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Henri Lefebvre’s project, culminating in The Production of Space,
Lwas the result of a long process in which his analyses of
various aspects of modernity resulted in his reprioritisation of space as
fundamental for understanding capitalism. His analysis of space is
comple?c and challenging and, it will be argued, significant for the
theoretical and substantive analysis of space in contemporary social
theory. Indeed Lefebvre’s role as the key figure in the development of
contemporary interest and concern with space provides explanation for
the we:ght‘ given to his work here. Lefebvre’s analysis of space will be
presented in the context of his work on nature, the city, the urban, and
everyday life. Lefebvre’s ultimate aim was to demonstrate that space was
political. The assertion that “[a]uthentic knowledge of space must
addres_s the question of its production” (Lefebvre, 1991: 111) locates his
anal)_ms as concerned with the fundamental importance of social
Felatn_ons in historically specific epochs and societies. For Lefebvre, this
I$ an Important point: space and time are inextricably linked in processes
subsumed under modes of production.!

fgaal::c 1 n_Dt,hing, b‘;‘f th_c inscription of time in the world; spaces are the

timc:a‘t';mi"“;c“l’“o"s in the simultancity of the external world of a series of

1970, i ¢ rhythms of the city, the rhythms of the urban population. (Lefebvre,
70, cited in Kofman and Lebas, 1996: 17)

I_;feb\::’s theory understands the production of space as emphasising
il oy o e

. and actions. This application of dialectics
to space and the triad of necessary and inter-linked elements (spatial
practices, representations of space and spaces of representation) in
understanding space will be considered in detail. Similarly, the centrality
of everyday social attitudes to and practices in space will be explored in
relation to the importance of the spatial in the social organisation of
Lefebvre’s conception of the development of the city and the urban.

Space, as Lefebvre makes clear, is also the product of ideological,
economic, and political forces (the domain of power) that seek to delimit,
regulate and control the activities that occur within and through it.
Lefebvre offers an account of space that demonstrates the complexity
of a plurality of meanings that can be applied to the investigation of
particular social spaces. The intention here, given that Lefebvre
developed his analysis over a period of years and in various contexts, is
to present an analysis of his theory of ‘the production of space’ which
takes into account a number of aspects which were essential to its
formulation.

What follows will be a consideration of Lefebvre’s dialectical
approach to the analysis of the production of space. The definition of
his triadic elements will be clarified by linking spatial practices and
socio-spatial organisation to an analysis of planning as an example of
the operation of power and ideology in creating representations of
space and by the consideration of everyday life as intrinsic in the
conceptualisation of spaces of representations. However, a consideration
of Lefebvre’s analysis of space as a process of development will begin
with his work on the rural and the urban. As Lefebvre was well aware,
the historical context must be considered as fundamental in any analysis
of the development and production of space:

In space, what came earlier continues to underpin what follows. The preconditions
of social space have their own particular way of enduring and remaining acrual
within that space...The task of architectonics [as Lefebvre described his
project] is to describe, analyse and explain this persistence, which is often
invoked in the metaphorical shorthand of strata, sedimentary layers and so on.
(Lefebvre, 1991: 228)

" LEFEBVRE’S HISTORY OF SPACE: THE COUNTRY AND
THE CITY

For Lefebvre, space is at the centre of a continuing social and historical
process, involving conflict and struggle over meanings and values.
His analysis, his ‘history of space’, may be understood as a process,
in which different modes of production produce their own space.
Lefebvre writes:

What we are concerned with, then, is the long history of space, even though
space is neither a ‘subject’ nor an ‘object’ but rather a social reality — that is to
say a set of relations and forms. This history is o be distinguished from an
inventory of things in space...as also from idcas and discourses about space.

61




62

It must accounr for both representational spaces and representations of space,
but above all for their interrelationships and their links with social practice.
The history of space thus has its place between anthropology and political
cconomy. (Lefebvre, 1991: 116)

Many of the essential concepts that Lefebvre uses in his understanding
of the development of the city, the urban and space show indebtedness
to the work of Marx. For example, Lefebvres use of the concept of
production as applied to space is an extrapolation of Marx’s concept to
encompass all of human activity and historical development under
capitalism based upon the divisions between town and country, one that
Marx saw as the basis of every division of labour. Lefebvre argues

For Marx, the dissolution of the feudal mode of production and the transition
to c?pitalism is attached to a subject, the town. The town breaks up the
medieval system (feudalism) while transcending itself...the town is a ‘subject’
and a coherent force, a partial system which attacks the global system and
which simultancously shows the existence of this system and destroys it.
(Lefebvre, 1972, cited in Shields, 2000: 21) '

Lefebvre’s analysis of the town and the country divide identified by
Marx (See chapter 1) makes manifest the distinctions berween old and
new orders, modes of production, ways of life, etc. They are represented
as having symbolic resonance both with the romanticisation of nature
as a lost idyll and of the idea of the city as a model of enlightened,
rational progress. As Lefebvre puts it:

The countryside, both practical and reality and representation, will carry images
of nature, of being, of the innate. The city will carry images of effort, of will, of
subjectivity, of contemplation, without these representations becoming disjointed
from real activities. (Lefebvre, 1996: §7-8)

cherthe]_es:;, the distinction between town and country, for Lefebvre,
becomes increasingly erroneous for understanding the produced space
and experience of modernity, that is, the space of the capiralist mode of
production, whose locus is the city. The city, as the site of modernity, is
where urbanisation and industrialisation have the fullest effect on the
production of space under capitalism but it would not be limited to the
city. That is, for Lefebyre:

The inevitable urbanisation of society would not take place at the expense of
whole sectors, nor would it exacerbate unevenness in growth or development;
it would successfully transcend the opposition between town and country
instead of degrading both by turning them into an undifferentiated mass.

{Lefebvre, 1991: 55)

However, a consequence of modernity, the ‘progress’ of scientific
rationalism, was not to be viewed as an altogether welcome and positive
development:

It is impossible to escape the notion that nature is being murdered by
‘anti-nature’ — by abstraction, by signs and image, by discourse, as also
by labour and its products. Along with God, nature is dying. ‘Humanity’ is
killing both of them — and perhaps commitring suicide into the bargain.
(Lefebvre, 1991: 71)

Thus, our alienation from nature is, for Lefebvre, evident in our
ambivalent understanding of ourselves and our relationship with the
environment in which we live. Modern society is created out of our
needs, desires and ability to conquer and use ‘Nature’. Yet, the ‘need’ to
understand our place in the world involves an appreciation of the
‘natural’, which we are destroying.

