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Abstract

The diversity of understandings about the concéptotiective space recently
produced as well as the set of physical, social ez@mhomical phenomena —
particularly the exponential multiplication of la&garchitectural pieces or
artefacts of commercial, leisure, sportive and exdtural character - happened
in the majority of cities of Western Europe causekast some restlessness and
concern. It matters then to clarify the value oe tlisk that these artefacts
constitute when talking about the constructionh& tontemporary city and try
to stop with the mythological character of someiakcparadigms. Namely: The
promotion of certain leisure artefacts damagesuttsan experience or, on the
contrary, enriches it? And the relationships betwsame of these new artefacts
and the public space are nonexistent and uniniegest, on the contrary, are so
strong and powerful that they permit to create sarhéhe most significant
places of the contemporary city?
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Interior of the L'llla Shopping Mall, Barcelona,@®@ photo by Pedro Bento

Introduction

In this "third modernity" (Ascher, 2001), or "sohredernidad” (Augé1992)are
occurring phenomena, related collective spacesctwprofoundly modify the
experience and the urban image of the cities wierdive. The continuous
technical and technological revolution, the incecad leisure time and the
exponential multiplication of urban facilities likke appearance of certain large
buildings relating to entertainment and shopping, jast some examples that
illustrate a part of this new and complex reality.

The aforementioned technical and technological Itdm continues to
materialize in different ways. The emergence of mexding materials (lighter,
flexible, durable and cheap) and the improvemengxas$ting ones (glass and
metal structures), the increasing innovations likee digital graphic
representation systems (the CAD — computer aidesigde and all the
paraphernalia of software to support the conswacindustry, the substantial
improvement of construction techniques, the engingeinnovations like the
systems that control the temperature, humidityhtlignd ventilation and other
systems in general to better protect us from tharabelements (cold, wind,
rain and Teat) allow the design and constructionest and extremely advanced
buildings:

! The famous work produced in Harvard - Project an @ity 2, then published in a form of
book and titledProject on the City 2. Harvard Design School Guite Shoppingwith
direction of Rem Koolhaas, among other, fixes tisealery of the elevator, escalators, air
conditioning and the bar code as some of thoseezitsrihat have led to more changes in the
actuality.



The second phenomenon is related to the substamtiglase of leisure time in
modern societies. This new feature introduced witldernity has triggered the
need for creating more and better spaces for kiand for meeting (AA.VV.,
2006; Ascher, 2001; Auge, 1992).

The third phenomenon, decurrently of the aboveesponds to the exponential
multiplication of some urban facilities and the éimecord in which they are
built. In the space of just two decades have beeeged more urban facilities
than in the entire history of mankind (AA.VV., 2QHroject on the City 2; Wall,
2005; Gonzalez, 2007). In fact, nowadays is rae d¢hpital in developed
countries, from both Western and Eastern civil@atinot having two or three
football stadiums, many other sports facilitiesyesal casinos, bingo halls,
shopping malls, Megastores, cultural centres anterak dozen museums,
libraries, theatres, cinemas, aquariums, exhibgjerces and the like.

However, our discussion will focus only on soméhefse urban facilities - those
that are large buildings, which sometimes seemsammounce a new

monumentality (Claessens, 2006) and where are peodspaces where people
meet and stay. In fact, due to the type of techyieto currently available, we

can create buildings with scales, volumes and naddecompletely new and

much larger interior spaces, with large vains, w@gmable a few years ago,
dramatically expanding the existing building capaeind, eventually, enabling

the creation of a new urban and architectural laggti

Using a popular expression we might say that theythe cathedrals of the
contemporary metropolis. Buildings like the Milleam Dome in London, the

SonyCenter in Berlin, L'llla shopping mall or thgpansion project of the Camp
Nou football stadium in Barcelona or eventually @mpidou Cultural Centre
in Paris, although are designed and built in d&férhistorical moments, are
some examples that illustrate this new reality ardellent case studies that |
would like to address.

