ideas to specific urban areas.

^ A preliminary definition was put forward in Chapter 4.

108

Part III
Case Studies
The third part of this study applies the methodology for the evaluation of
spaces developed in Chapter 6 to two case study areas in Central London.
The principal goal of this approach is to illustrate the discussion put
forward in Part I and to “test” the methodology adopted. Again, the work
of others is reviewed as a means of choosing parameters by which case
study areas of investigation can be chosen. Those selected are; the highly
documented Broadgate office development and the adjacent Liverpool
Street Station in the City of London, and Leicester Square and the
Trocadero retail and entertainment complex in London’s West End.

109

C hapter S even

Choice of Case Studies
The preceding chapters have outlined the field of investigation; the concept of the
“public realm” and the processes that have acted to influence its “publicness”. The
idea of privatised public space has been explored, but this does not provide a firm
basis for categorising space: spaces are generally public or private by degree, they are
not absolutely so.

The development of “public space rights” as a methodology

provides a clear, although as yet untested, framework for analysing spaces: it can be
applied to all forms of geographically definable space, particularly those offered for
public use and enjoyment, whether pubhcly or privately owned. ^ The seemingly
limitless array of spaces or types of space, if such can be defined, that can be chosen
for further investigation is therefore highly problematic. It would be a major task to
draw up a scientificahy representative sample, or cross section, of urban spaces for
evaluation. To try to develop a means o f doing so, or attempting to evaluate a large
number of spaces would be over elaborate, time consuming and unnecessary in terms
of this study. Like people, households, or companies, each space within the public
realm is unique, as well as being of general interest for the illustration of particular
aspects of contemporary life and the development of urban form.

The approach

pursued in this study is not one that claims to be statistically representative, but that
claims to be generally illustrative of different aspects of the issue under investigation.
This chapter looks again at the previous studies of privatisation of the public
realm carried out by Loukaitou-Sideris (1993), Punter (1990) and Horne (1989) and
considers the criteria that they adopt for their choice of case study areas. From this,
three or four variables can be deduced and alternative approaches assessed.

The

relative merits of these alternatives are considered and two areas for case study
proposed.

‘ Its use for evaluating spaces that are obviously private and not open to common use in any respect would,
however, be fruitless.
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7.1. Previous Studies
Loukaitou-Sideris’s (1993) study of the privatisation of public space in Los Angeles
looks at three plazas that were selected as “representative examples of the different
types of public space that have been built by private capital.” Each one is located
“within distinctive areas of downtown, which represent different redevelopment
areas” (1993, p. 143): Citicorp Plaza is an indoor mall associated with retail uses in the
commercial heart of downtown; Security Pacific is a typical corporate plaza in the
corporate district; and Hoguchi Plaza is “associated with cultural uses” in a
prosperous Japanese community. Each one constitutes a discrete and clearly defined
single space. Loukaitou-Sideris’s principal criteria for the choice of case study spaces
are location and production: each is located within downtown Los Angeles, is recently
produced, and is a privately funded and managed development.

The adopted

variables are function and location: her case studies are examples of retail, corporate
and cultural development within different zones of downtown.
Whilst Loukaitou-Sideris’s choice of study area is very tightly defined.
Punter’s (1990) is not. He chooses four sectors of contemporary development for his
general discussion; retail, office, and residential development, and science and
business parks.

Most of the examples considered are new and privately funded

developments in Britain. H om e’s (1989) study is at the opposite extreme. She looks
almost exclusively at new office development in the City of London and specifically at
the Broadgate development and proposals for Paternoster Square (See Table 7.1).

7.2. Variables
The discussion of previous approaches highlights the varying degrees of specificity or
generality that may be adopted as criteria for the choice of case study locations and
methods of investigation.^ Three, or possibly four, variables can be deduced: location
and function of a space being the most important; ownership being less so, whilst
whether a space is a new development possibly constitutes a fourth variable.
Location can be highly specific, such as the City of London, or at the other
extreme, limitlessly generalised: both options present difficulties. The use of a highly

^ See Chapter 5.
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L o u k a ito u -S id e ris
(1993)

P u n te r
(1990)

H o rn e
(1989)

Downtown Los
Angeles

Mostly within U.K.
very unspecific

City of London
over specific / limiting

3 specific areas of
downtown

—

—

4 types
(Office, residential,
retail, business parks)
Private

Almost exclusively
office developments

OWNERSHIP

3 types
(Corporate, retail,
cultural)
Private

AGE

AH new

Primarily new

All new

LOCATION
macro-scale
micro-scale
FUNCTION

Private

T a b le 7.1. C rite ria ch o sen f o r c a se stu d y a r e a s o f in v e s tig a tio n in p r e v io u s stu d ies.

specific location as a basis for choosing case studies may lead to an unnecessary
restriction on the scope of investigation.

Unspecified and unrestricted criteria for

location, on the other hand, make the choice of case studies almost impossible. The
choice of a location from which case studies are drawn must provide for variety,
whilst being feasible. Within a set locational boundary a number of zones may be
apportioned as typical of certain uses or areas in other locations. Loukaitou-Sideris
adopts this approach. Downtown Los Angeles is the “macro-scale” boundary of her
study area, whilst at the “micro-scale”, she selects three zones within this boundary
with different characteristics: a discrete case study space is drawn from each.
The function or use of spaces is a means of apportioning categories for case
study (for example, Loukaitou-Sideris and Punter). A space, area or location may be
defined by its surrounding built environment or its dominant land-use characteristics.
It should be noted however that, except in the case of extremely mono-functional
areas, categorising spaces according to function is often a gross simplification of their
true nature.
The ownership and management of a space is, in most cases, a simple
dichotomy between privately produced, owned, managed and controlled spaces, and
those under the control of public sector agencies. It is not the intention of this study
to concentrate purely upon private sector produced spaces open to general use.
Distinguishing between recently produced spaces and those produced at some time in
the past is a highly unsatisfactory means of categorising spaces and of little
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significance to an evaluation of the “publicness” of urban spaces.

To try to show

variations in the relative “publicness” of spaces over time would prove impossible
through the evaluation of spaces as they are now.

An old space may be altered,

change its use, or come under a new management regime that alters its degree of
“publicness”. Age is therefore of no significance to the choice of case studies, despite
the concentration on new development that appears in previous studies.

7.3. Alternatives
From the above discussion of previous approaches and main variables involved in the
choice of case study areas of investigation a number of alternative approaches can be
considered. Two fundamental requirements must however be met by those chosen.
Firstly, they must illustrate, to a reasonable extent, the discussion put forward in Part
I of this study; and secondly, they must provide a means of “testing” the vahdity of
the methodology drawn up in Part II. To achieve these basic demands, the spaces and
areas considered must provide for a wide variety o f tenure, character, use, function
and age. As discussed in Section 1.1.2, this study is primarily concerned with urban
public spaces, those bounded by, and defined by, physical built form. This therefore
excludes the choice of business and science parks, and out-of-town retail and leisure
facilities as areas for case study investigation. The number of case studies embarked
upon, the extent of the physical areas considered, whether discrete spaces or a number
of varied and connected spaces will constitute these areas, and the extent of the
“macro” locational boundary are factors that must be considered at this stage before
case studies are chosen. The following discussion is diagrammatically illustrated by
Figure 7.1.
Looking at one discrete case study space (1), or a single area within which a
number of varied spaces could be considered (2) would be strictly limiting in terms of
the requirements set out above.

This approach would require a highly subjective

choice on behalf of the author and recognition in the thesis title. Looking at two
discrete case study spaces (3) would permit a degree o f comparative study.

For

instance, a space that is privately owned and managed could be compared with one
that is controlled and owned by the public sector. Such a comparative study would
again be highly dependent upon the choice of areas of investigation: a public sector
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f

#'

1. Consideration of one discrete space.

4. Consideration of a number of varied
and connected spaces within two areas.

2. Consideration of a number of varied
and connected spaces within one area.

5. Consideration of three discrete spaces
within three areas.

• e

3. Consideration of two discrete spaces
within two areas.

Discrete spaces.

6. Consideration of a number of varied
and connected spaces within three areas.

Areas of consideration.

Macro location.

F igu re 7.1. A lte rn a tiv e a p p r o a c h e s to th e c h o ic e o f c a s e stu d ies.

controlled space could be chosen that displays a lower degree of “publicness” than a
privately owned one, and vice versa.

Alternatively, by considering two broadly

defined case study areas (4), each containing a variety of spaces, allows comparison
within, and between, case study areas.

This allows for far greater breadth of

investigation.
The choice of three or more discrete case study spaces (5), the approach
adopted by Loukaitou-Sideris (1993), provides a good model for case study research,
but is not necessarily a more comprehensive method than looking at two broad areas.
The consideration of three or more broad case study areas (6) would prove over
elaborate in terms of the goals set out above and would preclude an adequate degree
of investigation within the limitations of this study.
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7.4. Proposal
It is proposed to look at two broadly defined case study areas which are characteristic
of two different locational zones within a “macro” location (Figure 7.1 (4)). The two
areas are not to constitute wholly privately or pubhcly owned, or wholly indoor or
outdoor spaces: each area is to be made up of varying degrees of each. Case study
areas will consist of a series of spaces and routes rather than discrete single spaces.
The age of an area is not considered as an appropriate determinate, although variation
between new and old is sought in the choices selected.
Central London, the area roughly defined as the area within a ring formed
between the major London railway termini, which includes the whole of the City of
London, much of the southern half of the City of Westminster and parts of the
boroughs of Camden and Islington, is to be taken as the extent of the “macro-scale”
location (Figure 7.2). Within this central city boundary two “micro-scale” locational
areas are to be taken; one from within the City of London and one within London’s
West End (see Table 7.2).

From the City of London, the highly discussed and

documented Broadgate development is chosen as representative of major urban office
developments and the corporate provision o f space. This has parallels in other major
world cities such as Los Angeles, Paris and Singapore. Also to be evaluated as part
of this case study is Liverpool Street Station, one of London’s major transport nodes.
From the West End of London, an area including Leicester Square and the Trocadero

Proposal
Variables
LOCATION
macro-scale
micro-scale
FUNCTION

OWNERSHIP

AGE

Central London - City of London & southern half of Westminster.
• provides a convenient and wide ranging locational boundary.
City of London.
West End of London.
Determined by the above.
• Office - places of work/ Transportation node
• Tourism - places of leisure, entertainment and retailing.
Not a determinant.
• a degree of private and public ownership is sought within each
area of investigation.
Not a determinant.
• variation between recently developed areas and old is sought.

T a b le 7.2. S u m m a ry o f d eterm in a n ts f o r c a s e s tu d y a r e a s o f in v estig a tio n a d o p te d .
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Islington
Camden

City of London
Westminster

"Central area boundary

Borough boundaries

Case Study areas of investigation1

Stations

^ Squares & internal spaces considered

F igure 7.2. E xtent o f C en tral London show ing ca se stu d y a re a s o f in vestigation .

complex is to be considered as representative of places of tourism, entertainment and
retail consumption. This choice permits a degree of comparison between public and
private sector controlled spaces, as well as with similar city centre areas.
For each case study a map will define the area under investigation, its spaces
and points of entry. The general discussion of the areas and the evaluation of their
“publicness” will follow the frameworks outlined in Chapters 5 and 6. Observation is
to be carried out at varied times of the week and day, and extensive photographic
illustration will be deployed to highlight salient points.^

The credibility of the

methodology adopted and the implications of the findings derived will be considered
in Part IV.

^ Observation took place during the months of March, April and May under varied weather conditions.
“Publicness”, however, is not necessarily a function of climatic conditions, although intensity of social use is.
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Broadgate & Liverpool Street
Station
8.1. Area o f Investigation
The area under consideration in this case study comprises the Broadgate
development, the earlier Finsbury Avenue development to its west and the later
Bishopsgate development to its east, collectively referred to in the following
discussion as Broadgate.

This area occupies the site of the former Broad Street

Station and surrounds the north, east and west sides of Liverpool Street Station on
the northern edge of the City of London,' a third of a mile from the Bank of England
and a mile from the Thames. The development is probably the most pertinent symbol
of the 1980s’ development boom.

It comprises fourteen office blocks (300,000

square metres) and three new squares; Finsbury Avenue Square, Broadgate Circus^
and Exchange Square, on a 12 hectare site. It provides accommodation for 25,000
jobs in concerns such as the Union Bank of Switzerland, America’s Security Pacific,
County NatWest and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. The
area under investigation consists of the three spaces, the routes between them and
from the surrounding streets, as well as the substantial, refurbished concourse of
Liverpool Street Station (Figure 8.1).

This provides for a degree of comparison

between different kinds of tenure, function and social use of space.

‘ Before April 1994 the western half of Broadgate fell within the London Borough o f Hackney.
^ Also known as Broadgate Arena and Broadgate Square.
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E x c h an g e S q u are

W h ite c ro s s ^ ^

E x c h a n g e A rc a d e '

F in s b u r y A v e n u e
S q u are/

B ro a d g a te C irc

S x s L iv e rp o o i S tre e t

North

Points o f entry

Extent o f area under consideration

F igure 8.1. Plan sh ow in g a rea o f in vestigation . S cale 1:5000. The n u m bers d en o te p o in ts
o f en try d iscu ssed in section 8.6.1.

8.2. Production
By the mid 1970s the area around Liverpool Street and Broad Street stations had
become an under used and largely derelict goods yard, “occupied by obsolete
buildings, which were inadequate for meeting transportation demands” (Russell, 1994,
p. 16). In 1976, British Rail, the site’s owner and potential developer, submitted an
outline planning application and listed building consent application for the
construction of over 100,000 square metres of office space, 2,500 square metres of
shops and nearly 7,000 square metres of community facilities on a 23.5 acre site
which necessitated the demolition of both Broad Street Station and Liverpool Street
Station’s trainsheds.