On the one hand it points to the *human being’, the *human nature’ which will
emerge and is already emerging from history, which will never be able to separate
itself completely from nature as a given. The human being is forced to dwell
with anti-nature (abstraction) painfully and long, and is already trying to return
to nature, to put down roots, to find meaning in it, and peace of mind. On the
other hand, nature designates the origin, what history has emerged from,
something which both transforms and reveals itself in the succession of forms
taken by action, by abstraction, by the signs that underpin and facilitate action,
and by human power. (Lefebvre, 1995: 134)

This understanding is reminiscent of Weber’s argument concerning the
consequences of the dominance of formal means—end rationality leading
to disenchantment. There is also evidence of a distinctly Nietzschean
tone in Lefebvre’s warning of the destruction and denial of nature.
The domination of nature by narratives of science and humanism is
viewed as a necessary element in understanding the progress of rational
capitalism in the industrial world. However, this new ‘common sense’
hides the ‘will to power’ that limits opportunities and possibilities
for human practices within a rationalist objectifying ethic. Nature is
‘understood’, exploited and ‘used’ as a consequence of this project of
rationalism.? Lefebvre investigates the apparent contradictions that exist
in relations between nature and culture. The first is that,

In culture and civilisation, there is an initial ‘given’ — profound, primordial and
yet ungraspable as such, obscure, fertile — from which nothing can emerge
without being transformed by praxis, which in truth remains part of it. The
*given” we call nature; human power constantly reinvests the abstract forms it
has extracted and the structure it has erected from it ... Labour, technology,
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knowledge, concepts - these do nor cur the human off from nature, except
P_’frhapf when, C‘?nSCiously or not, thought copies understanding and makes the
i'_t":naraﬂon ana!yuca lly. On the contrary, it is through praxis — that is, in everyday
ife - that pa r:tcularltics and differences which have emerged in art, in symbols,
_aud images, in cultures, in physical fulfilment via the transformation of needs
into desires, become explicit. (Lefebvre, 1995: 144)

:l;hc S?C]?l’]d is that, despite this apparent negation of the cycles of the
atural” and our understanding of our place in the ‘grand scheme of
things’ beyond our making, there are times and events which persist or
survive th_e process of modernisation. An example Lefebvre uses is the
perpetuation of a philosophy of nature that dates back to an ancient
i:.onceptlon ()f nature as a fundamental power that operates in CYC]ES of
al:ziea(;:if i:g;aif)'des-l W:iflh have an importance in the everyday l%ves
of Dictiysian s people throughout the ages. Lefebvre uses the survival
PR Ofp(f;mgtlrpe into modern cultures anfi cities. In a passage
SWorldsisiaid Ul‘?wtchs and Bahl.ctm‘s analysis of the Carnival as
upst .e'dOWn. Lefebvre describes the survival of the month of

::,»:y as significant in festivals and fairs to argue that the ancient con-
iointils; f(:?c:shlc_hhthe spring festival disrupts the human order of praxis,
the initial estwn: n;aturt? to act out a game, a scri.ous game, re,t;.reatmg
s g fhc :res o b;.sm needs (eating, lovemaking) reanimating the
the thythiniof t(}:smlc w IC‘I,I the logos of the city has lost - identifying with
e it 3 3 czsm{.:s (Lefcb\fre, 1995: 146) is not the same in the
il urdcry;hann'm }ffnlf}’, the re-ldefmﬁcam_m with Nature is of a d_lf-
SN Sy ’f" the past. It is constituted within and a'_ro‘und the partial
MOdcrnisatiog ‘a sanitised, ma.]leab[e fand useful depiction of natur.e.-‘
S e o ii!:“f:il.m_:ientrated_ in the city, and the subsequent negative
and groups (class W} ‘_-‘ais_ (3|18r1.atton, d:senchantn."lent, anomie, erc.)
under capitalism ar:)ig Oltill:!on, t%lscase, overcrowding, etc.) inherent
a designed and regulate?jug t ameliorated by access to and enjoyment of
as being acquired or Pﬁfl’-'udo-naturc. Cultlure and civilisation emerge
the application ofkno“\;r?nd rom nature, albeit a nature transformed by
time recognising th edge, technology and labour, whilst at the same
g & that we, as part of nature, are not totally detached

from it. A i
; - As Lefebvre puts it, the consequences in modernity of these
contradictions and conflicts are that '

Nature, destroved ; o ; :

;h:; IL:.\,»:| :])cfs‘[:::'\n l;:.id'l:aiI;lI:Z: ha:. a]:ru:d}' had to be reconstructed at another level,
»1.€. the town and the urban... The town, anti-narure

or non-nature and yet second nature, heralds the future world, the world of th

generalised urban., Nature, as the sum of particularities W]’lic’h o o It ¢

cach other and dispersed in space, dies. It gives way 1o St X‘crna to

urban, (Lefebvre, 1991: 15) N space, to the

What develops then, for Lefebvre, is a new order of being, of social
reality, of space inextricably linked to the growth, development and
eventual domination of the urban over all other forms of organisation
of social relations. However, Lefebvre is keen not to overplay any appar-
ent division or distinction between nature, country and the environment
and the town, culture and the social within an analysis of how forms of
urban domination operate within the mode of production.* Thus, the
development of the city takes a more accelerated and central role under
capitalism. The city is not only the site of political power (as it has been
from antiquity) but also becomes the pivot for all economic activity,
whether directly as the site of industrial production and consumption, or
indirectly as the centre for the circulation and manufacture of ideas,
knowledge and ultimately decisions on the conduct of life outwith the
purely economic sphere. It is the city that Lefebvre views as the locus for
the development and perpetuation of capitalism as a mode of production,
for the social relations of production and their reproduction, for organ-
isation and administration. Lefebvre asks what it is that constitutes the
city and the urban and how it came to dominate. For Lefebvre,

The urban is not a certain population, a geographical size or a collection of
buildings. Nor is it a node, a trans-shipment point or a centre of production.
1t is all of these together, and thus any definition must search for the essential
quality of all these aspects. The urban is social centrality, where the many
elements and aspects of capitalism intersect in space, despite often merely being
part of the place for a short time, as is the case with goods or people in transit.
“City-ness’ is the simultaneous gathering and dispersing of goods, information and
people... The city was the seat of intellectual development and administration — by
necessity given the growing, restless population, given the wealth generated
by urban trade, and given the plagues and contagions, which demanded the
development, administration and enforcement of forms of quarantine and
regulation. All these gave the city-based governments an advantage over
those based in the rural hinterlands. From the cities, financial, ideological
and governmental control spread out to regiment the countryside. (Lefebvre,
1991: 145, 148)

To describe and analyse the modern urban, it is essential to begin with
industrialisation, as it is industrialisation that characterises modern
society and by extension, modern cities. Cities have been in existence
before industrialisation and modern rational capitalism. The city then
for Lefebvre should not be viewed as a simple material product. It is the
locus for production, for social relations and thus “production and
reproduction of human beings by human beings, rather than a production
of objects” (Lefebvre, 1996: 101). They contain monuments and edifices
representing the production and consumption of materiality bur also



66

have spaces for entertainment, play, leisure, festivals, etc. This illustrates
an important point both in Lefebvre’s analysis of the city and the urban
but also in his consideration of space. That is the “urban does not simply
represent the transformation of space into a commodity by capitalism,
but it is also the potential arena of play (festival)” (Lefebvre, 1987: 27).
Capitalism needs spaces for the reproduction of the relations _Of
production as well as those for production. Designs and planning
practices must not, for Lefebvre, ignore this dual quality of cities, tha!t
of the market but also a place of play, leisure and festival. To do so is
to risk the consequences of a rational organisation of the city that
loses its human scale and the necessary spaces for social interactions
beyond those purely necessary for the accumulation of capital.® It 815_0
served an ideological role in the perpetuation of a hegemonic

conception of appropriateness in terms of recreation and leisure time.
For Lefebvre,