Ultimately, it is important to mention that thiskdde has two main objectives.
The first aims to contribute to enrich the currknbwledge on the collective

2 As an example of this idea we suggest the reatfitige recent architectural proposals of
Arch. Sir Norman Foster for the city of Moscow, psbed in Arquitectura Viva magazine in
the recent issues of 2007.

% On these projects we can find much bibliograpbyne are available in the references, at the
end, of the present work.



spaces of the contemporary "European city". Theors#cims, through the

construction of some debate, to assess the oppeetuand threats that certain
architectural pieces can make to the rating ofctheor for the development of

new urbanities - we refer specifically to thoseyé&abuildings or covered spaces,
of public or private managing, of essentially coliee use and related mainly to
leisure activities, designated here simply foredilve artefacts of leisure.

The Collective Artefacts of Leisure in debate

We think the exercise of compared observation efidleas and concepts related
to these collective artefacts was never made, remany theoretical focusing

specifically on those items or on the impact of saene with their environment.

The only thing we managed to find was some appemthat are very general

or summary, generally little depth and almost akvagrtial, that are scattered
throughout various sources.

The effort of this work is precisely the reuniordahe systematic organization
of the ideas and concepts currently scattered lmmdubsequent construction of
debates to further discussion.

In the first debate began by addressing the questiahe collective activity
itself, asking whether it has increased or whethgrgontrast, has declined. We
also tried to understand as far as the public spisestronger and more united or
whether if it is to fragment and disappear.

The second debate focuses on the artefacts thesssahd what they seek is to
see if those entertainment artefacts may or mapaabonsidered as key parts or
fundamental components of the collective spaces €&plored aspects such as
access, circulation, experience of meeting somebiodg speech and the right
to manifestation).

Finally the third debate is focused on the relaiop of these artefacts with the
environment, contrasting the opinions of those whderstand that the artefacts
gualify and enrich the public space with those wkbteve that they impoverish
it (and are dealt with issues such as urban relship with the environment,
safety, monumentality, the idea of identity andithea of icon).



The collective activity and public sphere are becomg stronger and visible
or, by contrast, are becoming weaker and disappear?

Indeed, since the nineties we've witnessed an set@md controversial debate
centred on issues of public space, closely relédethe issues of collective
activity and the public sphere. Then, in 2007, beesn organized a debate in the
Netherlands - The Delft Lecture Series, which soughfind answers to the
current paradigm and question the existence ofetmmsv opposing positions.
Finally, the positions remain discordant betweeasotit and practice of ten years
ago or on the contrary, we are witnessing a cormrerg of ideas between the
theoretical approach and practical approach inséipge or negative way?

According to Tom Avermaete positions leaving furthetrengthened,
increasingly distanced from one another. Today, mth@st prominent and
controversial thinkers, as Rem Koolhaas, talk obliguspace as junk-space
(AA.VV. 2001), and instead of talking about streetsd squares refer to
information highways, etc..; On the other hand MdAnde Sola Morales,
Bernardo Sechi and others stress the idea of tokespaces as important tools
for the enrichment of increasing collective activit

Manuel de Sola-Morales (maybe the greatest play¢he defence of the idea
that the public sphere continues to live and thed c¢ollective activity is
increasingly consolidated), affirms the collectigetivity is becoming more
intense and complex, continuing, therefore, ex@ess the streets and squares
and starts to develop in other places where hadeen yet appropriated — the
private spaces - "A sales centre or a peripherrsnarket, an amusement park
or a stadium, a large car park or a shopping galee the significant places of
everyday life, the modern collective spaces." (Sdtaales, 1992).

For him the challenge of the creation of more amdleln collective spaces
(proposed mainly to architects and planners) ctmeactly in the urbanization
of the private. Not develop this way is, in his wjerepeating the old city
building process, leading to the "hypertrophy oé€ tbfficial city”, thereby

releasing and expelling certain forms of collectife, as suggested having
happen in the historic district of Raval in Bareedo For him, the collective
spaces are the wealth of historic cities and ape&ally the main structure of
the future city. It is therefore not surprisingttismla-Morales modern collective
space (ie, all those spaces mentioned above) benffwetant place of everyday
life.