In March 1979, after representations by conservationists
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concerned about a repeat of the Euston debacle and a Public Inquiry, outline planning
permission was granted without authorisation for the demolition of the western
Liverpool Street Station trainshed.
As a consequence of economic recession in the early 1980s and the new
Conservative government’s predilection against public sector property development, it
was not until 1984, when planning permission was due to expire, that consideration of
development resumed. British Rail dispensed with the original development team and
invited developers to compete for selection to provide private finance and to develop
the project. Rosehaugh and Stanhope were jointly selected with Arup Associates as
their architects and master planners, and details of reserved matters outstanding on
the 1979 outline planning consent were hastily submitted.^

In 1985 a Section 52

Agreement was signed between the Borough of Hackney, British Rail and the
developer for the provision of various planning gain elements on the Hackney part of
the site. The agreement stipulated that the development should provide, public and
private leisure facilities and public open space “open at all times to the public” and
allowing for a public right of way : the developer was apparently intending to put gates
at the entrances to the development and control the right of way through (Home,
1989; Butina, 1993)."^ Broad Street Station was demolished in six weeks and in
August 1985 “a hard-hatted Margaret Thatcher rode a yellow digger to turn the first
sod” and begin the mammoth construction process (Hannay, 1988, p.23).
The impetus for the development of the areas to the west of Liverpool Street
Station and the later phases to the north and east over the railway tracks lay in a
number of inter-related political and economic forces. “Big Bang”, the deregulation
of the stock exchange in October 1986, took advantage of London’s position between
the time zones o f New York and Tokyo and led to a demand for new, high
specification, large floor-plated office space. This was emphasised by the economic
boom and a political ideology that dictated a more adventurous exploitation of public
assets. The threat to the City of London’s viability posed by the need for new high
specification offices and by the Canary Wharf development in Docklands resulted in a

Amps and Rosehaugh Greycoat were already working together on the Finsbury Avenue development.
This has not been substantiated because the Section 52 agreement seems to be “in transit” between Hackney
and the City of London.
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more laissez-faire planning strategy adopted in the Local Plan and an increase in
permitted development plot ratios from 3:1 to 5:1.

8.3. Design
The design of the buildings that constitute the whole of the Broadgate development
area range from the cool, restrained, high-tech modernism of Peter Foggo and Arup
Associates

in Finsbury Avenue

(Figure

8.3)

to

the

bulky

thirteen

storey

“groundscraper” on Bishopsgate by the North American based architects Skidmore
Owings and Merrill (Figure 8.10).

This potent symbol o f the expansion of

international big business has been described as displaying “monumental Chicago-style
Beaux Art styling” (Spring, 1988). The privately owned spaces between the buildings
are in stark contrast to the streets beyond the development: they use rich materials
such as granite, marble and travertine; carefully considered vegetation, and numerous
outdoor sculptures to provide a standard of environment only previously seen in
North American developments.
Arup Associates plotted how they thought people would move across the site
as a means of weaving their master plan of spaces and routes into the surrounding
urban grain (Swenarton, 1988, p. 16). Hannay (1985, p.31) argues that the linkage
system of routes between spaces provides a picturesque sequential experience, whilst
Foggo sees it as a natural response to the historic growth of the City of London
(Spring, 1988, p.45).

The fruition of Arup Associates’ intentions is borne out by

“space-syntax” research which shows a high level of integration and movement rates
between the development and its surroundings, with one notable exception, the
eastern Bishopsgate edge (Russell, 1994; Hillier, 1990) (Figure 8.40).
The four main spaces that make up the area of investigation display different
design treatments, sensibilities and degrees of enclosure. Finsbury Avenue Square,
the first of the new spaces completed in 1986, utilises trees, shrubbery and a gentle
water feature in a restrained and highly enclosed space (Figure 8.3; Figure 8.4). Its
central feature is a lowered, cobbled area with stone slab seating surrounding it. Also
within this space is George Segal’s sculpture Rush Hour, a life-size bronze of six
forlorn figures trundling along in their overcoats, considered one of the more
successful Broadgate sculptures (Murray, 1990, p.31).
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Fii>ure H.2. B roadgate C ircus: A m ph ith eatre a t lunch-time.

i

Figure H.3. Finsbury A venue Scpiare b efore
lunch.

Figure H.5. B roadgate C ircus: A m phitheatre
before lunch.

Figure H.4. Finsbury A venue Square a t lu n ch 
time: Eating, drinking & socialisin g.

Figure 8.6. B roadgate C ircus: L ow er level
circulation space.
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South-east of Finsbury Avenue Square, on the route to Liverpool Street
Station, lies Broadgate Circus: the most famous of the three new spaces, this has
come to symbolise the whole development. It consists of a centrally placed, white
travertine floored, 65 metre diameter amphitheatre surrounded by, and defined by, a
three-quarter circle of concrete poles supporting planted trellises and balconies
(Figure 8.2; Figure 8.5).

Within this trellis there are incorporated wine bars, and

kiosks for snacks and coffee. This structure hides the monotony of the eight storey,
granite and glass office facades behind it and results in an overall design that is
described by Hannay (1985, p.31) as a “strong amalgam” between two traditions, “the
pragmatically commercial and the picturesque.” At a lower level there is a circular
avenue containing restaurants, a book shop, a post office and a golf superstore
(Figure 8.6).
The third new space within the Broadgate development and in many respects
the least successful is Exchange Square. Built over the railway tracks to the north of
the Liverpool Street Station trainshed, this space lacks enclosure, particularly to the
south, intimacy and integration to the surrounding route system (Figure 8.7; Figure
8.8). At the lower level there is a very green lawn and a running water feature.
The Broadgate development is particularly inward looking: many blocks have
no entrances from the outside streets, no uses at their bases and particularly bland
facades (Figure 8.9; Figure 8.10). The frontage to Bishopsgate is to some extent an
exception; entrances and shops are on the outside of the development, but they form
part of a raised segregated arcade level (Figure 8.11).

This richly detailed and

furnished arcade runs past upmarket shops and three imposing entrance halls. The
Bishopsgate frontage provides the most stark contrast between the privately
developed manifestation of international capital and the decline of public sector
controlled environment in Spitalfields to the east.
Liverpool Street Station concourse is designed to provide for a different
function and use from those within Broadgate. The space is covered and naturally lit
by an expansive glazed roof supported on ornate cast-iron brackets (Figure 8.12). It
is a mixture between renovated and reconstructed Victorian station buildings and
trainshed, and an “airport aesthetic” concourse (Thome, 1992, p28).
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Figure H. 7. Exchange Square.

Figure H.S. Exchange S quare at lunch time.
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Figure 8.9. Views o f earlier phases fro m surrounding streets.
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Figure 8.12. L iv e rp o o l S treet Station concourse.

8.4. Social Use
The social use of the spaces within the area of investigation is profoundly influenced
by the fact that the development is overwhelmingly skewed towards meeting the
needs of a daily influx of office workers. This is compounded by the fact that the City
of London shares, to a very large extent, the very same status of mono-functionality.
Very few people live within a kilometre radius of the development, and leisure,
entertainment and night-life which is not directly related to places of work is limited.
To a certain extent, and with varying degrees of success, the developers of Broadgate
have tried to create a more vibrant public domain. Broadgate Circus, for instance, is
specifically designed as an almost all year round performance and entertainment
space.

From November to March, Britain’s first outdoor ice-rink, inspired by the

Rockefeller Center in New York, takes up the surface of the amphitheatre. Between
May and September, this space is adapted for staged events such as jazz, dance,
classical music, street theatre and promotional events. These activities are staged to
take place between 12.30pm and 2.00pm for the enjoyment of the surrounding
tenants, who pay for the entertainment through their service charges.
Finsbury Avenue Square’s use reflects its design: although there are no staged
events, the space provides a pleasant, relaxed environment and is well used for eating,
drinking and socialising (Figure 8.4). Both Broadgate Circus and Finsbury Avenue
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Square are surrounded by, or close to, facilities such as bars, restaurants and kiosks
which serve the users of these spaces. By comparison. Exchange Square is poorly
served, but its aspect makes it popular for lunch time sandwiches during periods of
good weather. In the summer of 1993 there were staged events laid on in Exchange
Square such as European food and wine tasting, inflatable Sumo wrestling and big
screen Wimbledon (Russell, 1994, p.50).
Liverpool Street Station concourse provides a totally different social usage of
space from the newly developed, office oriented, spaces. It is a functional area for
interchange and movement rather than for lingering and entertainment. It connects a
large area of eastern England north of the Thames with three underground lines and
the bus network. The commercial possibilities of such intensive use have been fully
exploited by the provision of two levels of retailing within the station and by the
utilisation of the route to Broadgate Circus, Octagon Arcade, as a shopping mall.
In terms of quality of space provided, entertainment, facilities and public art
programmes, Broadgate offers its tenants something that is largely unavailable in the
rest of the City of London. This is as much an indictment of the City as it is praise for
Broadgate.

8.5. Management and Control
The privately owned Broadgate development operates a strict and high profile
management and control regime.

The external environment is kept very clean;

“everywhere you go, there are people sweeping the floors, or pohshing brasses”
(Murray, 1990, p.30) (Figure 8.13; Figure 8.14). Hawks are brought in every week
to scare away the pigeons. Security guards with radios patrol the spaces, and the
“pavilion”, a cylindrical structure between Broadgate Circus and Finsbury Avenue
Square provides the base for the maintenance services and the control centre for the
eighty CCTV cameras (Figure 8.15, Figure 8.16; Figure 8.17). In all, there is a fifty
strong brigade of management staff, security guards and cleaners (Spring, 1988).
The private control and management of this area o f London has virtually
allowed the City of London to absolve their responsibilities for street cleaning and
policing, and to save on their costs. Broadgate has in effect opted out of publicly
funded services and democratic control.
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Figure 8.16. C CTV within L iverp o o l Street
Station.
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Figure 8.17. M anagem ent and Control Pavilion

Figure 8.15. A .security guard.
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8.6. Evaluation of “Publicness”
8.6.1. Access
There are some fourteen entry points into the area under consideration. By taking
each in turn, starting from the main southern entrance to Broadgate Circus and
working clockwise, a good idea of the physical, symbolic, and visual restrictions to
access to the area can be gleaned.
The main entrance to Broadgate Circus from Eldon Street in the south is
dominated by Richard Serra’s Fulcrum (1).^

This bold structure, comprising five

huge sheets of steel, epitomises the nature of the whole development: “there could not
be a more fitting artless monument to this project’s architecture and the priority of the
values it expresses” (Hannay, 1988, p.25).

Not only is the Fulcrum strongly

symbolic, but it also precludes clear sight-lines into the Circus beyond (Figure 8.18).
This is compounded by a complex arrangement of changes of level that act to
downplay the Circus’s entrance and dislocate it from the surrounding city fabric
(Figure 8.19). The most pervasive contributor to access is the movement of people at
this point, however, outside office hours this falls back drastically.
The southern-most entry point to Finsbury Avenue Square from Eldon Street
is via a long alleyway (2) (Figure 8.20).

There are no physical obstructions to

pedestrian ingress and the existence of the square is slowly revealed as one gets
closer.

Similarly, the western-most entry point to Broadgate through Whitecross

Place (3) mimics the traditional City of London model of progression from street to
alleyway to court (Figure 8.21). Unlike the former way in, however, this is a covered
arcade between two office blocks with shops, restaurants and bars at ground level.
The third entry point to Finsbury Avenue Square from Sun Street in the north (4) is a
short, unimpeded route that allows views into the square from some distance up
Appold Street (Figure 8.22; Figure 8.23). This is in stark contrast to the next point of
entry to its east.
The northern entry point to Broadgate Circus, which hes on a direct axis with
the southern entry point, occurs at the junction of Sun Street, Appold Street and a
service road (5) (Figure 8.24).

Like the southern entrance, access is symbolically

’These numbers refer to those on the plan (Figure 8.1).
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restricted: in this case by a set of ornamental. Although pedestrian entry is possible by
going around the edges of the gate structure when the gates are locked, this is not at
all obvious to the uninitiated. Again, views through the Circus are impeded by the
trellis structure. The downplaying of ingress and egress at this point compounds the
already weak linkage between Broadgate Circus and Exchange Square to its north.
Whilst Finsbury Avenue Square is well integrated into its surrounding route network,
Broadgate Circus presents degrees of symbolic, physical and visual denial of access.
Exchange Square, however is probably worse still. This may be partly due to the
need to straddle the railway lines and to incorporate ground level access, but it is also
a design failure (or success depending upon intentions), resulting in pronounced level
changes and poorly defined points of entry.
At the Appold Street entry point to the west of Exchange Square (6) there is a
stepped change of level of approximately four metres (Figure 8.25).

This is

ominously aligned with the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and
makes the casual passer-by uncertain of where the route culminates.