The city must be a place of waste, for one wastes space and time; cvcrythmg
mustn’t be foreseen and functional, for spending is a feast. You can’t reduce this
concept, either the festival disappears and becomes a simple commerecial markct,
or it is something which goes beyond it ... But for a festival, you need a rich and
free society. (Lefebvre, 1987: 36)

In the processes of industrialisation and urbanisation, there is an apparent
contradiction and conflict between what Lefebvre identifies as exchange
value (growth, development and economic production) and use value
(social and cultural life).” Lefebvre points to this crisis in the city as
the result of the rise of industrial capitalism in which the city as a work of
art, unique and able to take account and make space and time for play,
festival and celebration, was submerged beneath the demands of capital.
The ‘crisis’ of the nineteenth-century city as a result of industrialisation
and urbanisation is a well-known phenomenon. What is interesting in
Lefebvre’s writing on the city, in relation to the production of space is
the distinction he makes berween the city as a work, as of nature or art,

unique and the reproducibility of the urban form as an industrial
commodity or product.

We should perhaps introduce here a distinction between the city, a present and
immediate reality, a practico-material and architectural fact, and the urban, a
social reality made up of relations which are to be conceived of, constructed and
reconstructed by thought. .. Urban life, urban society, in a word cannot go
without a practico-material base, a morphology. (Lefebvre, 1996: 103)

The development of an urban system under capitalism, for Lefebvre,
represents a fundamental aspect of his analysis of the city, and of

space: “We now come to a basic and essential idea: capitalism is maintained
by the conquest and integration of space. Space has long since ceased to
be a passive geographical milieu or an empty geometrical one. It has
become instrumental” (Lefebvre, 1970: 262, cited in Shields, 2000:
154-5). This instrumentality was evident in what Lefebvre saw as the
development of capitalism as a system in which space itself came to be
viewed as a scarce resource and was treated as a homogenous and
quantifiable commodity, with an exchange value to be traded, like any
other commodity on the market.

Space, e.g. volume, is treated in such a way as to render it homogenous, its parts
comparable, therefore exchangeable... The subordination of space to money
and capital implies a quantification which extends from the monetary evaluation
to the commercialisation of each plot of the entire space... Space now becomes
one of the new ‘scarcities’, together with its resources, water, air and even light,”
(Lefebvre, 1970: 261-2)

It is in the sense of the logic of capitalism in which ownership, control
and organisation of space is achieved through concepts, plans and
practices concomitantly affecting everyday life that gives space, for
Lefebvre, a highly political character. The following quote bears some
remarkable similarities to Simmel’s analysis of the city and in his
distinction between forms and contents:

It is also evident that in so-called modern society, simultaneity is intensified and
becomes more dense, thar the capacities for encounter and assembly become
strengthened. Communications speed up to quasi-instantaneity. Ascendant or
descendent circuits of information flow are diffused from this centrality. This
aspect of the ‘socialisation of society’ has already been emphasised (reserva-
tions having been made about the ‘reformist’ nature of this well-known
formulation). It is evident that under the same condirions dispersion increases:
the division of labour is pushed to the extreme segregation of social groups and
material and spiritual separations. These dispersions can only be conceived or
appreciated by reference to the form of simultaneity. Withour this form, dispersion
and separation are purely and simply glimpsed, accepted, confirmed as facts.
Thus form enables us to designate the content, or rather, contents. Movement
in its emergence reveals a hidden movement, the dialectical (conflictual)
movement of content and urban form: the problematic. The form in which is
inscribed this problematic asks questions which are part of it. Before whom and
for whom is simultaneity established, the contents of urban life assembled?
(Lefebvre, 1996: 138)

Those essential ‘necessary elements’ identified by Lefebvre for the
production of space will be explored below after consideration of
Lefebvre’s analytical approach, that of the dialectics of space.
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LEFEBVRE'S DIALECTICS OF SPACE

The importance of Lefebvre’s conceptualisation of the production of
space is that it is presented as a critical analysis of the significance
of space in modern capitalist society, that is, it is not to be separated from
social relations. Lefebvre’s understanding and use of the term production
detailed in The Production of Space is also expressed elsewhere and
explicitly reflects his indebtedness to Marx.? His thesis is that space must
be considered alongside raw materials, instruments of production and
labour power as belonging to the set of productive forces that are the
basis for the capitalist mode of production.

What constitutes the forces of production, according to Marx and Engels?
Nature, first of all, plays a part, then labour, hence the organisation (or division)
of labour, and hence, also the instruments of labour, including technology, and
ultimately, knowledge. (Lefebvre, 1991: 69)

Ownership or control of space confers a position in the economic
structure by its ability to be used, more or less productively over time
(with some shapes of space, volumes, etc. having different uses and
threfore market value). Space is not considered as being used up, nor
1s 1t reproduced and may be considered as developing, for example,
through the conquest of new spaces or the improved use of existing
spaces. There is, therefore, a unique quality to space that must be
considered in any analysis of capitalist relations of production.”
‘Lefebvre‘s approach was to apply the dialectical method to space.
Dialectics is both a statement about what the world is, an ontology, as
well as epistemology, a theory of knowledge, a critical study of validiry,
methods and range, by which one organises the world for the purpose
of stU§y and presentation. There is a fundamental dynamism in this
dialectical approach as movement, interconnection and interaction of
money, people, commodities, etc. occur in and through space. Therefore,
how change occurs in the material and social world is fundamental to
Lefebvre’s project. For Lefebvre, authentic knowledge of space must
address the question of its production and *...must account for both
representational spaces and representations of space, but above all for
their interrelationships and their links with social practice” (Lefebvre,
1991: 116). Lefebvre’s spatial dialectic involves the thesis that space is
a material thing (defined, analysed and quantified according to its fixity,
that is its geographical location as defined by Cartesian co-ordinates that
locate an object in space). The antithesis is that space is a process
involving social relations berween people and between people and things

in space. His synthesis is that capitalist space is produced; it is an object,
a thing, whilst simultaneously a process, a means, a tool through
which and in which, social relations, and therefore change, can occur.
Space then

is nor a thing among other things, nor a product among other products: rather,
it subsumes things produced, and encompasses their interrelationships in their
coexistence and simultaneity — their (relative) order and Jor (relative) disorder.
It is the outcome of a sequence and set of operations, and thus cannot be
reduced to the rank of a simple object... Itself the outcome of past actions,
social space is what permits fresh actions to occur, whilst suggesting others and
prohibiting yet others. Among these actions, some serve production, others
consumption (i.e. the enjoyment of the fruits of production). Social space
implies a great diversity of knowledge. (Lefebvre, 1991: 73)