Elke Schlackclose to the main events and changes occurrimuidic space
develops a very interesting article focused on tagter, in this case, especially
in the selection of sites for development of pultifie. In her view should be
defined in a code which will ensure the continuntfythe public in the city,
"because, first, the current prestige of the peyain the other hand the
politically correct but devaluated public conditjas well as the lack of nuance
in the distinctions between them.(...) Today wewrtbat life goes on public
spaces that are neither state nor public ... asgi@eall these places have at
least one owner, we move through them like we weréhe streets, for the
architecture, these places are part of public sf@ete, 2001), although some
prefer to call them collective spaces (Sola-Moralk394 and Gausa, 2003)"
(Schlack).

Another argument used to justify the idea thathielic continues to live has to
do with the fact that they actually occur incregbmin the form of projects and

works, plazas, parks, streets and public buildiigs museums and new
libraries, etc.., spaces with this collective disien in the majority of European
cities. Indeed the public space was an attracibed of great importance in

attracting the local population as to internatioaatliences for entertainment
and shopping (Avermaete and Teerds, 2007).

At this point could be named many paradigmatic glamof these strategies;
however the example that best expresses this tnanafion is the case with the
Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao integrated into a laman for qualification of
public space.

However, there is another speech, which establittesthe public sphere has
reached its final point and that the collective\aist, in the way it is producing

now will cease to exist. Tom Avermaete commented ith the year 2007 were
still pronounced expressions like 'The Evacuatibthe public realm "and" the

capsularization of life "and that these reverberatee than ever (Avermaete
and Teerds, 2007).

For Rem Koolhaas and Sze Tsung Leong shoppingeidatt redoubt of the
public activity. "SHOPPING is arguably the last wnmng form of public

activity. Through a battery of increasingly predgtdorms, shopping has
infiltrated, colonized, and even replaced, almostrg aspect of urban life.
Town centers, suburbs, streets, and now airporén tstations, museums,

“ Professor at the Pontifical University of Chile



hospitals, schools, the Internet, and the miliary shaped by the mechanisms
and spaces of shopping. The voracity by which simgppursues the public has,

in effect, made it one of the principal — if onlynedes by which we experience
the city. (...)"(AA.VV., 2001)

For Xavier Gonzalez we are witnessing a radicalngba other than that
processed in the Renaissance and the nineteertmcene are witnessing the
gradual dematerialization of space, the disconoedbetween body and place
and, above all, the demystification of traditiorspace, one that serves as
reference to distinguish the public sphere fromgheate one. In that sense he
questioned the role of architecture in the futtine,places of the city and its new
monumentality.

Concerns that this was advanced by Michel Foucawhp foresaw the
development of the virtual and the Internet and treashould have concerned
the emergence and development of a new type afaligublic space that can
replace any traditional public service. "These etaare both utopias, not to
maintain a direct relation with the real space @fisty, and heterotopias, as
demonstrated by the example of the mirror.” (Gogz&2007)

Think, finally, that cities are required to integranew uses of the virtual
revolution, and this implies the design of spaced #&acilities that provide
greater flexibility and proximity of sites or fumehs, "but also the search for
poles of life Community more hybrids, as well a® timplementation of
renovated heterotopias.” (Gonzalez, 2007)



May the artefacts of leisure indeed set a key compent of collective spaces
and benefit the city?

There are no clear answers about the roll of tbgects in the big umbrella of
the collective spaces. In that sense, what we toedo, from the readings we
did, was suggest some empirical aspects that irent&rety can set some
guidelines for a response.

Are established basically two positions, those whderstand that the artefacts
of leisure are, for excellence, the collective gsaaf the contemporary city and
those who understand that they are socially detnagtaobjects and that
represent a menace to the city itself.

Those who understand that these artefacts comstitegt collective spaces for
excellence, are referring too that despite beiragap that are privately owned,
they are used mainly collectively and are the @agbhere most people access
and where the majority are and meet.