There is no

recognition of the fact that it leads to the square or Bishopsgate beyond. Signs, which
are well utilised in some areas, are poor substitutes for such physical, visual and
symbolic restrictions on access. The Sun Street Passage (7), which runs from the bus
stops on the western edge of the trainshed, passed a service road, and then up steps to
Exchange Square is an even more inauspicious and unfriendly route (Figure 8.26).
The most symbolically overpowering entry point to Exchange Square is
probably from Primrose Street in the north (8). Here, a large expanse of steps and
integrated ramps leads literally under the imposing Exchange House (Figure 8.27;
Figure 8.28). Pindar Plaza on Bishopsgate (9) is particularly downplayed and sparsely
used (Figure 8.29). It leads into the Square at its north-eastern com er and is easily
overlooked from within as well as from the street. Exchange Arcade (10), a small,
dark shopping mall that connects Bishopsgate Arcade with the lower level of
Exchange Square is similarly obscure (Figure 8.30; Figure 8.31). It crosses a dark
service road at one end and its opening hours are limited, although not stipulated.
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Figure 8.20. Way into Fin.shury A venue S quare
fro m Eldon S treet to the .south.

Figure 8.22. View fro m A p p o ld S treet into
Fin.shury Avenue Square.

Figure 8.21. Whitecross Place Arcade.

Figure 8.23. View fro m Fin.shury A venue Square
looking o u t to w a rd s A p p o ld Street.
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iiit to B roadgate Circus.

Figure 8.25. Steps up to Exchange S qu are fro m
A ppold Street.

Figure 8.26. Sun S treet P a ssa g e looking north.
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Figure 8.27. Way into E.xcliange S qu are fro m Priniro.se Street.
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Figure 8.28. Way into E.xchange S qu are under E.xcliange House.

Figure 8.29. P in dar Plaza.
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Figure 8.30. E ntrance to E xchange A rca d e fro m
lii.shopsgate A rcade.

Figure 8.32. E ntrance to the G rea t Ea.stern
walkway.

Figure 8.31. E ntrance to Exchange A rca d e fro m
the lo w er level o f E.\change Square.

Figure 8.33. G rea t Ea.stern W alkway,
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Figure H.34. Bi.shopsgate entrance to L ive rp o o l S treet Station.

Figure 8.35. Liverpool Street entrance to Liverpool Street Station.
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Fif>iire H.36. P rogression fro m stre e t level to station concourse.
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Figure 8.37. Entrance to the O ctagon A rcade.

T H IS ENTRANCE IS CLOSED AT 2330hrs EACH NIGHT.
ENTRANCE TO LIVERPOOL STREET STATION
C A N BE MADE VIA LIVERPOOL STREET. MALL OR
BISHOPSGATE UNTIL 0105hrs WHEN THE STATION
IS C L O S E D TO THE PUBLIC UNTIL 0430hrs (0600hrs Sunday).

Figure 8.38. R estriction s on opening hours to L iverp o o l S treet Station.
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The final means of reaching Exchange Square is via the Great Eastern
Walkway (11).

This long, panelled route runs within the structure of the massive

Bishopsgate building from Liverpool Street Station’s eastern entrance to the entrance
of the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (Figure 8.32; Figure 8.33).
To all but the well informed this route is hidden and therefore strictly of hmited
“publicness”.
There are three principal points at which entry can be gained to Liverpool
Street Station. On Bishopsgate to the east of the station (12) there is a large glass
structure which denotes the position of the escalators and stairs that lead down to the
station’s concourse (Figure 8.34; Figure 8.36). A number of doorways at street level
behind this entrance lead directly onto the upper level walkways. The main southern
entrance, on Liverpool Street (13), is similarly delineated and highly transparent to
pedestrian ingress as well as allowing excellent views over the space below (Figure
8.35).

The final route into the station begins at Serra’s Fulcrum.

From here the

Octagon Arcade (14) runs at right-angles to the entrance to the Circus under an office
building and the bus stops to the station concourse (Figure 8.37). This is a well used
and legible route serving a wide catchment area to the west of Broadgate. Liverpool
Street Station closes between 1.05am and 4.30am and is well integrated into the
surrounding pedestrian movement patterns (Figure 8.38).
The route network that makes up the area under investigation is illustrated
diagrammatically by plans posted on information boards at various positions around
the development. These emphasise some routes (e.g. the Great Eastern Walkway)
and downplay others (e.g. the Sun Street entrance to Finsbury Avenue). The need for
such maps highhghts the area’s lack, or perceived lack of, legibihty to new visitors
(Figure 8.39; Figure 8.1).
The stark contrasts between access to Liverpool Street Station and the later
phases of the Broadgate development highhght the extent of physical, visual and
symbohc restrictions to access. Broadly speaking the consideration above accords
with the “space-syntax” research by HiUier (1990): the earlier phases to the west are
far more integrated into the surrounding urban structure than the later phases to the
east.

On the other hand, the “space-syntax” research seems to over estimate the

degree of integration, at least in the terms considered in this study. “Space-syntax”
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research cannot take account of the complexities of level changes and barriers to
sight-lines. Neither can it account for the psychological effect of symbolic “power”
architecture or the mono-functionality of social use, which also act to restrict the
degrees of “publicness” of the spaces considered.

F X O fA N G E A k i A l t

F igure 8.39. M a p s f o r p u b lic inform ation.

F igure 8.40. S p a ce S yn tax o f B ro a d g a te area.

8.6.2. Freedom of Action
Freedom of action within the Broadgate development is stifled by a mixture of tight
design, the limited character of its social use and most particularly, by the limitations
to access outlined above. These factors have conspired to create a series of spaces
that are largely deserted except for maintenance workers, security guards and business
people between meetings for large periods of the day and at weekends. At lunch-time
and in the early evening, on the other hand, the spaces fill up and people stream past
the Fulcrum on their way to the shops, the station and other City of London
attractions. This “timetabled” social use is common to the rest of the City and many
other business areas, but is compounded within Broadgate by the segregation of
service facilities and a deficit of well integrated and well used routes through the area.

Broadgate & Liverpool Street Station

Figure 8.41. S ym bolic e.u lii.'iivene.s.s.

Figure 8.42. C harity c o lle cto rs at the Fulcrum.

Figure 8.43. Big Issue se lle r a t the entrance to O ctagon A rcade.
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Broadgate, like the rest of the City of London and many city centres, has an
extensive network of CCTV cameras. Unlike publicly controlled areas however,
Broadgate’s security force are likely to be more directly responsive to any actions
deemed inappropriate within their area of control than their public sector counterparts
elsewhere, though neither CCTV nor the security force are however the main
restrictions to freedom of action, instead, the actions and behaviour of the majority
(office workers) seems to influence the actions of incomers. This is compounded by
the strong sense of enclosure, symbolic architectural cues and upmarket retail and
eating establishments that prevail near to or within most areas (Figure 8.41). There
were no notices observed that laid down any rules or regulations applicable to the
area under investigation: this is not required, the spaces are treated with a notable
degree of reverence. The most subversive action observed was a group of boys who
roller-skated through Finsbury Avenue Square at great speed; an action precluded by
the design of the other spaces.
There was nothing observed within the area of investigation that can fairly be
described as “street activity”. The Fulcrum however, the busiest entrance to the
development and the Octagon Arcade, appears to be a popular spot for charity
collections and for selling the Big Issue: neither of which appeared to be very
successful (Figure 8.42; Figure 8.43). All performances and events within Broadgate
Circus and Exchange Square are pre-planned. Ironically the nearest occurrence to
contentious street activity noted was a man dressed as a preacher advertising the
Eaton restaurant in Broadgate Circus arcade as though it was mentioned in the Bible.
Freedom of action within Liverpool Street Station is equally subdued. In this
case, the character of its use, its functional demands and design are more prominent
factors than access and social diversity. Like Broadgate, Liverpool Street Station is
highly surveyed by numerous CCTV cameras, but unlike Broadgate, there is no
security force as such. The space seems to be policed by the City of London force
and the station staff keep a low profile. Also unlike Broadgate, signs are positioned at
entry points announcing that Railtrack is the owner and manager of the station.
Others warn that the space is under surveillance “for your personal safety and
security” and that smoking is prohibited (Figure 8.44). W hether this acts towards the
suppression of free action is however impossible to judge and probably doubtful.

Broadgate & Liverpool Street Station

140

W elcom e to Liverpool Street
This s t a ti o n Is o w n e d and m a n a g e d by

RAILTRACK
Train services are provided by
A naha

G

I

S R

GREAT EA ST ER N
R A

I

L W

A Y

VWAGN
▼

R A I L W A Y

For your personal safety
and security. Video-linked
tv cam eras maintain
constant recorded
surveillance of this area

£

Figure 8.44. N o tices a t en tra n ces to L iv erp o o l S treet Station.

8.6.3. Claim
Opportunities for claim by groups and individuals who “belong” within the Broadgate
spaces are good. Variation in design, aspect and shelter between and within spaces
allows for a degree of solitude as well as areas for group congregation (Figure 8.45;
Figure 8.46; Figure 8.47). Areas adjacent to pubs and snack bars are the most used,
as are south facing steps and seating. In all three Broadgate spaces the seating is
positioned so as to take advantage of the midday sun. There are plenty of places to
sit that do not require a purchase beforehand.

Within Liverpool Street Station

opportunities for claim are noticeably restricted. There are only twenty-four “public”
seats, a feature increasingly common in London stations (Figure 8.48). People lean
against walls, columns or against the balcony railings, or simply wander around
(Figure 8.49; Figure 8.50).

Design considerations have been skewed towards

procuring ease of movement: free flows between modes of transport and past retail
outlets.

Broad^aîe <Sc Liverpool Street Station

f-'if>nre 8.45.
Circus.

in the sunshine: B ro a d ga te

Figure 8.48. One o f fo u r seatin g p o sitio n s:
L iverp o o l S treet Station.

Figure 8.46. P urpose desig n ed seating.

Figure 8.49. Standing a n d w aiting.

f igure 8.47. S h eltered claim : U nder I:.\changc
ffouse.

hlgu re 8.50. Standing o r moving,

141

Broadgate & Liverpool Street Station

142

F igure 8.51. S talls within O ctagon A rca d e a n d the sh o e p o lish er.

8 .6 .4 . C h an ge

Opportunities for change within Broadgate and Liverpool Street Station are limited to
those enacted by the respective management regimes: opportunities for users to make
either temporary or permanent change are negligible.

Broadgate Circus, and to a

lesser extent Exchange Square, have been designed specifically to allow for certain
temporary changes for performances, events and in Broadgate Circus’s case, an ice
rink. Tented canopies can be erected to provide shelter for performers and electricity
supplies allow for the easy use of public address sound systems.

No temporary

changes for performance or promotions seem to occur in either Finsbury Avenue
Square or Liverpool Street Station concourse, despite their potential for such uses.
Octagon arcade has a number of moveable stalls along its centre, but these seem to be
a permanent feature (Figure 8.51).

The shoe polisher who works at the station

concourse end of the arcade is presumably licensed.
Evidence of users making any kinds of permitted or illicit changes to any of the
spaces under consideration were not observed. The symbolism of Broadgate’s spaces
and buildings perhaps expresses an identity with which its users can identify and are
happy to conform.
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8.6.5. Democratic Influence
Democratic influence over the spaces under consideration is again limited.

The

liberalisation of planning intervention during the 1980s and/or the differences in
attitudes between the London Borough of Hackney and the City of London seem to
have had a noticeably profound influence on the physical form of Broadgate.
Hackney’s goal of securing rights of way and publicly available facilities have been
severely watered down.

The City of London, on the other hand, has a limited

community constituency and its policies were drawn up in response to competition
from Docklands.
Railtrack, the owners and managers of all former British Rail stations, are
notionally obliged to be open to the needs of their “customers”.

Whether the

“Citizens Charter” allows for a degree of democratic influence over the running of the
station concourse is highly debatable. Increasingly, the needs of users are balanced
against the need to procure retail income. Unlike Euston Station, Liverpool Street
Station achieves a reasonable balance.

8.7. Summary
The area of investigation considered in this case study highlights the differing degrees
to which the production, design, social use and management of a range of spaces
influence restrictions to access, freedom of action, claim, change and democratic
influence. These differences occur not only between Broadgate and Liverpool Street
Station and the surrounding environs, but between spaces within Broadgate as well.
Variations in design between the earlier and later phases of Broadgate have starkly
influenced the degrees of integration and access. In the later phases, design solutions
have been actively pursued that intentionally or accidentally limit access.

This,

coupled with symbolic and rich architecture and high profile management has created
an office ghetto which primarily meets the needs of large financial institutions and
their employees. The design “quality” of Broadgate’s spaces is more a sign of 1980s’
marketing techniques than civilised development industry philanthropy.

Enclosure,

changes in level and the sheer size of the buildings’ footprints make Broadgate a place
set apart from its surrounding environs. Being within Broadgate’s richly furnished
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and controlled spaces makes the “visitor” feel like an intruder, there at the behest of
philanthropic international capital.
Liverpool Street Station, on the other hand, by virtue of its excellent
accessibility, displays a high degree of “publicness”.

Its rigorous functionality,

however, and the influx of retail uses has suppressed the excitement of the space as a
major interchange and lessened its significance as a dominant public space.

145

C hapter N

in e

Leicester Square & the Trocadero
9.1. Area of Investigation
The area to be considered in this case study is made up of Leicester Square and the
Trocadero complex to its west.

The Leicester Square area includes the central

garden, its surrounding spaces and Cranboum Street, Leicester Place, Leicester
Street, Irving Street, St. Martin’s Street, Panton Street and New Coventry Street that
lead into it. The interior of the Trocadero entertainment complex, its entrances from
Shaftesbury Avenue to the north, Coventry Street to the south and the underground
route from the London Pavilion and Piccadilly Station forms a connected series of
routes and spaces (Figure 9.1). In the following discussion Leicester Square and the
Trocadero are discussed separately.

9.2. Leicester Square: Background and Production
Leicester Square is one of London’s most significant public spaces attracting
Londoners and vast numbers of tourists from all parts of the world.