For Lefebvre, the fundamental flaw with most theories of space is that
space is conceived as a receptacle or frame to be filled by contents. Thus,
Lefebvre’s fundamental concern in his analysis of space is to try to
reconcile what he identified as two distinct and competing conceptions
of space. The first was that of a mental or ideological space, the domain
of intellectual disciplines, and second, the physical or natural space in
which we live. Lefebvre thus develops the concept of social space which

is revealed in its particularity to the extent that it ccases to be indistinguishable
from mental space (as defined by the philosophers and mathematicians) on
the one hand, and physical space (as defined by practico-sensory activity and
the perception of “nature’) on the other...such social space is constituted neither
by a collection of things or an aggregate of (sensory) data, nor by a void packed
like a parcel with various contents, and that it is irreducible to a *form’ imposed
upon phenomena, upon things, upon physical materiality...social spacc is
produced and reproduced in connection with the forces of production (and
within the relations of production). And these forces, as they develop, are not
taking over a pre-existing, empty or ncutral space, or a space determined solely
by geography, climate, anthropology, or some other comparable consideration.
There is thus no good reason for positing such a radical separation between
works of art and products as to imply the work’s total transcendence of the
product. A social space cannot be adequately accounted for either by nature
(climate, site) or by its previous history ... Mediators and mediations, have to
be taken into consideration: the action of groups, factors within knowledge,
within ideology, or within the domain of representation. (Lefebvre, 1991: 27, 77)10

Lefebvre’s thesis may thus be articulated as a spatialised rendition of
Marx’s conception of fetishism. He considers that the social relations
necessary for the existence, that is the production, of space are masked
or hidden by the emphasis given to space as simply existing outwith the
means and mode of capitalist production. For Marx, commodity
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fetishism was the process by which commodities as material things mask
the underlying and specific social relations that create them by the
dominance of the market and the emphasis on exchange as opposed to
use value. Lefebvre’s emphasis on the unique qualities of space must .be
considered as holding the potential not only for a radical spatial
reconceptualisation of the mode of production in modernity, but alslo for
having practical and political significance in contesting dominant
categorisations or representations of space. This is because:

Space is not merely economic, in which all parts are interchangeable and hav;.;
exchange value. Space is not merely a political instrument for homogenising a |
parts of society. On the contrary...Space remains a model, a l'“ffl’f"?"-‘l_al

prototype of use value resisting the gencralisations of exchange _valuc‘ - the
capitalist economy under the authority of the homogenising state. Space is a use
value... [similar to]...time to which it is ultimately linked because ume 15
our life, our fundamental use value. (Lefebvre, 1978, p. 291, cited in Shields,
2000: 168)

Therefore, since commodities are processes that take material form,
however “unlike other commodities or products, space has both a
material reality and a formal property that enables it to constrain other
commodities and their social relations. It continually recreates or
reproduces the social relations of production” (Shields, ZOF}D: 159).
Social relations are thus hidden in the reified world of material good‘_&,
as space itself becomes fetishised. Lefebvre seeks to make clear this
application of Marx’s concept to social space.

The ideologically dominant tendency divides space up into parts and par “IS‘ n

accordance with the division of labour. It bases its image of the forces occupying
Space on the idea that spacc is a passive receptacle. Thus, instcad of uncovering
the social relationships (including class relationships) that are latent in spaces,
instead of concentrating our attention on the production of space and the socrlgi
relationships that are inherent to it — relationships which introduce specific
contradictions into production so echoing the contradiction between the pr:lvaw
ownership and the means of production and the social character of the
productive forces — we fall into the trap of treating space as space “in itself’, as
such. We come to think in terms of spatiality, and so fetishise space in a way
reminiscent of the old fetishism of commodities, where the trap lay in exchange,
and the error was ro consider ‘thing’ in isolation, as ‘things in themselves’.
(Lefebvre, 1991: 90)

Lefebvre’s aim was to uncover the social relations involved in the
production of space and the significance this has for a comprehensive
knowledge of space, that is, the consequences for.nur understanding of
space as fundamental for understanding modernity and the possibility

or potential for liberation from the alienation inherent in modern
rational capitalism.

Once brought back into conjunction with a (spatial and signifying) social
practice, the concept of space can take on its full meaning, Space thus rejoins
material production: the production of goods, things, objects of exchange... It
also rejoins the productive process considered at a higher level, as the result of
accumulated knowledge. .. Lastly, it rejoins the freest creative process there is — the
signifying process, which contains within itself the sceds of the ‘reign of freedom’.
(Lefebvre, 1991: 137)

Lefebvre’s insistence on the interplay of different clements in the
production of space necessarily includes social relations, activities and
movement. Place is the delimited order of inter-related elements that
are prescribed in a distinct lacation, which defines that place through
these inter-relationships. A space, on the other hand, exists only when
mobile elements (implying direction, velocity and time) intersect, and it
is this relationship of movements that produce space. The qualification
between space and place is a reminder that abstracted notions need to
be grounded in the everyday world of social practices which are conceived
as taking place in the material landscape as produced, localised place.
These landscapes become imbued with meaning thar highlights the
dialectical analysis of space itself by exploring the contradictions and
conflicts that exist in relation to social practices in place."

The implications of this for the analysis of social space will be
demonstrated later but will be shown to reside in the control, organisation
and design of space for different functions and practices. Who owns and
ultimately regulates the activities that can occur or are allowed in space
is rooted in a process that enhances the contradictions and conflicts
inherent in its production. There are many public spaces where such
conflicts and contradictions between different conceptions and practices
are focussed in specific locations. The contradictions between notions of
space as neutral and objective and those that consider space to be the
product of historically situated processes (including that of ideology and
power) is, as Lefebvre argues, fundamental for understanding its
production:

there is no gerting around the fact that the bourgeoisic still has the initiative in
its struggle for (and in) space. .. The stare and each of its constituent instirutions
call for spaces — but spaces which they can then organise according to their
specific requirements. .. here we see the polyvalence of social space, its ‘reality’
at once formal and material. Though a product to be used, to be consumed, it
is also a means of production; networks of exchange and flows of raw marerials
and energy fashion space and are determined by ir. (Lefebvre, 1991: 56, 85)
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Lefebvre goes even further in his criticism of perspectives on space tha::
do not consider the role of dominant ideologies in our understanding o
how space is produced and used:

a space that is apparently ‘neutral’, objective’, fixed, transparent, npocent or
indifferent implies more than the convenient establishment of an inoperative
system of knowledge, more than an error that can be avoided by evoking the
‘environment’, ecology, nature and anti-nature, culture and so forth. Rather, it
is a whole set of errars, a complex of illusions, which can even cause us to_forge(;
completely thar there is a total subject which acts continually to maintain an

reproduce its own conditions of existence, namely the state (along with its
foundation in specific social classes and fractions of classes). (Lefebvre, 1991: 94)

The underlying nature of Lefebvre’s project, which is exposed by his
emphasis on the state and concomitantly on how class struggle becpmes
inscribed in space, is to use his understanding of space, to pmv_'d? )y
theoretical analysis that can contribute “to the dismantling of existing
society by exposing what gnaws at it from within” (Lefebvre, .1 991: 420_}.
There Is in Lefebvyre’s aﬂaiysis the attempt to produce a t_henret_zca} anlaly_ms
of space that has within it the potential for radical political action. His aim
is to present an understanding of space that can then be used to sqhvert f)r
challenge the authority of the hegemonic concepts and practices In space,
and to propose alternatives that have practical advantages that can rescule
us from the alienating consequences of capitalism. For Lefebvre, knowl-
edge of space involves the interrelation between three spatial elements, a
threefold dialectic within spatialisation. Form, structure and function
individually cannot provide a comprehensive understanding or knowledge
of space. The dynamic interaction between all three shows the complexity
and polyvalence of the concept of social space as simultaneously a means
of the social relations of production as land, property (the economic ba‘se)
and as an object to be consumed, an element of social struggle in which
space is a political instrument, Knowledge, of social space, that is its full
meaning, for Lefebvre “must account for both representational spaces and
representations of space, but above all for their interrelationships and their
links with social practice” (Lefebvre, 1991 116). It is these necessary
elements for the production of space that will now be considered.