For Manuel de Sola-Morales, for example, thesdaute - a shopping mall or a
peripheral supermarket, an amusement park or austac parking lot or a
shopping mall - are the significant places of congerary life.

As related in an earlier work, Jean-Louis Coheslieves that the variety of
property models and management of the spaces letctioé life is a key issue
and the collective spaces of the contemporary @ty be regarded as a "total
social phenomenon" depending on the concept of dafaus$, in which the
exchange is the founding principle. In his viewsthapaces are hosting at once
institutionalized forms of interaction and of fregationship between citizens.
They function as "crossroads of mobility," "theatef goods," and refers that
the collective space also ensures the articuladiodifferent scales of urban
project, from landscape to architecture and theatiarts.

For Jean-Louis Cohen "spaces of collective lifdects the contradictions of
contemporary cities and, as a result of disputes owntrol between public and
private groups, provide urban planners and ardisitetany opportunities for
projects.”

> Jean Louis Cohen presented a paper in the CocfsefiDidlogos FORUM 2004
Barcelona." in the table titled Didlogo Espacioamb colectivo: nuevas perpectivas.
® Marcel Mauss is a recognized Ethnologist



For Dietmar Steinéiis in the collective space that identity is markdmarily
through its use and accessibility that people govéhese spaces. "Despite the
minimum privatization of collective spaces, these @mpounds of experiences
and practices that give sense to live in the e$pecially through exchanges and
meetings between the citizens, while the publicepaay not be accessible to
the society, or to the common citizen, since itrespnts a set of rules that
privatises it from the general action of socialups."

According to Margarida Louro "these new spatial arlgan typologies organize
new forms of social exchange and urban action upleich act new forms of
thought and potential intervention. The large shogpmalls, the shops of
course, the areas of entertainment, centres afrkei@nd entertainment such as
theme parks, sporting or recreational facilitiess ianposed on the city's daily life
offering new experiences and cultural habits."(€llia, 2005)

Zaida Muxi, also realizing this new reality, askaaether the emergence of new
spaces related to consumption will in the futuieedléo socially-defined spaces,
rich and lived. In her view the main difficulty has do with control and
freedoms (Borja and Muxi, 2001).

New spaces of consumption are guided by rules awds lunder private
ownership, reserving themselves the right of adomssand exclusion, thus
entering into conflict with civil liberties such &®e association, free expression
and freedom of movement to which is attached a tigne limit. Eventually, at
this point, does the suggestion that it might bedenan extension of the
definition of public space, which does not meanedkelusion or substitution of
one type of space for another. In the same artiefers that Marco Cenzati and
Margaret Crawford are defending a more flexibleirdgdn of public space in
which to interpret these new spaces - such as m@apjoearance of public space
and the emergence of a new kind of public domaiangati and Crawford,
1993).

In the perspective of Schlack Elke urged the didiniof a code that ensures the
continuity of the public in the city, given the caimt reputation of the private, as
well as the politically correct but devalued puldtatus and the lack of nuances
in the differences between both (Schlack).

" See the participation of Steiner in the Dialogp.Hsrb. Colectivo: nuevas perspectivas.
Forum 2004.



On the other hand, there are people who underdtaidsome of these places
(especially the shopping and entertainment mallshot benefit the city. The
fact that most of these spaces are privately owneakes that its use is not
entirely public. The accesses are not allowed tocaatl are not guaranteed
individual liberties (including the free expressimf ideas, thought and
expression).

Michael Sorkin, in his famous book launched in 198aid: "In the 'public’
spaces of the theme parks or shopping centresspkech is restricted, in
Disneyland there are no manifestations. The effrtecover the city is the
struggle of democracy itself."