It forms the

northern comer of a triangle of three major public spaces within half a kilometre of
each other, with Trafalgar Square to the south and Piccadilly to the west.

One of

London’s earliest squares, it was first laid out in 1670 as Leicester Fields. In 1851
WyIdes’ Great Exhibition Dome was built in the centre of the square. Following its
demolition in 1862, the square was restored to the layout of a typical London square
with an enclosed central garden; a layout inappropriate for a space that was quickly
becoming a focus for entertainment (Flora, 1987, p.22).

The central garden was

closed to the public in the evenings when Leicester Square was most populated.* The
Sunday Times noted in 1961; “Of all the idiosyncratic, even idiotic by-laws which are

This is still the case.
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Figure 9.1. Plan showing area o f investigation. Scale 1:5000.

daily inflicted on Londoners, that which closes Leicester Square at 5.30pm, is surely
the least defensible” (quoted by Flora, 1987, p.21).
In 1977 the areas outside the garden were partially pedestrianised as part of
the Jubilee project. This work was of a poor standard and rapidly fell into disrepair.
By 1983 Westminster City Council’s leisure subcommittee were already professing a
desire to “open the square up and redesign its grassed and paved areas while retaining
existing trees and statues” (Gorst, 1983).

Clutter was to be removed and a safe

pedestrian area provided around the outside of the garden.

The council were

particularly dismayed at the degree to which the square attracted “undesirables”; they
wanted “correct and proper” cultural activities, as long as these had “no great revenue
implications” (Gorst, 1983).
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A protracted process of consultation and the presentation of conflicting
schemes followed. In autumn 1985 an exhibition was held to display two schemes for
the square, one prepared by Westminster City Council and one produced by Douglas
Stephen and Partners for the Leicester Square Coventry Street Association, a group
representing local ratepayers, such as the Swiss Centre, the Trocadero and the society
of W est End Theatres.

Westminster’s scheme retained the ethos of the grassed

garden square whilst switching the path layout to a diagonal arrangement as opposed
to being at right-angles to the edges.

Unobstructed promenades were proposed

around the square with a bold avenue along the north side to emphasise the
Piccadilly/Coventry Street/Leicester Square

“corridor”.

They proposed four

“pavihons” at the four comers of the garden to house an information centre, ticket
sales, a bar, and a gardener’s shed (Figure 9.2). These “pavilions” were intended to
act as “gatehouses” at the entry points to the garden to enable closure at night and the
surveillance of “undesirable” entrants. The square was to be constructed using
sympathetic materials and fitted out with traditional street furniture including a “ring”
of Victorian lamp-posts. The plan produced by Douglas Stephen and Partners was
similar in its basic layout, but proposed a semi-sunken, canopy covered, bank of
facilities along the northern edge of the garden instead of comer pavilions: it utilised
contemporary design and street fumiture (Figure 9.3).
The Royal Fine Art Commission (RFAC) considered both schemes inadequate
and wished to see a greater consideration of the possible design altematives (Morrish,
1986, p.7). In response Westminster City Council shelved their in-house scheme, the
Leicester Square Coventry Street Association were sidelined and Tarsem Flora and
Associates were appointed as landscape consultants, with no specific brief except to
provide certain basic facilities. Flora drew up a number of altemative sketch design
proposals as the basis for consultation with the RFAC, local amenity groups, the
Fountain society, representatives from the street artists, the police and officers from
interested departments within the council (Flora, 1987, p.23).

Four altemative

schemes were presented at an exhibition for public consultation. All of them kept the
mature trees and provided basic facilities: one proposed paving and pools; one tumed
the garden through forty-five degrees in plan; another proposed a waterfall, and the
fourth showed only minor changes. The paving and pools proved most popular with
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the public/ but Westminster opted for a compromise solution incorporating greenery
and paving with cascading fountains and pools, emphasising the square’s function as a
centre for buskers, street artists and entertainers {Architects* Journal, 1988, p.9)
(Figure 9.4).
The new style Leicester Square will provide a blend of grassed and paved
areas with a water feature - a cross between the traditional English Square and
continental piazza. We were attracted by the idea of flowing water in the heart
of Westminster and of removing the railings, thereby opening up the square
and allowing people to wander across it. (Hartley, 1987)
Despite the protracted process of negotiation and consultation, in 1988
Westminster City Council’s environment committee decided to throw out Flora’s
compromise scheme, which they argued was 45% over budget, and asked its officers
to produce a cheaper “traditional” option {Architects* Journal, 1988).

The new

scheme, a reworking of the council’s original concept, was to “retain the essential
character of the Square as a railed garden in accordance with the existing covenants
and include improved public conveniences, consideration of facilities for cyclists and
appropriate traffic management measures” (Weeks, 1989). The implemented scheme
meets these demands and also provides a pavilion for the sale of theatre tickets and a
huge London Electricity Board Substation under the southern half of the garden. The
£3.9 million refurbishment programme, the largest local authority environmental
programme in London at the time, was officially opened in 1992.

^ This is Flora’s interpretation (1987). The report o f the Joint Environment and Planning and Development
committee (1987) states: “The comments received on each of the four schemes were considerable and varied
with public opinion fairly evenly divided on the options.”
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Figure 9.2. W estm inster’s in-house schem e: The ga tes are not shown. (Source:
A rc h ite c ts’ Journal, 1985)
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Figure 9.3. D ouglas Stephens a n d P a r tn e r s ’ northern bo ulevard a n d sunken
facilities. (Source: B lack w ell, 1985).

Figure 9.4. One o f Flora's schem es: "Flowing w a te r a t the heart o f Westminster.
(Source: Flora, 1987, p .21).
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9.3. Leicester Square: Design
The refurbishment of Leicester Square, its railed garden and surrounding pedestrian
spaces, has been carried out in a comparatively conservative manner. Unlike many
such schemes, the use of new traditional materials and fixtures coupled with three
years of intensive use have produced a comfortable, “lived-in” series of spaces. The
centrally placed fountain topped with a statue of Shakespeare (Figure 9.5) and the
busts of four prominent previous residents (Sir Joshua Reynolds, Sir Issac Newton,
William Hogarth and John Hunter) (Figure 9.6) at each com er of the garden mix well
with Charlie Chaplin’s statue, the cast iron benches and the York stone pathways.
Opposite each bust is an information board with an extract of Leicester Square’s
history and a comprehensive section of Westminster City Council’s Public Open
Space By-laws (Figure 9.7). The cast iron gates, at the four corners of the garden and
the lamp posts are perhaps the least successful elements: in the case o f the latter, they
are dwarfed by the mature plane trees.
About half the area of Leicester Square lies outside the central garden. These
approximately 25 metre wide expanses of granite paving have been designed to
facilitate maximum pedestrian flows. The arrangement of bollards, flag poles, litter
bins, post boxes and telephone cubicles have been carefully considered to allow such
movement but to restrict unwanted vehicular traffic (Figure 9.7).

Set within the

paving surrounding the fountain in the central garden are plaques showing the
distances to all the Commonwealth countries, whilst set within the outer paved areas
are the hand imprints of various film stars (Figure 9.8). This rather ironic clash of
cultures is symptomatic of the character of Leicester Square: a traditional London
garden set within the world of international popular entertainment.
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Figure 9.9. A well used space.
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9.4. Leicester Square: Social Use
Leicester Square maybe fairly described as the heart of London’s West End. The
various attractions within its vicinity include numerous major cinemas and theatres,
hotels, cafés, steak bars, pizza houses, China Town to the north and the National
Gallery to the south (Figure 9.21). These make the square a prominent focus for vast
crowds, particularly tourists and night-time revellers.

The square’s prominence is

accentuated by its position between two of London’s busiest underground stations:
many people pass through, particularly from east to west and vice versa. When the
weather is fine, and during lunch time, the garden soon fills up with people (Figure
9.9). During the evening the garden closes and street performers, traders and large
numbers of people prevail along the northern “corridor”. Among the major events
that take place in Leicester Square are film premieres, which attract very large crowds
and media attention, charity campaigns and product launches. A fun fair, a scaled
down version of one previously held within the garden, and Chinese New Year
celebrations are notable seasonal events.

9.5. Leicester Square: Management
Integral to Westminster City Council’s refurbishment of Leicester Square has been the
implementation of a more rigorous management regime. At present this is contracted
out to Care Contracts Services Ltd. who provide 24 hour security monitoring, operate
traffic management barriers, and patrol the garden (Figure 9.10).

The officers at

Westminster City Council see their principal aim as discouraging busking and portrait
artists in conjunction with the Police where this causes a disruption to pedestrians,
local businesses and residents^ in the area (Westminster City Council, 1994).

At

present there are two designated, hcensed pitches, Cranboum Street and Swiss Court,
that permit certain activities at specific times, although in the evening this control
seems to break down.

^ Although Westminster refers to “residents”, the number who live directly around the square must be
negligible.
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f i g u r e 9.10, The Warden at work: "NO BUSKING'

Figure 9 . 1 i. Restrictions on vehicular access, Cranhourn Street.
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Figure 9.12. Cast iron railings and gates at the garden 's corners.
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Westminster City Council have recently (1994-5) been considering the
advantages of, and possible methodology for, transferring the full management of
Leicester Square to an appointed private agency. Their intention is to reinforce and
regulate the characteristics of daily change within the square: “the intensity of
activities permitted in the area will be controlled during the course of the day to
reflect the changing function and atmosphere of Leicester Square” (Westminster City
Council, 1994). The central garden is seen as remaining a constant feature, an “oasis”
within the changing scene of the square.
A rigorous strategic framework for the functioning of Leicester Square has
been drawn up (see appendix 4).

The new management contract, due to be

implemented in April 1996, is being designed to monitor compliance with the terms of
any licenses issued, control vehicular access, administer arrangements for special
events, liaise with the Police regarding illegal activity, monitor security cameras, and
liaise with adjacent businesses (Westminster City Council, 1994).

Under present

legislation, the contractor’s powers of enforcement are strictly limited to warning and
reporting."^ Westminster City Council’s long-term aim is to make the management of
the square self financing: the contractors are expected to charge commercial fees for
activities taking place within their designated area o f control.^

9.6. Leicester Square: Evaluation o f “Publicness”
9.6.1. Access
There are a number of restrictions on access to, and within, the area under
investigation.

On the streets that lead into Leicester Square there are various

measures implemented to restrict or prevent vehicular access. As well as bollards,
there are barriers and gates which require authorisation from the square’s
management or police action before they can be opened. On Cranboum Street and
Panton Street the gates are designed in such a way as to allow the passage of street
cleaning vehicles (Figure 9.11). Access to delivery vehicles is restricted to the hours
before noon.

CCTV cameras overlooking the gated entry points allow for their

^ The extent to which they can take on former public responsibilities has been broadened by the 1994
Deregulation and Contracting Out Act.
^The council owns the freehold of the gardens and half the width o f the surroundings spaces.

___________________ Leicester Square & the Trocadero ___________________ 156
operation from a centralised control point, presumably within the warden’s office in
the ticket sales pavilion. Barriers are in operation on Leicester Street, St Martin’s
Street and Irving Street, whilst New Coventry Street is truncated by bollards. These
traffic management measures have no detrimental effect on pedestrian movement, in
fact, conversely, they make access to Leicester Square more convenient and desirable.
Leicester Square is highly accessible by public transport and there are no noticeable
restrictions to access for those with limited mobility.
Within Leicester Square, the central garden is delineated by cast-iron railings
and four gated entrances at the comers (Figure 9.12). The diagonal paths through the
garden reflect the prominent desire lines for pedestrians passing through the square
and therefore enhance the garden’s permeability (Figure 9.13). A separate railed area,
known as “Swiss Court” used for outdoor eating in summer, occurs in front of the
Swiss Centre in the north-west comer of the square.

The traditionally inspired

refurbishment of Leicester Square Garden has allowed for the retention of restrictions
on opening hours laid down in the City of Westminster’s By-laws (see appendix 5).
The four gates are opened at 8.00am on weekdays and 9.00am on Sundays and Public
holidays, whilst their closing times vary from 4.30pm in winter to 9.30pm in June and
July. These seem to be rigorously enforced.
There are no significant impediments to sight-lines into, or through the square.
The east-west route along the square’s northern edge, the New Coventry
Street/Cranboum Street “corridor”, is particularly strongly integrated into the
surrounding urban texture (Figure 9.13 to Figure 9.20). W hether Leicester Square
Garden is considered as open and visually permeable or otherwise, the square’s
overall degree of integration is, at least notionally, high and equivalent to Covent
Garden.
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I'i^nre 9.13. D iagonal pa th s enhance
penneahiiity. View from south-east.

Figure 9.17. View from C oventry St/Whitcomh
St Junction.

Figure 9.14. New Coventry Street/Cranhourn
Street, east-west " co rrid or”.

Figure 9.18. View from Fanton Street in the
south-west.
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Figuie 9.15. View o f square from Leicester
Flace.

Figure 9.19. View from St. M a r tin ’s Street in the
south.

Figure 9.16. View o f square from Leicester
Street.

Figure 9.20. View from Innng Street in south
east.

___________________ Leicester Square & the Trocadero___________________ 158
Unlike the Broadgate development, Leicester Square does not display a
noticeable degree of exclusive symbolism. The mix of uses and facilities - places of
popular entertainment, eating establishments, the restrained central garden, the ticket
office, hotel and public conveniences - act to iron out impressions of exclusivity
(Figure 9.21).

Similarly, the eclectic mix of the surrounding architecture, partly

obscured by the trees, offers the trappings of popular culture rather than exclusive or
overbearing political or economic power. There is no sense of feeling that one is an
intruder, that one does not belong in Leicester Square.