LEFEBVRE’S THREE NECESSARY ELEMENTS FOR
THE PRODUCTION OF SPACE

spatial practices

Spatial practices refer to the_ physiC_al and material flows (of individuals,
groups or commodities), circulations, transfers and interactions thar

occur in and across space, structured in such a way as to assure social
life is produced and reproduced. That is, specific places and spatial
compositions or arrangements are necessary and appropriate to the
organisation or structuring of social relations. This includes the use of
particular types of buildings, the form and structure of the urban
landscape and areas set-aside for specific purposes or functions: for
example, sites for housing, industry, commerce, shopping or, leisure and
recreation. Spatial practice for Lefebvre

embraces production and reproduction, and the particular locations and spatial
sets characteristic of each social formation. Spatial practice ensures continuity
and some degree of cohesion. In terms of social space, and of each member of
a given society’s relationship to that space, this cohesion implies a guaranteed
level of competence and a specific level of performance... The spatial practice
of a society secretes that society’s space; it propounds and presupposes it, in a
dialectical interaction; it produces it slowly and surely as it masters and appro-
priates it. From the analytical standpoint, the spatial practice of a socicty is
revealed in the deciphering of its space... . It embodies a close association, within
perceived space, between daily reality (daily rourines) and urban reality (the
routes and networks which link up the places set aside for work, ‘private’ life
and leisure). This association is a paradoxical one, because it includes the most
extreme separation berween the places it links together, The specific spatial
competence and performance of every society member can only be evaluated
empirically... A spatial practice must have certain cohesivencss, but this does
not imply that it is coherent (in the sense of intellectually worked our or logically
conceived). (Lefebvre, 1991: 33, 38)

In other words, a person’s understanding of their social reality conditions
their usage of space in respect of how they interact with others in specific
places for particular reasons (i.e. for work, leisure, consumption, etc).
This understanding also includes how one negotiates the spaces
between sites, for example areas to avoid at different times of the day
or night, routes to work or favourite places, or family and friends’
homes. We make sense of our daily actions by having an understanding
of how things and social relations are structured in space. Spatial
practice is the experience of the circulation of goods, people, money,
labour power, information, etc. which associates the ownership, use
and designation of land within a hierarchy of administrative and
organisational divisions of space, with an intrinsic element of social
control (policing and surveillance). This link between spatial practice
and the cohesiveness of social organisation will be developed later.
However, it is clear that Lefebvre’s use of the term ‘spatial practices’
refers to the production of spatial forms and structures and, specifically
in the urban context of spatial relations, how space is implicared in
processes of habituation, of people, places and practices. As Merrifield
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puts it, “[s]patial practices structure daily life and a broader urban reality
and, in so doing, ensures societal cohesion, continuity and a specific
spatial competence” (Merrifield, 1993: 524). Therefore, for conceptual
clarity in later discussions of Lefebvre’s ‘necessary’ elements, it is
perhaps more appropriate to refer to this factorfexperience of space as
‘production’,

representations of space

Representation de I'espace is the dominant space in society and is “tied
to the relations of production and to the ‘order” which those relations
impose, and hence to knowledge, to signs, to codes and to ‘frontal’
relations” (Lefebvre, 1991: 33). It may also be thought of as discourses
on space, regimes of analysis, and they are as Shields puts it, “the logic
and forms of knowledge, and the ideological content of codes,
theories, and the conceptual depiction of space linked to production

relations” (Shields, 2000: 163). For Lefebvre representations of
space are:

Conceptualised space, the space of scientists, planners, urbanists, technocranc
sub-dividers and social engineers, and of a certain type of artist with a scientific
bent - all of whom identify what is lived and what is perceived with what is
conceived. .. This is the dominant space of any society (or mode of production).
(Lefebvre, 1991: 38-9) '

This is the realm of expert knowledge in which space is conceptualised
and discursively constructed by

profgssionals and technocrats such as planners, engincers, developers,
arCh“c,cts‘ urbanists, geographers and those of a scientific bent. This space
comprises the various arcanc signs, jargon, codifications, objectified
representations used and produced by these agents .. . it is always a conceived

slu;g ;:b;;r;;t space since it subsumes ideology within its practice. (Merrifield,

Therefore, it is argued by Lefebvre that those who control how space is
represented control how it is produced, organised and used. The devel-
opment of planning as a professional discipline with an inherent
ideology of space, Lefebvre views as significant in terms of control of
representations of space and, concomitantly, the application of spartial
practices that impinge upon cveryday life. Planning, as an ideology and
a practice will be explored later in relation to Lefebvre's conception of

the politics of space.

spaces of representation

iESPdCC‘S de la representations may be described as discourses on space
in that they

are mental inventions (codes, signs, ‘spatial discourses’, utopian plans, imaginary
fﬂf‘_ds'ﬁapesu and even material constructs such as symbolic spaces, particular
built environ ments, paintings, museums, and the like) that imagine new meanings
or passibilities for sparial practices (Harvey, 1990: 218-19).

Bepresentational Space, as Nicholson (1991) translates it, is directly
lived space, the space of everyday life in contrast to the domination of
the conceived, ordered, regulated space of hegemonic force. Spaces
of representation then are subject to rationalisation, codification,
measurement, intervention, and usurpation. Nevertheless, they also
contain the potential for challenging dominant spatial practices and

perceptions by the imaginative use of space. For Lefebvre, representational
space is

Space as directly lived through its associations and images and symbols, and
hence the space of ‘inhabitants’ and ‘users’, but also some artists and perhaps
of those, such as a few writers and philosophers, who describe and aspire to do
no more than describe. His is the dominated — and hence passively experienced —
space which the imagination secks to change and appropriate. It overlays
physical space, making symbolic use of its objects. Thus representational
spaces may be said, though again with certain exceptions, to tend towards more
or less coherent systems of non-verbal symbols and signs. (Lefebvre, 1991: 39)

Spaces of representation, then, are the spaces of everyday life where a
complex of dichotomous factors, mental and social interact. For example,
attraction/repulsion, access/denial, fear/ desire, familiarity/unfamiliarity,
open/closed and public/private. They are thus the imagined or utopian
spaces produced from cultural and social forces and associated with
ritual, symbol, tradition, myth, desire, dreams, etc. Everyday life is a
fundamental factor, one leg of the tripod, in which Lefebvre’s conception
of the production of space rests. As such Lefebvre’s use of everyday life
will be considered below.