Margaret Crawford refers in a famous article tmatJnited States: "Currently,
the shopping malls, very guarded, are offeringfa space, with customers such
homogeneous as of their suburban replicas. In no#éi®s, the construction of
urban shopping centres was used to segregate oace umban commercial
areas. In Chicago, for example, the white inhalkstan residential areas have
moved to the new branch of Marshall Field (...avieg the old department store
Marshall Field, located in the centre for black &fispanic citizens®

Finally, Jordi Borja believes that these artefaas be a potentially devastating
social phenomenon, as the privatization of pulp@ce poses the danger of loss
of citizenship rights already been achieved, suclethnic or sexual "... The
struggle of equality in the street of homosexualitys broken by the emergence
of privatized public spaces with the right to adsros and permanence...”
(Borja and Muxi, 2001).

8 CRAWFORD, Margaret. The World in a shopping mall.
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Are the artefacts of leisure capable of interactingwith the public space
around them, or, on the contrary, are they autisticobjects that don't mix
with the context?

On the one hand there are people who understasd #paces relate well to its
surroundings and in some cases even better it. ridtashel also that these
artefacts increase safety of the public spacewith attributes such as
monumentality’, the "longue duréé®, reinforce the identit} of places and

have, at times, the desire to form themselves arthitectural icons of the
contexts where are implanted.

Zaida Muxi think that in most cases the "containeeported to the spaces of
consumption) behaved "blindly" for their immedia&evironment, are designed
as a "simulacrum”, "a proper world of fantasy theges the belongs and the
relation with the place that feels aggressive,ynastl out of control." However,

in other cases referred to the emergence of thiao@ns of consumption to help
qualify the public space, concluding that "if thes@n urban politic with an idea
of city, it (the public space) can be both publndgrivate." Think, therefore,

that "it is possible its integration into a citytivia plan, as well as take into
account the relationship with the environment aridrespond to characteristics
of the site and that being part of a whole doesmake the investment less
profitable, but quite the opposite." (Borja and MW001)

° The issue of security, in the context in which \ge it, is present in some references on this
subject; we propose to consult the Dialogue Calledtrban Space: New perspectives event
occured during the World Forum of Cultures 2008arcelona, September 11 under the
theme "Space and collective security," as welhasibok of BORJA and Muxi, Léspai public
ciutat i ciutadania.

19 For Monumentality the most recent understandihgswe have found may be found in the
articles of Francois Claessens. Reinventing Archit@l Monumentality; Tine Cooreman. On
Bigness and the City and Maurice HARTEVELD. Bignesall in the Mind. Biness Viewed

in Terms of Public Space.and in the debate n°ldldteDelft Lecture Series 2007 on April 12,
entitted Monumentality and Public Representatiaroining Bernard Tschumi and Hans
Kollhoff and moderated by Deyan Sudjic

1 What we mean by the term "longue durée" is theealted by, Tom AVERMAETE and

Hans TEERDS in the article "Architectural Positiamsthe Public Sphere: The 2007 Delft
Lecture Series."

2To clarify the concept of identity see the conidos of the conference "Space as a
framework for collective identity,” which occurreth September 12 during the World Forum
of Cultures 2004 in Barcelona in Dialogue Colleetlyrban Space: New perspectives and see
the numbers 29 and 30 of the magazine Architectuezhnology (a + t), leading title

civilities.
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In this way, she explores the relationship betwten Maremagnum Leisure
Centre in Barcelona and the urban environment arduand claims to be able
to respond to a dual purpose: on the one handgdhenercial exploitation of

the large flow of people pass through there antherother hand the extension
of the collective space of the city to the port.

She mentioned that in this way it was gained a "ngswal and spatial
relationship with Barcelona, substantially imprayirthe quality of their
environment and increasing the safety of the pudgace of La Rambla near the
sea. The fact that there are more people in plagaifs to increase the diversity
of the people who frequents it and consequentlgeturity without having to
resort to other means of coercion or impositiomiprove the collective space.
Finally, ends deducting that "security is not syyranus with exclusion, but of
diversification and that acceptance of new waysafsumption is not always
bad for the city." (Borja and Muxi, 2001)

Michiel Riedijk at the conferences in Delft saidthArchitects are condemned
by default to think and work for the futurg’ showing himself optimistic

regarding the fit of the private spaces (which Sdtxrales entitles of modern
collective spaces) in the collective structure led tity although is a matter of
concern for many people.