CCTV cameras are only

utilised at the entry points: there are no private security guards, the management team
are not in uniform, and there is no sense of being within “defensible space”.
9.6.2. Freedom of Action
Freedom of action is restricted within Leicester Square by means of Westminster City
Council’s management, control and licensing regimes and the Open Spaces By-laws
which apply to the central garden (see appendix 5). These by-laws range from the
obscure and arcane to more restrictive or pragmatic hindrances to freedom of action.
Bringing cattle, sheep, goats or pigs “or any beast of draught or burden”, hawks,
falcons or gaming birds into the garden is prohibited without authorisation. Sorting,
sweeping, brushing or cleaning carpets, “druggets”, rugs and mats; and drying linen
and fabric is also prohibited, as is racing and training whippets.

More relevant to

freedom of action in Leicester Square Gardens as it is today are the rules against
climbing fences, trees and statues; riding bicycles; fouling or wading in the fountain;
allowing dogs to roam free; selling commodities or presenting a performance without
council permission; and distributing leaflets. Users are not allowed to “deliver, utter
or read any public speech, lecture, prayer, scripture, sermon or address of any kind.”
Non compliance with these restrictions can result in a maximum fine of £20, or
removal from the garden by an authorised person (any designated employee of the
Council or the Police). In some twelve hours of observation at different periods of
the day and week, only three by-laws were obviously broken and action taken over
two. A boy begging from people sitting in the garden was asked, or told, to move on
by the warden and a practising juggler was asked to leave the garden by a policeman
(Figure 9.30), whilst a man playing the guitar was overlooked.
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Figure 9.21. M ix o f establishm ents surrounding the square.
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Within the spaces surrounding the garden, particularly along the east-west
“corridor”, there is a greater degree of “street” activity (none of which seems to meet
with objection from the square’s management or the police, although on some visits
this activity was notably absent). During the late morning a Hari Krishna woman
petitions for her cause and sells books on the Krishna philosophy and vegetarian
cooking, whilst women nearby try to sell small flowers (Figure 9.22).

On one

occasion, a one man demonstration against “Killer Tablets in Hospitals!” set up
outside the ticket pavilion (Figure 9.23). The ubiquitous Big Issue seller is a regular
sight: “Big Issue, help the homeless, John M ajor’s Punk days! World exclusive,
Margaret Thatcher’s a man!” (Figure 9.24).
As the day unfolds activity increases. By the evening, particularly on Fridays
and Saturdays, the east-west “corridor” reaches a peak of activity. On a mild, late
March, Friday evening street activity included red rose and hot-dog sellers, religious
activists, a group of bongo players, a bagpipe player, some twenty or so portrait
artists in front of the Swiss Centre, a “wobbly bike” rider, and the seemingly resident
“space walker”(Figure 9.29 to Figure 9.26). The extent to which such activities are
actually licensed or staged is hard to tell from observation: there was no obvious form
of control or enforcement carried out, by the police or by council officials. As well as
these street activities, there are also the Swiss Centre Glockenspiel performances,
particularly popular with tourists, and the film premieres (Figure 9.27).

Street

activity, although almost overbearingly concentrated, provides a degree of collective
experience and for the intermixing of people from a large array of social and
geographical backgrounds. The whole experience is distinctly continental.
The design and layout of Leicester Square have varying degrees of influence
over patterns of social use and freedom of action.

The paved areas outside the

garden, as discussed above, are flexible to a wide range o f activities and uses. The
garden, on the other hand, is tightly designed to allow for only prescribed uses;
sitting, walking and lying on the grass, when it is dry and access permitted. The by
laws are in effect enforced by design. The formality and traditional aesthetics almost
encourage respect and deference on behalf of the users.
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Figure 9.22. Hari Krishna woman (left) a n d a f l o w e r seller (right).
-

Figure 9.23. One man demonstration: “K iller Tablets in Hospitals

Figure 9.24. Big Issue seller.
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Figure 9.29. A Metropolitan Policeman
patrolling the gardens.

Figure 9.25. The Bongo players.
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Figure 9.51. Hot dog vendor.

Figure 9.52. Portrait artists near Swiss Centre.

Figure 9.27. Swiss Centre Glockenspiel
performances.

Figure 9.28. The fun f a i r in early Max.
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The need stipulated in the second public space right for recognition of the
rights of others to freedom from disturbance and interference is likewise influenced by
the design of the garden.

By-law 27 rules against wilfully obstructing, disturbing,

interrupting, or annoying “any person in the proper use o f the open space.” In the
surrounding spaces this issue is far more problematic.
9.6.3. Claim
The third public space right of claim, the right of an individual or group to claim a
part of a space to meet their needs, is partly restricted by the design and management
of Leicester Square. In the garden, individuals or small groups are able to lay claim to
seating, if any is available, or to areas of grass, if it is dry and access is permitted. A
third option is to sit on the stone kerbs between the grass and the south sides of the
pathways (Figure 9.33). Opportunities for congregation by large groups are restricted
in the garden by its design and limited seating capacity, and in the square as a whole
because of its layout and the emphasis on pedestrian movement. The largest single
group observed within the garden was a school party of some thirty children. During
the evening, after the garden has closed, there is no publicly provided seating
available; the only seating provided is for the patrons of the “Bella Pasta” and the
other outdoor eating and drinking places (Figure 9.21).

The alternative means of

claim are therefore limited to leaning against or sitting at the base of the railings,
leaning on bollards, or sitting on the cold granite. This latter option was observed on
the northern edge of the garden by day and on the eastern edge, away from the
performers, at night (Figure 9.34). No such acts o f claim were observed on the dark
and less frequented south and west sides.
By-law 22 states that “A person in verminous or offensively filthy condition
shall not lie about or lie upon or occupy any seat in the open space.” Despite this, the
garden’s warden seems to overlook tramps (Figure 9.36): perhaps they were not
verminous enough? Claim is restricted by design more so than by management and
control mechanisms. Generally opportunities for claim were observed to be high.
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Figure 9.33. Seating an d stone kerbs.

Figure F37. Claiming sp a c e outside the garden.

Figure 9.34. Small groups on the grass.

Figure 9.36. ''U n d esira bles”: p erm itted chum.
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Figure 9.35. C rou p o f .school kids in the garden.

Figure 1.36. Claiming space on the grass.

I'igure 9.37. Business needs f o r tem porary
change
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9.6.4. Change
The extent to which Leicester Square can accommodate change and can be adapted to
meet varied personal and group needs and desires is limited.

Temporary changes

within the garden are mitigated by its tight design, management and regulation: by
law 11, for example, rules against affixing “any bill, placard or notice, to or upon any
wall or fence in or enclosing the open space or to or upon a tree, or plant” or building,
seat, railing or ornament. The outer spaces allow a higher degree of adaptation, but
only if authorised, or to meet the needs of the surrounding businesses for film
premieres and outdoor eating (Figure 9.37).
Opportunities for permanent change are completely designed and managed
out.

The nearest instance of permanent personal change is perhaps Sylvester

Stallone’s palm prints: the level of vandalism and graffiti is negligible.

Future

permanent changes to the square are only likely to take place through city council
action under the influence of local businesses rather than users.
9.6.5. Democratic Influence
The degree to which those with an interest in the square, local businesses, nearby
residents, and particularly users have an influence over the production, design and
management of the square is aptly illustrated by the discussion in section 9.2.

It

appears that the current design and management of Leicester Square is primarily a
reflection of the aims and values of Westminster City’s councillors. The extent to
which these are a reflection of the views of the people of Westminster or London as a
whole is arguable and a matter of the representativeness of local democracy. The City
Council minutes of committee meetings (1989; 1994; Hartley, 1987; Weeks, 1989)
reveal what Lynch (1981, p.55) describes as the “hidden values” of city plan
formulation.

The council’s aims of social control and ultimate privatisation of

management priorities are veiled in the limited public consultation process by issues of
aesthetics and basic function.
The problematic issue of democratic influence is compounded by the fact that
Leicester Square provides for a highly cosmopolitan and international array of users,
as well as for a local business and work community. Ultimately, the more powerful,
organised groups exert the most influence.
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9.7. The Trocadero: Background & Production
The Trocadero lies between Leicester Square and Piccadilly Circus on an island site
flanked by Shaftesbury Avenue to the north, Coventry Street to the south, Great
Windmill Street to the west and Rupert Street to the east (Figure 9.1). The two acre
site has been a London landmark for over 200 years. The first building on the site
was a tennis court which was variously used as a circus, a theatre and an exhibition
building.

In the 1880s it derived its name as the Trocadero Palace music haU

(Whaley, 1992), For nearly a century Londoners of all classes came for their big night
out at the Trocadero on Shaftesbury Avenue, to the Lyons comer House in Coventry
Street and to Scott’s Comer Restaurant (Waters, 1982, p.35).
During the 1950s and 1960s the freeholds of the 165 interests on the site were
pieced together and sold on to the Electricity Supply Nominees, the pension fund for
the electricity industry.

In the early eighties they set out to develop the site as

“London’s newest and most spectacular shopping, entertainment and restaurant
complex” (Waters, 1982, p.35) with the aim of attracting tourists and providing
facilities for local workers. With its provision of 36,800 square metres of space on
five levels, the Trocadero was considered as a commercial centre on a scale unknown
in Europe at that time (Waters, 1982, p.35).

The majority of the existing facades

were retained and an eighty foot high glass roofed atrium surrounded by shops,
restaurants, a discotheque and a small theatre were the complex’s main features. It
was envisaged as a “kind of covered Covent Garden” {Architects’ Journal, 1983).
Despite the developers’ pretensions, the Trocadero failed to meet projected
expectations and in 1986 it was sold to Brent Walker and the Power Corporation of
Dubhn. Redevelopment was carried out for the second time in a decade to increase
the rental income. Extra storeys of office space were provided over the atrium areas,
a seven screen cinema complex replaced the existing two screens; a series of
mezzanine floors were added to increase net lettable floor area and some upper floors
were converted into television studios (Whaley, 1992, p. 14).
The Trocadero’s present owners, Burford Holdings, took over in 1994
following the bankruptcy of the previous owners. They have apparently reduced the
centre’s reputation as a teenage hang-out and enhanced its image as a family
destination, attracting about 16 miUion visitors a year, each of whom spends £3 on
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average (Moore, 1995). Plans are in the pipeline to turn the building’s fourth floor
into Europe’s first ever Segaworld, a £23 milhon Disney-style virtual reality theme
experience.

Burford intend to commit £21 million to upgrading the rest of the

complex. “The largest escalator in Europe will launch visitors from the first floor to
the fourth.

There will be airport-style conveyors everywhere to save people from

walking” (Moore, 1995).

9.8. The Trocadero: Design and Social Use
The Trocadero complex comprises an approximately 100 metre long internal mall
running north-south from Shaftesbury Avenue to Coventry Street, with at its centre
point the former atrium, now a three storey space of about 20 by 25 metres in plan
(Figure 9.38; Figure 9.39; Figure 9.40). A pair o f escalators lead down to, and up
from, a basement level, whilst a second pair provide access to and from an upper
level. The principal north-south route bridges the central space, whilst balconies at
ground and upper level surround the court. At the basement level, a dark corridor
connects with the London Pavilion and Piccadilly Circus Underground station. Along
all three routes and around the central court there are a wide array of shops,
amusement facilities and cafés.

In general, the amusements are at basement level

(Alien War, Virtual Reality, Kleptomania) and first floor level (the Guinness World of
Records, Quasar, Funland, Lazer Bowl and the MOM Cinema). The shops and cafés
are predominantly at ground floor level to take advantage of maximum footfall.
These include such common names as Athena, Tie Rack, HMV, Next, and
Knickerbox, as well as the ever popular “Fantasy Images” where you can have your
head superimposed on various sporting and celebrity bodies and then printed onto a
T-shirt.

The shop displays, and their varied signage and lighting dominate the

surprisingly neutral circulation spaces. There have been no attempts to create the
kinds of fantasy interiors utihsed elsewhere; instead, escapism is found within the
attractions.

The “Emaginator”, for instance, promises a ride on an “inter-galactic

demolition derby,” a “desert duel” and “cosmic pinball” (Figure 9.41). The mix of
attractions is predominantly skewed towards those under thirty, whilst the shops are
aimed at a more general clientele.

The Trocadero is a place to shop, eat, play

electronic games and experience all that modem amusement can throw at you.
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Figure 9.38. View along internal m ail looking .south.
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Figure 9.39. View along internal m all looking north.

Figure 9.40. Three .storey internal court.
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Figure 9.41. Some o f the T r o c a d e r o ’s various amusements.

9.9. The T rocadero: E valuation o f “P u b licn ess”
9.9.1. Access
There are three points of entry into the Trocadero complex.^ The Coventry Street
entrance is marked by a prominent canopy with “TROCADERO” written large on its
fascia (Figure 9.43 & Figure 9.44).

Advertisements for Funland (“all the latest

computer games and more”), the Lazer Bowl (“latest state of the art bowling
experience”), MGM Cinemas and the Guinness World of Records announce the
nature of the complex’s contents. Entry to the Trocadero is through a set of glass
doors adorned by stickers that stipulate opening hours and other restrictions (Figure
9.45). The Shaftesbury Avenue entrance has a similar set of doors, but these are set
back from the building’s edge and the signage above is downplayed (Figure 9.46).
Both entrances display little more significance than those of a large department store:
there is no recognition of the fact that you can traverse the block or gain access to
Piccadilly Circus underground station. The third entry point is at basement level: this
is neither signposted nor legible from the underground station concourse (Figure 9.47;

A fourth entrance from Rupert Street is not operational.
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Figure 9.48).