SPATIAL PRACTICE AND SOCIAL ORGANISATION

Lefebvre’s argument is that “[a]uthentic knowledge of space must
address the question of its production™ (Lefebvre, 1991: 111) and
therefore must take “account for both representational spaces and
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representations of space, but above all for their interrelationships and
their links with social practice” (Lefebvre, 1991: 116). A dynamic
relationship, a simultaneity, exists between material form, social function
and hierarchical structures that recognises the fundamental importance
of social activity or practices within space. It is recognition of the
multiplicity of meanings that can exist in relation to social spaces. This
inter-dependence, in which the relative dominance of one aspect over
the others at any one time, has the potential for liberating, that is the
appropriation of differentiated spaces by popular use and practice, or
for the domination of sites by the hegemonic forces of capital. This has
important implications for Lefebvre in that

Oncc_ brought back into conjunction with a (spatial and signifying) social
Pl'aCtlfx, the concept of space can take on its full meaning. Space thus rejoins
m?@na] production: the production of goods, things, objects of exchange...Italso
rejoins the productive process considered ar a higher level, as the rcsult‘ of
accumulated knowledge ... Lastly, it rejoins the freest creative process there is —
the signifying process, which contains within itself the seeds of the ‘reign of
freedom’, (Lefebvre, 1991: 137)

Ihls_dynamic relationship of all three necessary elements in which one
h?m'"atcs relative to the others was for Lefebvre the means by which
tstorically specific spatialisations were socially produced:

?Pa;f;! practice, representations of space and representational spaces cc?n_trlbute
I:t lb Crent ways to the production of space according to their qualities and
So s, according to the society or mode of production in guestion, and

according to the historical period. (Lefebvre, 1991: 46)

:ﬁiﬁ;ﬁe i,,ﬁml'lm is to present space as a means as well as a mediPm
have Createc;C d'ffe‘_'e“'f hi_storical periods and modes .of pro‘ductmn
expansion In:;sll:’a;es indicative of and necessary for their survival and
by Lefebyre m?f éﬂ’e Production of Space may be read_ as an attempt
At e nderstand and explain the role of space in the perpetu-

nd expansion of the capitalist mode of production. He writes

what h ; i

rcs:;lv e?s. happened is that capitalism has found itself able to attenuate (if not
S its mte_mal contra_d':cnons for a century, and consequently, in the
X un reh, y:’rs since the writing of Das Capital, it has succeeded in achieving
Browt V. We cannot calcu%atc at what price, but we know the means: by
occupying space, by producing a space. (Lefebvre, 1976: 21. Iralics in original)

The importance of Lefebvre’s analysis in relation ¢
the consideration of space as neither a ‘sub
social reality of relations and forms that inclu

; o social space lies in
5 :

JECU nor an object bur is g
de possibilities and potentials

A, ———. -

for social interaction as, “any space implies, contains and dissimulares
social relationships — and this despite the fact that a space is not a thing
but rather a set of relations berween things (objects and products)”
(Lefebvre, 1991: 82-3). Space is part of the social relations of production
as well as one of the forces of production, and therefore the need to
consider the spatial organisation of society is essential. Lefebvre is
emphatic in this: “The main point to be noted, therefore, is the produc-
tion of a social space by political power — that is by violence in the
service of economic goals. A social space of this kind is generated ourt of
a rationalised and theorised ‘form’ serving as an instrument for the
violation of an exiting space” (Lefebvre, 1991: 151-2). There is then in
Lefebvre’s work the attempt to synthesise the urban and everyday life,
through his conception of the production of space, as experience,
conception and practice in which ‘nature” has been colonised and put to
use, leading to its virtual destruction.'? Lefebvres aim is to uncover,
using his concept of social space, how this has come about, how it exists
and operates in the world. Thus he writes

What exactly is the mode of existence of social relationships? ... The study of
space offers an answer according to which the social relarions of production
have a social existence to the extent thar they have a spatial existence; they
project themselves into a space, becoming inscribed there, and in the process
producing that space itself. Failing this, these relations would remain in the
realm of ‘pure’ abstraction — that is to say, in the realm of representations and
hence of ideology: the realm of verbalism, verbiage and empty words. (Lefebvre,
1991: 129)

The spatial structure and social relations within urban industrial society
must be viewed as a dynamic process in which “spatial structure is now
seen not merely as an arena in which social life unfolds, but rather as a
medium through which social relations are produced and reproduced”
(Gregory and Urry, 1985: 3). The spatial organisation of society is for
Lefebvre a fundamental social facror.!? As argued previously, space may
be considered as part of the forces of production, the means by which
the mode of production functions, but it is also a commodity to be used
for various functions. It can be compartmentalised and ‘designed’ for
various planned functions, such as housing, industry, commerce or
leisure. To that extent space can become a scarce resource with potential
for conflict over control:

Also threatened with destruction are the ‘clements’, as they were called
in classical philosophy; water, air and daylight... Now, not in every country,
bur virrually on planetary scale, there is an abundant production of these
formerly scarce goods. Nonetheless, new scarcities, such as water, air, daylight
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and space, emerge and there is an intense struggle over them. (Lefebvre,
1977; 344-5)14

_Lefebvre argues thar potentially a political economy of space is possible,
in which the spatial organisation of social relations represents a physical
manifestation of social hierarchies through which power is displayed,
oriented and organised. This is evident in the organisation and process
of government:

The state and each of its constituent institutions call for spaces — but spaces
which they can then organise according to their specific requirements. ... here we
see the polyvalence of social space, its ‘reality’ at once formal and matmti:d.
Though a product to be used, to be consumed, it is also a means of productions
networks of exchange and flows of raw materials and energy fashion space and
arc determined by it.” (Lefebvre, 1991: 85)

This political element to the production and control of space is expressed
n earlier writings by Lefebyre:

Space has become for the state a political instrument of primary importance.
The state uses space in such a way that it ensures its control of places, its strict
htcra_rcflly, homogeneity of the whole and the segregation of parts. It is ‘h”’f an
f1dm.|mstrativel_v controlled and even policed space.” (Lefebvre, 1978: 288 cired
in Gottdicner, 19835. 46)

L hegemony of capitalism then is carried out in and through space to
Z:ZU:, :?:;) Is:(:)gfr-ni.lgatic:on and the orde.ring of socieq.: by the i:fervenanon
i is'c ¢ structure fand design of predomlqantly urban sp; ce_:,:i
diViSiOnsa,sthc OPOSS:I?le to view c}ass and (_)ther social segregation tf;n
Ei ik Skew]:griulon. ofa 40m1nant spatial structure .jmd orf,ams:‘i ion.
prioritised oves the eratt(?nshlp where abstract perceptions uh.sp;u: Trc
to the space of the EV:Ctl;:es Eﬂd spaces of representations t datf as led
ordered and thus doZ‘ ay becoming constrained, regulated, r;m?d,
and power of the stat;naﬁ? by the economy and .the authority
representations of space f'un % en bccome? normalised al:ld‘ el_'tf-'
and power. ction as technologies of control, discipline
POI\::SI. |;ft:1: a;?:]IT“f;:fog;gYa;zaié:febv_m considers this‘ exercise of the
life of the inhabitants of the modern ur‘;’i[:l‘z:il;o I(;[.'Eerate in the everyd‘ay
ioriti B (49 - - Lefebvre, it may be said
prioritises the body in his analysis of how power is effected in the s atial
organisation of society: not only economic and political power cregti 5
ordering and using Spaces but also the dominance of male power in spac l'lt]_’,;
Such a perspective posits a reading of space as part of a Politic]:| :r'ld

geographical project in which the interaction between each element in his
triad of perceived — conceived — lived is emphasised and illustrated.