Finally, Felix Clauss regarding the idea of "longdwarée" said that "Public
Building is asked to stand out. It represents spcieWe want to build strong
buildings because their strong presence could eh#drgenvironment... It is an
issue of content and not of images. There are tanynimages. It has to be
about the context regarding social responsibilityis has very much to do with
urban design; durability**

There are also speeches that go on a contrarntidimece that do not look with
favor on these artefacts. For these people areesppe architectural pieces,
placed as alien beings on the different urban ctsitevithout searching any
special urban attributes such as those mentiondereanuch less seek to
interact with the environment. They understand ¢hagefacts are the main
cause of growing insecurity, distort the charastms of the implant sites,
reducing the identity of such places in a negaive often tragic way.

13 The title of the conference of Michiel Riedijk wiAmage Building and Public Space”
4 The title of the conference of Felix Claus Wake Temporaliies of the Public Sphere”
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For Jordi Borja these specialized architectonicatgs such as large shopping
centres, universities and major cultural facilitisgorts areas, religious temples,
new railway stations or other facilities, can ceeatew public space or

encourage the already existing one ... Otherwisg; tan empty it, or introduce

breaks continuity solutions to the urban networdkt thndermine the system of
public spaces (Borja and Muxi, 2001).

Margaret Crawford believes that these artefactspamticularly the commercial

ones compete with the public spaces of the traditioity. Beyond the first ones
are physically occupying the place of the latteesyrthe public activities used to
be taking place outside the mall, now begins te fallace within the mall.

Crawford said, too, that the shopping centres m thited States since its
inception have opted for introversion and give bale& public space. The
example of Sothdale, the first covered shoppind,rbailt in 1956 in Edina (a
suburb of Minneapolis) is a good example to expthm exacerbation of the
difference between the external world and intemwatld as one of the basic
concepts of shopping centres: "It was an introdedpace, which prohibited
exterior hid a paradise inside." After having ceelathis second nature, now it
was only missing the capability to reproduce thg itself. What was achieved
in a quite fast way, even replacing the shops tbatred the basic needs for
other specialized ones and by galleries of fastl.fdie fact of reproduce the
city in a safe, clear and controlled context gawaeanvalue to the mall as a
community and social centre. The covered shoppi#ire is now offering
space centrality, public character and human densit

For Sophie Body-Gendrot, the most dramatic prollesh relates to the issue of
collective spaces in our society today is sureg/ghcurity - after September 11
of 2001, says there was a breakdown of the paradigwhich the city once
appeared as the space par excellence of the cemoasiof different people,
appears today as the space of constant threat dwedewhe different are
unwelcome and marginalized. In her view, we shaohétefore alert all citizens
on the reality of fear of the other establishedha city in which we live on.
Because, she adds, "both public spaces and trectiedl spaces that have been
built put into practice a new security authoritar@octrine where all those who
are strangers to these spaces are considered dasge(Body-Gendrot &
Wenden, 2004) This would make discrimination onuke of certain groups or
public spaces now become privatized by fear.

13



Conclusion

Finally, are the artefacts of leisure an opporgunita threat to the development
of the contemporary city?

We could mention a list of possible opportunitiesl ahreats that are identified
during the previous debates; however we would mbtagclear answer to the
qguestion that we have set.

We think that the answer is not absolute (ie, bay these artefacts are a threat
or an opportunity), but that is relative, ie wikgend on a number of specific
factors that these artefacts must respond to. weanthis question accurately
we have to start by drawing up a methodology ofymmathat can be applied to
some case studies properly selected, from whichlgsions can be drawn.

In that sense, we will finish this article by prepay a first draft methodology
for the accurate assessment of the impact tha¢ gmsfacts have in the city.