Even from the London Pavilion at basement level there is no

recognition of the way through to the Trocadero. There are two sets of doors at this
point, and the dark corridor beyond forms part of the “Alien War” experience (Figure
9.49).
The Trocadero’s opening hours, 10am to midnight, seem to have been set by
the 1980 Section 52 Agreement (see appendix 6). This states that “the public shall
have the right in perpetuity to pass and repass from Piccadilly Circus underground
concourse to the Trocadero site,” and that “there shall be no obligation to permit
access between the closing of the said underground concourse until the usual opening
hours for shopping in the morning.” The “right in perpetuity to pass and repass” is
completely contradicted by the notices that appear within the complex (Figure 9.42).
Despite this fact however, there was no observation of measures taken to actively
prevent right of way.

Welcome to the Trocadero
The Trocadero is private property and the owners reserve the right to
reject entry. No right of way exists. Visitors are respectfully
requested to conduct themselves in a fitting manner and observe any
instructions issued on behalf of the owners. A code of conduct is
available upon request from the information desk and security.
- Burford Trocadero Ltd.
Figure 9.42. Notices within the Trocadero (Burford Trocadero Ltd.)

The design, social use and mixture retail and entertainment facilities within the
Trocadero cannot be described as exclusive, although the elderly and those with
conservative attitudes may feel uncomfortable entering such an environment, entering.
In the mid afternoon during the school holidays the complex is packed with teenagers
(Figure 9.50).

There are no security guards stationed at the entrance points and

limited CCTV surveillance at these points.^

’ Whether the security force were able to deal with any entrants who were deemed undesirable was not
ascertained during the periods o f observation.
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Figure 9.43. View looking we.st along Coventry Street.

Figure 9.44. The T r o c a d e r o ’.s ca n o p y on C oven try Street.

Figure 9.45. Street-level gla.s\ entry doo/s.
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Fif^nrc 9.46. Shaftesbury Avenue entrance.
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Figure 9.50. Teenage visitors during the school
ho a da vs.
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f igure 9..47. U nderground entry point.

Figure 9.51. I^ortrait artists at basem ent level.

Figure 9.4H. Route fro m Piccadillv

Figure 9.52. No leaning on the balcony.

Underground station through London Pavilion..
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Figure 9.49. The “Alien War F.xperience”

Figure 9.53. No sitting on the steps.
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9.9.2. Freedom of Action
Freedom of action within the Trocadero is severely restricted by a combination of
design, regulation and the fear of being reprimanded by a security guard. The limited
extent of the circulation spaces (the malls are little more than five metres wide)
sanctions against any forms of public use or action other than window shopping,
strolling and active consumption.

The only areas that seem to be surplus to

circulation are at basement level. Here portrait artists and body painters have been
positioned to try to bring “street life” to the area (Figure 9.51).
The notices affixed to the glass entry doors and those on the columns within
the complex forcibly lay down the management’s regulations. There is a no smoking
policy, and cycles and dogs (except for guide dogs) are excluded (Figure 9.45). The
tone of the notices is best described as politely threatening (Figure 9.42).

No

“visitors” were actually observed reading the A4 sized notices: they were not spotted
on initial observation. What is meant by conducting oneself in a “fitting manner”
could not be gathered from observation: no-one did anything out of the ordinary. The
stipulated “code of conduct” was not forthcoming when requested from the
information desk or from security, both of whom seemed distinctly put out when
asked. Photography was not permitted.
The security force, which seemed to vary from three during the day to six in
the evenings, are not outwardly threatening, they dress in white shirts and black
trousers and carry small walkie-talkies. They are constantly on the move and use the
upper balcony to survey the complex in a “panoptican” fashion.

The security

objectives adopted in the Trocadero are plainly put by its chief of security.
The old security team used to be far more pushy and aggressive. I picked a
smaller, friendlier crew who politely but firmly move people on at all times of
the day and night whoever they are. We simply don’t allow crowds to build
up. (Quoted in Moore, 1995)
To feel comfortable in the Trocadero one must be consuming, in a shop, café or
amusement area; just being there is designed out or repressed by surveillance. The
use of CCTV cameras seems to be limited within the Trocadero.
9.9.3. Claim, Change and Democratic Influence
Opportunities for claim and change within, and democratic influence over, the
Trocadero are severely limited. There is nowhere to sit in the complex, except in the
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cafés, and nowhere for groups to congregate, except to view amusements.* Funland
is the only amusement area that does not require a charge before entering. No-one
seems to stand around, lean against columns or wait for friends; to do so makes one
feel decidedly uncomfortable. Leaning against the balcony railing on the first floor
and sitting on any steps is quickly reprimanded (Figure 9.52; Figure 9.53).
There were no opportunities for either temporary or permanent change unless
marginally moving a café chair can be included. The 1980 Section 52 Agreement is
the nearest thing to what may be described as democratic influence over the
Trocadero.

It seems to have influenced the complex’s opening hours, but the

management’s notices fail to recognise the right of way and, in fact, openly contradict
it.

9.10. Summary
The area of investigation chosen for this case study highlights stark differences
between the production, design, management and social use of spaces offered for
public use. The physical relationship between the two areas and their surrounding
urban context is possibly the most prevalent determinant their relative “publicness”.
The Trocadero’s internal nature and its consequent dislocation from the surrounding
route network allows for greater control over the space than can be imposed in
Leicester Square. The objectives of Westminster City Council and the Trocadero’s
management are not particularly dissimilar: both strive to control social use through
design and management practices. At present, the tension between control
mechanisms at Leicester Square and the needs and desires o f its users for freedom of
action, claim and a degree of change produces a successful and vibrant “public space”.
Within Leicester Square you are part of a diverse changing scene, subtly controlled,
but not to an extent that overrides the complexities of urban life.
Trocadero,

Within the

however, you are an individual in a consumption community:

opportunities for spontaneity are quashed by design and a sense of being watched.

Observations were carried out over a cup of tea outside the Caffé di Roma on the upper floor.
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Part IV
Summary & Implications
Part IV, the final part of this study, presents a reappraisal of the
arguments put forward in Part 1, assess the validity of “public space
rights” as a methodology for the evaluation of urban spaces, and discusses
the results gained from the application of this approach to the two case
study areas.

Implications are drawn for those involved in the

procurement, design and management of the public realm, and the need
for a democratic, vital and open public realm restated.
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Chapter T en

Summary
the central cities of the United States will in a few years ....
become “fortresses” in which the wealthy will live in “privately
guarded compounds,” people will travel on “high speed patrolled
expressways connecting safe areas”; “private automobiles, taxi
cabs, and commercial vehicles will be routinely equipped with
unbreakable glass and light armour”; “armed guards will ride shot
gun on all forms of public transportation” and protect all public
facilities such as libraries, and playgrounds; and “the ghetto and
slum neighbourhoods will be places of terror with widespread
crime, perhaps out of police control during night time.”
Alastair Cooke
“Crime ‘May Turn US Cities into Fortresses’”, The Times (1969)

Alastair Cooke’s summary of the National Committee on the Cause and Prevention of
Violence published in 1969 provides a stunningly prophetic account of the decline of
central cities in the United States. “Fortress cities”, which were already prevalent in
isolated areas in the 1960s, have become commonplace; insulating and segregating the
affluent from the complexities of contemporary urban life. Collective paranoia, crime,
the fear of crime, media hysteria and the protection of property values have led to
what Mike Davis has described as the “mihtarization of city hfe”, in which “the
defence of luxury hfestyles is translated into the proliferation of new repressions in
space and movement” (1990, p.223). Security has become a positional good defined
by income: buying homogeneity in work, play, home and travel environments.
Increasingly, Davis argues (1990, p.224), architecture and urban design are combined
with police apparatus to provide comprehensive security systems. These deliberate
socio-spatial strategies are welcomed by the police and the imphcations for society as
a whole are overlooked by those with the abihty to buy into such social insulation.
Urban commentators are however damning in their assessment o f “fortress” America.
Jane Jacobs (quoted in Dillon, 1994, p. 12) for instance, sees this development as a

_____________________________ Summary _____________________________ 177
brand of “urban tribalism” that increases the gulf between ethnic and social groups
with potentially devastating and bloody results.
These apocalyptic, dystopian. Blade Runner-hke urban scenarios may seem far
fetched and of little significance to life in Britain, but the seeds of such urban
apartheid and the destruction of accessible public space can be found on this side of
the Atlantic.

The increase in private security forces, the proliferation of CCTV

surveillance in town and city centres, business parks, large enclosed in-town and outof-town shopping and leisure complexes, large scale office developments, privately
managed transport nodes and the growing preoccupation with town centre
management, “defensible space” and “urban villages”, together with rises in crime,
inequality, privatism, and individualism, and the devaluation of the public sector, are
all, to differing degrees, harbingers of a privatised anti-urban view of the city.

Two principal approaches have been adopted in this thesis to evaluate the
causes, processes and consequences of the privatisation of the public realm. First,
through the consideration of the human value of the public realm and the forces of
privatism acting on it, its decline has been highlighted. Secondly, an evaluation of the
degrees to which particular central city urban areas may be considered privatised has
been carried out through structured observation and spatial analysis. Starting with the
latter, this final chapter sets out a reappraisal of earlier discussions and assesses the
imphcations of the case study findings for the future procurement, design and
management of a vital, democratic, and open public realm.

10.1. Evaluation of Urban Spaces through Structured Analysis
10.1.1. Methodology
The use of “public space rights” as a methodology for the evaluation of the
privatisation of spaces has proved a successful means of assessing and comparing the
relative degrees to which the production, design, management, and social use of
spaces influence their relative “pubhcness”. The five “pubhc space rights” ; access,
freedom of action, claim, change and democratic influence are not of equal
significance. Restrictions on access are the most pervasive contributors to privatised
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space: “public space” being simply defined as “open to all.” Restrictions on the other
four rights, particularly on freedom of action, influence the degree to which
“publicness” may be denied. The “public space rights” methodology does not provide
a “scientific” means of considering spaces: it is purely a framework for spatial
analysis, observation and for notional comparative study. The findings gained can
only give a well informed “snapshot” of the character of the areas under
consideration.

The more time spent observing, taking photographs, and writing,

revisiting and rewriting the findings, the more accurate a picture that can be gleaned.
On the other hand, a simple response to the basic rights (Table 6.1) can give a
notional, normative guide to designers, managers and pohcy makers seeking to
achieve truly public, public spaces.

The findings presented do not claim to be

particularly impartial either; they are consciously tainted by the author’s perceptions
and previous background investigation.

Different people’s perception of the

“pubhcness” of spaces is ultimately tempered by their ethnic and socio-economic
background, as well as their needs in, or for, the public realm.
10.1.2. Case studies
The two case study areas evaluated in this study include four central city “space
types” ; a square, an indoor leisure and retail complex, a major station concourse and a
series of spaces within a large office development.

These are by no means

representative of the most officious or covert forms of privatised space.

In fact,

Liverpool Street Station and Leicester Square display particularly high degrees of
accessibihty, but are, however, restrictive by degree if the “five space rights” are
considered as a whole. Liverpool Street Station’s functional design acts to suppress
free action and opportunities for claim and change.

The spirit of the station as a

“cathedral of the steam age” remains, but is severely diluted by its distinctly shopping
mall/airport aesthetic.
Leicester Square is perhaps the most complex space considered: degrees of
freedom of action and claim are in a state of tension with the design and management
of the spaces. The delineation between garden and surrounding hard spaces allows
for varied social use and differing degrees of “pubhcness”. The mix between symbols
of Commonwealth and popular culture are symptomatic of the conflict between
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study areas. S ca le 1:10,000.

Westminster’s aims for control and the desire of the space’s cosmopolitan users and
surrounding popular entertainment establishments.
The spaces within, and routes through, the Broadgate development and the
Trocadero complex display more of the features common to the privatisation of space
as outlined in Parts I and II. Both are privately owned and managed - though there is
no outward recognition of this fact at Broadgate - and both apparently include public
rights of way. Broadgate’s visually obscured entry points, disconnection from the
surrounding urban structure, symbolic exclusiveness and mono-functionality act to
subtly restrict access.

The degree to which people are actually prevented from

entering is impossible to judge, although the spaces are noticeably empty for most
hours of the day, and both office workers and “incomers” treat the spaces with noted
reverence. This is compounded by the feeling that Broadgate is a discrete entity set
apart from the rest of the City of London. The development’s boundary, and that
adopted in this study, is both physical and psychological.

A simple comparison

between the figure ground plans for the two areas under investigation plainly
illustrates the influence of built form configuration and the size of building footprints
on relative physical integration and therefore on some aspects of “publicness” (Figure
10. 1).

Restrictions on access to the Trocadero are also primarily a product of its
physical form. As a space that has the principal function of popular consumption, the
Trocadero has to allow for maximum access, but within the malls and central court
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freedom of action and opportunities for claim are suppressed by officious rules
enforced by an active security force. The Trocadero lies within the problematic grey
area between the covered street and the department store. Like the big out-of-town
malls, which are often put forward as alternatives to the traditional high street, there is
a pervading uncertainty as to the extent of the boundaries between public and private
space. This ultimately acts towards the repression of the values of public hfe extolled
in Part I of this study.
The process of “fieldwork” investigation adopted in this study has been highly
instructive to the evaluation of relative “pubhcness”.