Dominated space and appropriated space may in principle be combined - and
ideally ar least, they ought to be combined. But history - that is to say the
history of accumulation — is also the history of their separation and mutual
antagonism. The winner in this contest, moreover, has been domination. ...
[and]...the reappropriation of the body, in association with the reappropriation
of space...[is] a non-negotiable part of its agenda. (Lefebvre, 1991: 167, 168)

The dominance of abstract conceived space, in which capital, money,
commodities and phallocentricity are the fundamental forces, over the
social space of everyday lived experience denies or subjugates the sensual
experience and traditions of play. Therefore, Lefebvre sees class and
social struggle as central to this domination of homogenising abstract
space. The emphasis returns to Lefebvre’s political analysis and project
of viewing space as the medium and means for social struggle:

As for the class struggle, its role in the production of space is a cardinal one in
that this production is performed solely by classes, fractions of classes and
groups representative of classes. Today, more than ever, the class struggle is
inscribed in space. Indeed, it is that struggle alone which prevents abstract space
from taking over the whole planer and papering over all differences. (Lefebvre,
1991: 55)

For Lefebvre, the body is “at the very heart of space and of the discourse
of power is irreducible and subversive. It is the body which is the point of
return” (Lefebvre, 1991: 89). Spatial practices function as technologies
of power, as disciplinary technologies for producing useful and docile
bodies. A discussion of Foucault’s conception of disciplinary spaces will
follow later (see Chapter 5), but the intention here is to highlight the
similarities with Lefebvres perspective on the production of space
within socio-historical processes and regimes of power. The everyday
lived experience in social space is thus replete with the operation and
representation of technologies power, in and though space. Thus,
“[1]iving bodies, the bodies of ‘users” are caught up not only in the toils
of parcelised space, but also in the web of images, signs and symbols.
These bodies are transported out of themselves, transferred and emptied
out, as it were, via the eyes” (Lefebvre, 1991: 98). Space may thus be
viewed as produced or created, organised and regulated to facilitate the
needs and demands of capitalism: the good, moral ordering of the city
and society for the benefit of accumulation of surplus value. Thus,
spatial practices derive their effect from social life only through how the
structure and organisation of the social operates. That is, they take on
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fhEIr_n:leanjngs under specific social relations (of class, gender, community,
ethmclry,_or race, etc.) that are historically specific.

In relation to much of urban public and social space in the contemporary
landscape of the city as both a relic of the nineteenth century and as newly
‘Pl'Od_uced space, it may be said they were produced according to the
habitus’, that set of ‘classificatory practices’ and ‘ultimate values’ belonging
to the dominant political and social order of the day, namely the political,
mercantile, financial and administrative elite.'® There is within these
dc?mmant spatial practices an inherent exercise of power through the oper-
ation of procedures that seek to limit, regulate and control movements,
Ehoices behaviours, etc. through their design and ornamentation. The aim
Was and is to imbue the landscape of city with symbols of power so that
th}?s e who use it come to internalise the civilising bourgeois values of those
;:r;;?;gnned them. Thus thehﬂow and circulation Opreopl(': thrpu_gh the
s s only abouF efficient transportation or circulation, 1t 1s al.sq,

cerned with controlling movement along allowed routes replete with

Syr:bols of power. The interconnectedness of spatial and social practices

21; ththt.: potential for the former to destroy the latter are for Lefebvre part
¢ Inter-relatedness of the three elements:

ll::l;le::jt l}-:n&]; {thtt ‘whole’) weighs down on the lower or ‘micro-level, on l.:he
(the ‘Who]t’ £ IW“]‘“I’IC ~ in short, on the sphere of everyday life. Everything
and — insc ) also depends nn‘this level: exploitation and domination, Frorect:o_n

issodaﬁ:f ara:ly ~ repression. The basis and foundatipn of the wholF is
Sy an separation, maintained as such by the will above; such Idlsso-
of the histo, Sepfar ation are inevitable in that they are the outcome of a‘hlﬁl_ory,
in this way, ?,'c" accumulation, but they are fatal as soon as they are maintained
from one ;not:;use they kc‘eP the moments and elements of Sf)cml practice away
destroys itself b e~ A spatial practice destroys social practice; social practice

¥ means of spatial practice. (Lefebvre, 1991: 366)

The attempt here s o
re!anonship between sp
vance of this concept is
dialectics of space bur al
space has provided a s
following will similar]
representations of spac

link Lefebvre’s first element of his triad to the
atial practice and social organisation. The rele-
obvious both for an appreciation of Lefebvre’s
so for understanding how Lefebvre’s dialectic of
tarting point for other theorists of space. The
Y seek to draw out Lefebvre’s second element,
€, by an examination of planning as an idcolog_y;

THE POLITICS AND POWER OF SPACE

There is in Lefebvre’s work a clear understanding of

: the historiciry
the development of concepts of the city, and his eriticis <ty of

ms of other urbap,

theories bemoan their lack of acknowledgement of the ideological
element in these concepts. For example, he stresses that “[a]ny repre-
sentation is ideological if it contributes either immediately or ‘mediately’
to the reproduction of the relations of production. Ideology is therefore
inseparable from practice” (Lefebvre, 1976: 29). Thus ideologies have
the practical effect of maintaining the dominance of particular class
interests: “It is the role of ideologies to secure the assent of the oppressed
and exploited” (Lefebvre, 1968: 76). Thus, hegemony is a dynamic
relationship in which the ‘dominant’” must continually strive to maintain
their position in the face of opposition and alternatives.!” Hegemony is
therefore not simply outright domination or coercion but involves an
element of leadership in attempting to inculcate or educate those values,
meanings and ‘norms’ that are considered important to the reproduction
of relations of capital. It is in this sense that Lefebvre describes planning
as part of the hegemonic practice of power and the politics of, in and
over space.

For Lefebvre, the ideology of planning became expressed in the
development of practices that conceived urban space as a means by
which it could be represented, homogenised, divided up for sale as a
commodity, and parcelled out for specific functions. Lefebvre views
concepts of the city as

made up of facts, representations and images borrowed from the ancient
pre-industrial and pre-capitalist city, but in a process of transformation and new
elaboration. In practice, the urban core (an essential part of the image and the
concept of the city) splits open and yet maintains itself: overrun, often deteriorated,
sometimes rotting, the urban core does not disappear...Untl now we have
shown how the city has been attacked by industrialisation. .. The ruling classes
or fractions of the ruling classes intervene actively and voluntarily in rhis

the economic use of capital and productive investments, but also the whole
society, using part of the wealth produced in ‘culture’, art, knowledge, ideology.
Beside, or rather in opposition to, dominant social groups (classes and class
fractions), there is the working class: the proletariat, itself divided into strata,
partial groups, various tendencies, according to industrial sectors and local and
national traditions. (Lefebvre, 1996: 7)