The proposed methodology stems from the previossudsion and is structured
in two fundamental debates (the first related t® dglestion "May the artefacts
of leisure indeed set a key component of collecsppaces and benefit the city?"
and the second related to the issue "Are the attefaf leisure capable of

interacting with the public space around them, air,the contrary, they are

autistic objects that do not mix with the contektthen are removed from the
debates the criteria for making a thorough evabmadif the phenomenon and the
tools of analysis corresponding to each of thegat

The first debate focuses on the artefact, thabnstheir internal qualities. On
new experiences within the urban artefact and predlby design of interior
spaces. Aspects are discussed such as accessilitgdom, ownership,
mechanisms of control and the idea of identity @posed to the idea of
simulacrum.

Criteria, formulated as a question, used for iterpretation would be the
following:

Criterion 1: Is there any new spaces to meet ost&y within these objects,
enriching the city's public space (covered galkriesquares and other
architectural or urban elements capable of (re)ereew urban landscapes)?
These spaces may be typified? (eg interior squaldyy, shopping arcade,
Passage, Labyrinth, etc.)

14



Criterion 2: What are the levels of accessibilitiffey provide free access (to
everyone)? They provide a place of encounter amtiage? What type(s) of
freedom are there? May we talk about levels oftfoea?

Criterion 3. There may be various forms of owng8hiwhat is, indeed, the
capacity of the artefact to "accommodate” differémms of ownership in
different time periods (Secchi)? And what is thpamaty of the artefact to serve
different audiences and create spaces that alltwrt'cycles of ownership”
(Tschumi)?

Criterion 4. What kind of image is produced in thespaces? Is it projected a
simulacrum ambience or a real ambience, conneotédet place, which could
be associated with the idea of identity? What &céy the nature of the image
or of the imagery?

The second debate concerns the relationship arteéact with the environment
and can be divided into two parts: the first, oe ttelationship with the
immediate surroundings, and the second, about dfsianship between the
artefact and the city.

In the first part there are therefore three cteri

Criterion 5: Does the artefact produces up contiesiior discontinuities in the
urban environment? There are facades or othertactiwal elements to help
build or strengthen the urban tissues, streetguares of the places where those
artefacts are built?

Criterion 6: Does it create some kind of permeaédiwith the inside? Does it
generate up crossings?

Criterion 7: Does it connect different sectors lo¢ ity that were previously
disconnected or connected in an inadequate wayfeEre spaces of transition
between the exterior and the interior of the adisfaHow are they produced?

And the second part there is the last criterianailysis:

Criterion 8: These pieces have the ability to taéteantage of their location?
Criterion 9: These artefacts bring centrality? Wisatthe uniqueness of the
functional program? Are they discrete buildingsace they exuberant pieces of
architecture?

Criterion 10: Do they bring monumentality? Are alie become urban
references?
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We propose to apply, respectively to the critagtet above, the following tools
for its interpretation:

1. Identification of possible new interior urbarasps (identified in the diverse
floor plans, elevations and sections of the archit@l drawings), and physical
experience of the same for their proof; 2. Morpgalal analyses of the
different types of access and liberties and itsfication in situ; 3. Analyses of
uses of the artefact; 4. Sensory and physical aisatyf the visual sequences of
the artefact and of the imaginary of the arteféctAnalysis of the rhythm,
proportions and measurements of the surroundingd&s; 6. Analyses of the
materials (from the most opaque to the most traespy analyses of the types
of crossing. (We mean to understand if there anesings just for people, just
for cars, or for both); 7. Analyses of the distanbetween sectors of the city
before and after the existence of the artefactlyses of the different spaces of
transition; 8. Analysis of the location of artefacin the city, their connection or
disconnection with the road system, relationshith\ie green spaces, etc.; 9.
Analyses of the uses of the artefact; 10. Analg$ithe scale and form of the
project comparatively with the scale and the urtigsue of the city.

Before concluding, just mention that, currently,'weestarted the application of
this methodology to a specific case study - thepphmy mall "L'llla" in
Barcelona - which is only now beginning to show fingt graphic results. The
drawings that will result of these analyses wilbai us to better respond to the
criteria mentioned above and may allow other imgiions of the impact of
these artefacts in the contemporary city. Probahblyhe future, we apply the
same methodology to other case studies in Barcedmuh possibly to other
European cities.
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