Taking photographs in the

Trocadero was not allowed and had to be carried out surreptitiously; just being there
felt uncomfortable. Within Liverpool Street Station and the Broadgate spaces there
was a certain amount of wariness experienced and a sense of being watched. These
are spaces used by those with a purpose: they are not for lingering. Leicester Square,
on the other hand, feels pubhc in the widest sense. Its broad cross-section of users
and change in character through the day create a unique sense of place which provides
for stimulating observation and relaxation.
The “pubhcness” of a space or area, and the relative degree to which it maybe
described as “privatised”, is a function of physical design and layout, social use,
management, and control that act both within and at points of entry to an area. The
privatisation of a space is therefore essentially a matter of degree.
10.1.3. Implications
The most fundamental imphcation of the approach adopted in this study and the
results obtained from observational study is that the “pubhcness” of spaces open to
general use should always be caUed into question and the complexity of varying
degrees of “pubhcness”, or “privateness” recognised. Spaces offered for pubhc use,
whether under pubhc or private ownership and control may be restrictive in quite
pernicious ways. This issue should not be obscured by the particularly British political
preoccupation with private versus pubhc ownership: ownership is only part of the
complex equation of democratic public space.
Many of the aspects of privatised space recognised in this study are the
principal concerns of contemporary planning and urban design practice: the need for
mixed use and tenure development; integration of new routes into the existing urban
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structure; enhanced all day activity; vehicular traffic reduction; environmental quaUty
and the need for public sector intervention. Particular to planning practice and the
control of new development is the need to protect or introduce rights of way through
planning agreements, to understand the implications of symbohcally exclusive
architectural design and to recognise contributors towards social filtering. Although
the full implications for planning policy of this study have not been considered in great
depth, this is not to down play their significance. Instead, it is a recognition of the
fact that the issue of privatisation of the public realm goes well beyond the boundaries
of planning practice and pohcy making, as well as beyond the hmits of any particular
single professional sphere of concern.

10.2. Privatisation o f the Public Realm
The privatisation of the public realm is a complex and multi-faceted phenomenon with
its roots in over two hundred years of social, economic and political change.

Its

contemporary manifestations are the result of a prevailing inabihty to devise ways of
designing and managing public spaces in the increasingly complex and fragmented
arena of the contemporary city.

The underlying reason for this is the failure to

understand the fundamental social, political, moral and psychological human value of
the public realm. All too often, the public realm is considered purely as a commodity
for the maximisation of consumption or the promotion of corporate image: in
economic parlance, it is a “public good” (Field, 1992). Pubhc spaces as “containers”
for pubhc hfe have been subsumed by functional demands for movement. A city is far
more than a “machine for traffic to pass through” (Goodman & Goodman, 1960,
p.49).
The procurement of pubhc space has always been a product of the aims and
values of particularly powerful “client” groups - political, rehgious or royal elite,
landlords and multi-national corporate concerns. The extent to which these groups
have sought to achieve urban segregation and social filtering has varied through time
and between different cultures. Historical spatial control strategies, like those enacted
in nineteenth century Bloomsbury or the early maUs, are tame in comparison to many
contemporary forms.

The sheer speed and scale of change, initiahy wrought by

industrialisation, and more recently by global post-industrial forces, have caused the
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breakdown of physical and psychological connection between new development and
historical urban form, leading ultimately to the loss of a sense of place and the
creation of what Buchanan (1988) has described as a “non-place urban realm.” In
tandem with these physical changes, there has been equally profound social transition.
The growth of western affluence, coupled with rises in social polarisation and
fragmentation, has led to a desire on behalf of the majority for strategies of sociospatial separation previously the domain of a small elite.
Denial of access to physical public space has strong parallels with recent
discussions concerning access to new forms of communication media.
spatial” arena are intrinsically restrictive.

Such “non-

Only those with the necessary monetary

resources and training can take part. Whilst the traditional public realm is, as Raban
(1975) points out, “soft” - allowing people to present themselves in varying guises the “non-spatial” realm is limitlessly malleable: fact and fiction, fantasy and reality
becoming increasingly indistinguishable.

Proposals to harness such technology to

improve the openness of local democracy are symptomatic of the loss of the political
dimension of shared physical public space.
The limited amount of planning policy and guidance that concerns itself with
the public realm has tended to concentrate on the “vitality and viability” of town and
city centres. This ostensibly reductivist, consumerist model of public space overplays
the public realm’s economic nature at the expense of its social, political and
psychological value. This egalitarian consumerist model, on which British post-war
planning has been based, has collapsed and the consensus for such an approach
declined (Buchanan, 1989). The laudable goal of sharing the “goodies” of society has
been replaced by a growing need to combat social fragmentation - a result of growth
in affluence as much as inequality. A key constituent of such an approach must be the
adoption, or rediscovery, of a civic model of urban planning based on the production
of a vital, democratic public realm; a common space in which the complexities of
contemporary life can be shared and differences recognised; an arena for social
contact, interaction and communication, for the experience of difference and diversity,
for the expression of political opinion and protest, for mental stimulation and
psychological well being; a stage for free entertainment and commercial transactions,
for the celebration of special occasions and for the creation of a sense of belonging.
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shared values and collective experience. To be deprived of such a common world is
“to be deprived of the possibility of achieving something more permanent than life
itse lf’ (Arendt, 1958, p.53-4).

Ruskin’s recognition of the “political art of architecture” is no less applicable
to the practices of city design and urban planning. The art of creating a sense of
place, of designing, adapting, improving and regenerating public spaces is intrinsically
political. Our increasingly privately focused world needs now, more than ever, its
antithesis, a common world, a truly public and democratic public realm.
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Appendices
1. Chermayeff and Alexander’s Six Domains of
Urbanity.
1. U rb a n -P u b lic. The places and facilities in public ownership: highways, roads,
paths, civic paths
2. U rb a n -S e m i-P u b lic. The special areas of public use under government and
institutional controls: city halls, courts of justice, public schools, post offices,
hospitals, transportation exchanges, parking lots, garages, service stations, stadia,
theaters.
3. G ro u p -P u b lic. The meeting ground between public services and utilities and
private property requiring joint access and responsibility: places requiring mail
delivery, garbage collection, utilities control, access to fire-fighting equipment or
other emergency rescue devices.
4. G roup-P rivate. Various secondary areas under control of management acting on
behalf of private or public interest for the benefit of tenants or other legal occupants;
reception, circulation, and services spaces; community gardens; playgrounds;
laundries, storage; etc.
5. F a m ily -P riva te . The spaces within the private domain controlled by a single family
that are devoted to communal family activities such as eating, entertainment, hygiene,
and maintenance.
6. In d iv id u a l-P riv a te. The “room of one’s own,” the inner sanctum to which
individuals may withdraw from their family.
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2. The Privatisation of Milton Keynes Shopping Centre
It is an evening late in 1979. The shops in Milton Keynes’ newly opened
shopping centre are closed, but people are milling about, window shopping for
Christmas presents. Only Macdonalds is open, and its bright lights and
teenage bustle make it the one centre of activity in an otherwise shut-down city
centre. (Winter, 1980, p. 152)
The autumn evening scene in Milton Keynes Shopping Centre described by John
W inter can no longer be enacted. The Shopping Centre, which to all intents and
purposes constitutes the heart of Milton Keynes, provides one of the most striking
examples of the privatisation of public space and the public realm in England, and
probably Europe. Opened in 1979, its architects and client, the Milton Keynes
Development Corporation City, envisaged a pioneering showpiece, “a high street with
a hd on, inspired by Milan’s Galleria with its arcaded streets, marble floor and
ornamental gates locked open” (Pollock, 1992). It consists of two half mile long,
parallel arcades running the full length o f the building, linked by two public spaces.
Queen’s Court (external) and Middleton Square (internal), and a series of cross-walks
giving access to Silbury Boulevard and Midsummer Boulevard, with its series of bus
stops (Ward, 1993, p.99). It was commended for its Miesian clarity, quality of
materials, functionality, use of daylight and its public lavatories, and hailed as “the
most beautiful modem shopping centre in the world” (Winter, 1980, p. 152-3). On
the other hand, it was criticised for a repression of diversity and lack of spontaneity
for public use (Buchanan, 1980, p. 156).
W ithin two years of opening, doors were fitted to the centre because of a wind
tunnel effect and complaints from shopkeepers. "The proposed mix of tenants - a
cinema, night-clubs and bars, plus shops - was diluted. There were management
problems associated with mixed use so the cinema and the night club were dropped.
In addition it was not made clear to the tenants that they should construct shop fronts
that were w aterproof (Lock quoted by Pollock, 1992). At the time David Lock, the
corporation's planner in charge of the city centre, predicted that the "installation of
doors meant someone would eventually lock them" (Pollock, 1992). His prophecy
has proved correct.
The Shopping Centre was jointly financed by the Milton Keynes Development
Corporation and Postel, the Post Office staff pension fund, due to cut backs in central
government expenditure in the late seventies. In 1989, in line with the central
government policy of the disposal of pubhcly owned assets (Ward 1993, p.98), the
development corporation, before its imminent wind up in April 1992, sold its 20%
share to a Japanese investment company. Within weeks, the new management agents
Bernard Thorpe & Co. and the on-site management team CMK Shopping
Management began to exercise their control over the building. It was decided that the
centre’s doors should only be open during shop opening hours; closing at 6.30 p.m.
on Monday to Wednesday and at 8.30 p.m. on Thursday and Friday. It was to be
locked all day Sunday. This made it necessary for local residents to make a half mile
detour, negotiating a four lane highway, to get from one side of town to the other.
This is particularly deleterious for the elderly, women at night and those people who
live on the north of the centre and wish to use the bus stops on the south side. A tall
public clock known as Jock’s Clock after Lord Campbell, which formed a convenient
meeting place, was roped off. The local borough’s Arts Trail, which included pubhcly
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funded sculptures within the shopping centre became a mockery (Francis, 1991;
Pollock, 1992; Ward, 1993).
This limitation of public access and the privatisation of a public asset provoked
disquiet among local residents, some shopkeepers, the borough council and the Milton
Keynes Development Corporation. Protests and sit-ins were organised. Cohn Ward
recounts watching Alan Francis, the Green Party Prospective Parliamentary Candidate
for Milton Keynes North East in the last election, being ejected from the centre by
private security guards (1993, p. 100). He was doing little more than handing out
leaflets demanding “Keep Our High Street Open” and claiming that “We need more
activities in the city centre, not fewer, to keep the heart of Milton Keynes ahve.”
Shops are unable to open late and the only restaurant within the centre soon went out
of business. Only those businesses with entrances to the exterior of the building have
been able to open in the evening. Window shopping has become a thing of the past
(Francis, 1991). Bob Hill, the Commercial Director for Milton Keynes Development
Corporation admitted; “we didn't think this would happen when we sold the building
two years ago. We are very disappointed with this piece of commercial short
sightedness - the centre was to be accessible like a covered high street” (Pollock,
1992). The Milton Keynes Borough Council’s response was to set up a city centre
forum including traders, nearby residential groups, local churches and the shopping
centre management. Its initiator , the local councillor Les Munn, had a vision of “a
centre which always has something going on - street theatre, wining and dining.
Co vent Garden doesn’t need heavy policing because there are people around” (quoted
by Ward, 1993, p. 100). After two meetings the management agents for Postel,
Bernard Thorpe, decided to open one of the crosswalks to allow access to the bus
stops.
Despite this concession, Postel and Bernard Thorpe are adamant that their
restrictions are a positive move. They put forward the usual argument that vandalism
and assaults will be reduced and that the majority o f Milton Keynes residents have no
objection. Richard Harrold, a property director at Postel pointed out one positive
outcome of the policy. The centre's giant banana trees produced fruit for the first
time (Pollock, 1992)!
W ith hindsight, it would have been in the public interest for the Milton Keynes
Development Corporation to have retained a controlling stake in the shopping centre
which could have been passed on to the borough council as a community related asset
(Pollock 1992). This would, at least in a small way, fulfil the ethos of the New
Towns, that the land should be in public ownership or held in trust for the community.
David Lock describes the present situation;
its grand enclosed streets have become Uttered with kitsch barrows and
vending machines and polluted by vulgar officious announcements at
maximum volume .... You can’t hand out leaflets, hold a demonstration, sit
down with your mates if you are under 25, hang out, busk, collect for charity
or take photographs without the fascist hand extending your way. (Lock,
1993)
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3. Framework for the Observation of Case Study Areas
of Investigation Based on “Public Space Rights”
ACCESS
(a) Physical Obstructions, Opening Hours, Accessibility.
• Are there physical obstructions that deny or restrict access? e.g. gates, doors,
walls, fen ces....
• Are there restrictions on opening hours to the space? W hat are the hours, and why
are they imposed?
• Is the space accessible to those without a means of private transportation.
(b) Visual Obstructions
• Are views of the space obstructed or are entrances obscured from the surrounding
environment? e.g. due to changes in level, the positioning of the entrances, or the
layout of routes.
(c) Symbolic Cues
• Does the surrounding architecture and the design of the space express elitist, chic
and upmarket cues. e.g. by the use of rich materials and architecture that expresses
corporate or political power.
• Does the space include exclusive facilities and exclude public ones? Are there
expensive shops, brasseries etc.
• Is there a strong security presence, guards and/or electronic surveillance?
• Do the surrounding buildings provide an unjustified level of defensible space.
FREEDOM OF ACTION
(a) Action of Others
• Is use of the space restricted to one type of user or one type o f use.
(b) Activity
• Are there rules which restrict certain kinds of activity? e.g. political activism,
busking, street vending, sleeping, drinking.
(c) Design and Layout Restrictions
• Does the design and layout of the space restrict the uses and activities that can be
carried out in the space.
CLAIM
• Can an individual or group lay claim to a space, or part o f a space, to meet their
basic needs? e.g. for rest, congregation. Are people moved on?
Does the design of the space restrict such claim?
CHANGE
• Can temporary changes be carried out within the space to meet basic needs for
enjoyment and interaction? e.g. can chairs be moved? Can the space be adapted
for performances etc.?
• Can permanent changes be carried out to a space to allow for the. changing needs
of users through time and permit a degree of personalisation.
DEMOCRATIC INFLUENCE
• Do those with an interest in a space have a democratic influence over the
management and ownership of it.
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4. Recommendations for a Strategic Framework for the
Functioning of Leicester Square (extract from
Westminster City Council, 1994)
4.3 Busking, portrait artists and special events will be encouraged in Leicester Square
in a highly controlled manner. These activities will be regulated in terms of quality,
hours of operation, levels of activity and location to ensure that they compliment the
function of Leicester Square as an entertainments area. Leicester Square must not,
however, become so dominated by entertainment and tourist-led activities that these
detract from its other functions. Restrictions will therefore be placed on these
activities to prevent any detrimental effects upon the Square’s functions as a
commercial (office-based), residential and recreational space. Servicing will continue,
but its disturbance to the pedestrian “ambience” of the area will be minimised.
4.4 On a time basis, it is recommended that activities and services operate within
Leicester Square as follows: During the morning when cinemas, theatres, restaurants
and public houses remain closed to the public and visitors are few, Leicester Square
will remain quiet, though open for servicing. From 1200 hours onwards, as workers
and visitors access the gardens to enjoy a quiet lunch, visit the library or gather for
matinee performances, arrangements may be made for wider use of tables and chairs,
the operation of pavement cafés and appropriate promotional events. Street
entertainment would remain restricted during lunch time and the afternoon to help
maintain a quiet and pleasant environment. Similarly, vehicle access will be limited to
Emergency vehicles and essential servicing, though the opportunity and benefits of
removing all but Emergency vehicles during lunch time will be examined. As the
evening crowds begin to gather and Leicester Square’s function as an entertainment
centre begins, pavement space will be given over to use by street entertainment,
portrait artists and further tables and chairs, with allowances made for occasional film
premieres and gala events. As the restaurants, public houses and bars close, street
entertainers will be discontinued and the Square returned to its quiet state.
4.5 On Fridays and Saturdays, arrangements will be made to extend the hours of
operation of buskers, portrait artists and pavement cafés. In contrast, on Sundays
Leicester Square will remain quiet and low-key throughout the day, as the residential
character and ‘garden’ qualities of the square are emphasised. The gardens
themselves will operate as an “oasis” during the week, opening every day between
dawn and dusk.
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5. Public Open Spaces - Byelaws (City of Westminster)
5. A person shall not in the open space
(i) wilfully, carelessly or neghgently soil or defile any wall or fence in or
enclosing the open space, or any building, barrier, railing, post or seat, or any erection
or ornament; or any apparatus, appliance or equipment provided by the Council for
use in connection with the open space;
(ii) climb any wall or fence in or enclosing the open space, any tree or barrier,
railing, post or erection; or any apparatus, appliance or equipment provided by the
Council for use in connection with the open space.
(iii) wilfully, carelessly or negligently remove or displace any barrier, railing,
post or seat, or any part of any erection or ornament, or any apparatus, appliance or
equipment provided by the Council for use in connection with the open space.
6. A person shall not bring or cause to be brought into the open space cattle, sheep,
goats, or pigs, or any beast of draught or burden unless in pursuance of an agreement
with the Council, or otherwise in the exercise of any lawful right or privilege, he is
authorised to do so.
7. A person shall not bring or cause to be brought into the open space any hawks,
falcons or gaming birds.
8.
(i) A person shall not except in the exercise of any lawful right or privilege
bring or cause to be brought into the open space any barrow, truck, machine or
vehicle other than
(a) a wheeled bicycle, tricycle or other similar machine;
(b) a wheel-chair, perambulator or chaise used solely for the conveyance of a
child or children or an invalid. Provided that where the Council set apart a space in
the open space for the use of any class of vehicle, this byelaw shall not be deemed to
prohibit the driving in or to that space by a direct route from the entrance to the open
space of any vehicle of the class for which it is set apart;
(ii) A person shall not except in the exercise of any lawful right or privilege
ride any bicycle, tricycle or other similar machine in any part of the open space;
(iii) A person shall not in the open space drive any vehicle bicycle or tricycle,
at a speed exceeding eight miles per hour or drive any such vehicle or ride any animal
so as to endanger other users of the open space.
9. A person who brings a vehicle into the open space shall not wheel or station it over
or upon:(i) any flower bed, shrub, or plant, or any ground in course of preparation as a
flower bed, or for the growth of any tree, shrub or plant;
(ii) any part of the open space where the Council by a notice board affixed or
set up in some conspicuous position in the open space prohibit its being wheeled or
stationed.
10. W here the Council set apart any such part of the open space as may be fixed by
the Council and may be described in a notice board affixed or set up in some
conspicuous position in the open space for the purpose of a playground for children a
person who has attained the age of fourteen years and who is in charge of a child or
children under that age shall not play or take part in any game in any such part of the
open space.
11. A person shall not affix any bill, placard or notice, to or upon any wall or fence in
or enclosing the open space or to or upon any tree, or plant, or to or upon any part of
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any building, barrier, or railing, or of any seat, or of any other erection or ornament in
the open space.
12. A person shall not in the open space walk, run, stand, sit or lie upon:(i) any grass, turf, or other place where adequate notice to keep off such grass,
turf, or other place shall be placed.
(ii) any flower bed, shrub, or plant, or any ground in course of preparation as a
flower bed.
13. A person shall not in the open space:(i) bathe, wade or wash in any ornamental lake, pond, stream or other water.
Provided that the byelaw shall not be deemed to prohibit bathing or wading in any
pond or pool which may be set apart by the Council for such purposes and indicated
by a notice set up near such pond or pool;
(ii) wilfully, carelessly, or negligently foul or pollute any such water, or water
in any drinking fountain or trough;
(iii) take, injure, or destroy, or attempt to take, injure, or destroy any fish in
any such water, or wilfully disturb or worry any water fowl;
(iv) wilfully displace or disturb, injure, or destroy any bird’s nest or wilfully
take, injure, or destroy any bird’s eggs;
(v) take, injure, or destroy any bird, or spread or use any net, or set or use any
snare or other engine, instrument, or means for the taking, injury or destruction of any
bird.
14. A person shall not in the open space wilfully break or damage any ice on any pond
or lake, or when prohibited by a notice erected in a conspicuous position near to such
pond or lake go or attempt to go, upon any such ice.
15. A person shall not cause or suffer any dog belonging to him or in his charge to
enter or remain in the open space, unless such dog be and continue to be under proper
control, and be effectually restrained from causing annoyance to any person, and from
worrying or disturbing any animal or water fowl, and from entering any ornamental
lake, pond, stream or other water.
16. A person shall not in the open space race or train any whippet or dog.
17. W here the Council set apart any such part of the open space as may be fixed by
the Council, and described in a notice board affixed or set up in some conspicuous
position in the open space, for the purpose of any game specified in the notice board,
which by reason of the rules or manner of playing, or for the prevention of damage,
danger or discomfort to any person in the open space may necessitate, at any time
during the continuance of the game, the exclusive use by the player or players of any
space in such part of the open space a person shall not in any space elsewhere in the
open space play or take part in any game so specified in such a manner as to exclude
persons not playing or taking part in the game from the use of such a space.
18. A person resorting to the open space and playing or taking part in any game for
which the exclusive use of any space in the open space has been set apart shall:(i) not play on the space any game other than the game for which it is set
apart;
(ii) in preparing for playing and in playing use reasonable care to prevent
undue interference with the proper use of the open space by other persons;
(iii) when the space is already occupied by other players not begin to play
thereon without their permission;
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(iv) where the exclusive use of the space has been granted by the Council for
the playing of a match, not play in that space later than a quarter of an hour before the
time fixed for the beginning of the match unless he is taking part therein;
(v) except where the exclusive use of the space has been granted by the
Council for the playing of a match in which he is taking part, not use the space for a
longer time than two hours continuously, if any other player or players make known
to him a wish to use the space.
19. A person shall not in any part of the open space which may have been set apart by
the Council for any game play or take part in any game when the state of the ground
or other cause makes it unfit for use and a notice is set up in some conspicuous
position prohibiting play in that part of the open space.
20. A person shall not in the open space sort rags, bones, refuse, or matter of like
nature.
21. A person shall not in the open space:(i) except as hereafter provided erect, or place, or retain any post, rail, fence,
photographic stand apparatus, tent, booth, screen, stand, swing, or other building,
erection or structure, or any obstruction of any kind whatever.
Provided that this prohibition shall not apply where upon an application to the Council
they grant permission to erect any post, rail, fence, photographic stand apparatus,
tent, booth, screen, stand, swing, or other building erection, structure or any
obstruction upon such occasion and for such purpose as are specified in the
application;
(ii) beat, shake, sweep, brush, or cleanse any carpet, drugget, rug, or mat, or
any other fabric retaining dust or dirt;
(iii) hang, spread or deposit any linen or other fabric for drying or bleaching;
(iv) sell, or offer or expose for sale, or let to hire, or offer or expose for letting
to hire, any commodity or article unless in pursuance of an agreement with the
Council, or otherwise in the exercise of any lawful right or privilege, he is authorised
to sell or let to hire in the open space such commodity or article.
22. A person in a verminous or offensively filthy condition shall not lie about or lie
upon or occupy any seat in the open space.
23. A person shall not in the open space distribute any book, pamphlet, leaflet, card,
bill, advertisement, or literature of any kind, to the annoyance of any person using the
open space.
24. A person shall not in the open space deliver, utter or read any public speech,
lecture, prayer, scripture, sermon or address of any kind or description whatsoever or
enter into any public discussion, or hold, or cause to take part in any public meeting.
25. A person shall not to the annoyance of any person sound or play upon any musical
instrument or apparatus for the reproduction or amplification o f sound or sing in the
open space.
Provided that the foregoing prohibition shall not apply in any case where upon
application to the Council for permission to sound or play upon any musical or noisy
instrument or apparatus for the reproduction or amplification o f sound or sing in the
open space upon such occasion or on such days and at such hours as may be specified
in such application the Council may grant such permission.
26. A person shall not in the open space solicit or collect any money without the
permission of the Council Provided that nothing in this byelaw shall interfere with the
operation of any regulations made under Section 5 of the Police, factories, etc.,
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1916.
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27. A person shall not in the open space wilfully obstruct, disturb, interrupt, or annoy
any other person in the proper use of the open space or wilfully obstruct, disturb, or
interrupt any officer of the Council in the proper execution of his duty, or any person
or servant of any person employed by the Council in the proper execution of any work
in connection with the laying out or maintenance of the open space.
28. A person shall not in the open space fire or discharge any firearm or airgun, or
discharge any missile or squirt or spray or otherwise throw or scatter any offensive
liquid, powder or substance.
29. A person shall not fly any model aircraft driven by the combustion of petrol
vapour or other combustible substances in the open space.
30. Every person who shall offend against any of these byelaws shall be liable on
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding twenty pounds.
31. Every person who shall infringe any byelaw for the regulation of the open space
may be removed therefrom by any officer of the Council, or by any constable, in any
one of the several cases hereinafter specified; that is to say:(i) where the infraction of the byelaw is committed within the view of such
officer or constable and the name and residence of the person infringing the byelaw
are unknown to and cannot be readily ascertained by such officer or constable;
(ii) where the infraction of the byelaw is committed within the view of such
officer or constable, and from the nature of such infraction, or from any other fact of
which such officer or constable may have knowledge, or of which he may be credibly
informed, there may be reasonable ground for belief that the continuance in the open
space of the person infringing the byelaw may result in another infraction o f the
byelaw, or that the removal of such person from the open space is otherwise
necessary as a security for the proper use and regulation thereof.
32. Nothing in these byelaws shall:(i) take away, abridge, or limit any remedy now existing by way of indictment
or shall interfere with the powers of the Metropolitan Police or any authority legally
existing for preventing or punishing offences or with the powers of the Council as
having the control of the open space;
(ii) be constructed as taking away, abridging, or limiting the provisions of
Section 9 of the Leicester Square Act 1874.
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6. The Trocadero Section 52 Agreement, January 1980.
4.(vi) The council shall ensure that upon completion of the works mentioned in sub
clause (v) [basement link to London Pavilion site and underground] - the owners and
occupiers for the time being of the Trocadero Site and others authorised by them and
members of the public shall have the right in perpetuity to pass and repass from the
Piccadilly Circus underground concourse to the Trocadero site and vice versa through
the link at basement level to be constructed on or comprised in the London Pavilion
Site and the Sub-Way works provided that the frequency shall not be deemed to imply
a dedication to the public.
(viii) Upon completion of the Sub-Way Works and Scheme A of the Development
ESN [the developers] shall permit the owners and occupiers for the time being of the
London Pavilion Site and members of the public to have a right in perpetuity to pass
and repass over the link at basement level to be comprised in the Sub-Way Works and
into the Trocadero Site provided that the foregoing shall not be deemed to imply
dedication to the public.
(ix) The rights to access provided for in sub-clauses (vi) and (viii) above shall be made
available during such times as the Piccadilly Circus underground concourse is open to
the public provided that there shall be no obligation to permit access between the
closing of the said underground concourse until the usual opening hours for shopping
in the morning. Such hours of opening may be varied from time to time by agreement
between the parties hereto.