Lefebvre views the development of planning as an ideology, and as
particular practices, as originating at a specific time in history that is, in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. It is important to clarify
the point that Lefebvre is here concerned with planning as an organised
and instituted discipline. Clearly, planning as designed interventions in
the physical, social and spatial infrastructure of the urban sphere has a
longer history than that to which Lefebvre refers. This he views as the
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result of a process, the progress of an instrumental rationality
(Zweckrational to use Weber’s term) into urban organisation as it had
into all other spheres of society. However, Lefebvre concedes that

there is in fact no single or unitary approach in planning thought, but several
t_endencics identifiable according to this operational rationalism...It begins
from a most detailed methodical analysis of elements — productive operation,
social and economic organisation, structure and function. It then subordinates
these elements to a finality ... Finality is an object of decision. It is a strategy,
more or less justified by an ideology. Rationalism that purports to extract kot
ts own analyses the aim pursued by these analyses is itself an ideology ... The
city as chaotic confusion in which'organisatio.“a[ rationalism seeks to solve.
ThES i:” not a normal disorder. How can it be established as norm and normality?
Thlls is inconceivable. This disorder is unhealthy. The physician of modeen
society sees himself as the physician of sick social space. Finality? The cure? It
is coherence, (Lefebvre, 1996: 81, 82)

Lefebvre considered town planning to be subsumed by an implicit but
l'arelyb expressed ideology that was composed of three elements. Town
planning approximated to (a) a consistent activity with a scientific and
tffCh_nical approach that, (b) engaged in a methodical examination of the
discipline with the aim of establishing an epistemology for it that
(<) could use this body of knowledge, to claim to be a science of space
involved at the micro or macro level of social activity. The development
of planning as ideology developed more and more precise definitions:

= :;I-Idy t.he circulation, of the conveying of orders and information in rh_c great
::“3 c‘i:;l ‘i:"z, Eads to real knowledge and to technical appiicalrionls. To ciam_‘l that
of infﬂrmatieo ned as a network of circulation and communication, _al.':_::j Lelntrr
has two inde l‘le e:ind decision-making, is an absolute 1dcol(l)g_y.. .Thls ideo og};
rationality aIr)ujn :nt aspects, mental and mcia‘I. Mentally, it implies a th;cr); o
transformarion j rganisation Whom:: expression date fmm_ around 1 ‘lt »a
space comes to ;cintempmaw_ society ... It is then rhar socially the notion of
as ideology formufmor ) ]]" elegating into shadow time and belwmmg. Planning
transposes all that coc;a fthe problems of society into questions of space and
is an ideology which in::s :ic-’m hm?‘? and consciousness into spatial terms. _It
a satisfactory manner ::: l:ial‘;qu divides up. Since socicty does not function in
perspective, the \'il‘tua’I] :fﬁcit ]ere not ba. a parholog.y of space? Within ths
is not conceived of as a y di 2 ”C"-’anﬂon of the priority of space over time
; c n indication of social pathology, as symptom among others
of a reality which engenders social disease. O the contrary, whar are represented
are healthy and discased spaces. The planned sho % 2

generators of this health. As physician of space, he should have the ¢ CIt

conceive of an harmonious social space, normal and normalisin '-It:[;au__v' to
would then be to grant to this space (perhaps identical to geonmétrilj:;al s -u-l:d;'nnn
of abstract topologies) pre-existing social realities.” [L‘-'fﬂhvn;’ 199. l;?;jg,]{ at

For Lefebvre the object ‘par excellence’ of this science was space not
time and the hidden understanding behind its ideology was that

planned space was objective and *pure’; it was a scientific object and hence had
a neutral character. Space, in this sense, passes as being innocent or, in other
words, apolitical...Indeed, if this science is the science of formal space, of
spatial form, it implies a rigid process and this science would consist of nothing
more than the sum total of the physical constraints placed in the living
environment of the affecred population. (Lefebvre 1997: 340)

In a sense Lefebvre’s critique appears directed at the element of
environmental determinism he identifies in the ideology of planning as
a discipline and of concepts of the city. The lack of engagement with or
acknowledgement of ideology denies the politics inherent in space. This
is a central argument in his understanding of the production of space.
Space cannot be thought of or understood as a passive, neutral, objective
object. It does not exist in a vacuum but is part of the history of society
in which processes and interactions exist between various spheres. Thus,
the social, the economic and the political act on, in and through space
and vice versa. For Lefebvre, what is necessary is to place the political
element of space, what the ideology of planning sublimated or denied,
at the core of his understanding of the production of space. Space as
both a product and a process means that Lefebvre emphasises his
critique of apolitical theories of space, such as those of the planning
profession, as recognition that spatial forms are politically created and
serve political functions:

Space is not a scientific object removed from ideology or politics; it has always
been political and strategic. If space has an air of neutrality and indifference
with regard ro its contents and thus seems to be ‘purely’ formal, the epitome of
rational abstraction, it is precisely because it has already been occupied and
used, and has already been the focus of past processes whose traces are nor
always evident in the landscape. Space has been shaped and moulded from
historical and natural elements, but this has been a polirical process. Space is
political and ideological. It is a product literally filled with ideologies. There is an
ideology of space. Why? Because space, which scems homogencous, which
seems to be completely objective in its pure form, such as we can ascertain it, is
a social product. The production of space can be likened to the production of
any given particular type of merchandise. (Lefebvre, 1977: 341)

Planning therefore represents a profession in which ideologies are acted
out, explicitly or implicitly, in representations of space. How a space is
perceived, subjected to logic, codes, theories, etc. is the realm of expert
knowledge in which it is abstracted and put to use. Space needs to be
considered as political because how a space is represented has implications
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for how it is to be used: for what purposes, by whom, when and why.
Gregory thus refers to representations of space as “constellations of
power, knowledge, and spatiality — in which the dominant social order
1s materially inscribed (and, by implication, legitimised)” (Gregory,
1994: 403). This has implications therefore for the control and
domination of one group by another by limiting contact or interactions
by segregation or isolation. The potential for conflict over control of
representations of space is thus in the arena of potential conflict berween
social classes or class fractions. Mitchell, in his analysis of the conflict
over different understandings of what constitutes public space, is clear
in his assessment of the ideological element of representations of space
as used by planners and developers:

Imposing limits and controls on spatial interaction has been one of the principal
e -the urban and corporate planners during this century. The territorial
LoBregation created through the expression of social difference has increasingly
been replaced by a celebration of constrained diversity. The diversity repre-
Rald in shopping centres, ‘megastructures, corporate plazas and (increasingly)
n public parks js carefully constructed...a space of social practice that sorts
Z-lnd divides social groups according to the dictates of comfort and order rather
plzznz(;q“:ose. of POIit!‘ca]. struggle... The strategies of urban and corporate
one th z;tc assﬁx and distribute various social strara and cI_asscs iothcr‘ l:hanhthc
separate eﬁem'w_ l_“?SEm'Dn_v} across the available territory, kecpmg, them

f and prohibiting all contacts — these being replaced by signs (or images)
Ot contact. (Mitchell, 1995: 120)

THE EVEhYDAY IN LEFEBVRE'S PRODUCTION OF SPACE

‘l::::’)s;; llsifzo?ﬁemed with investigating the signiﬁcar{ce and details of
examines ho-w c;l‘nany aspects of his works on t'he city and space, he
patterns and mmi:nge? wrought by modernisation have ‘affv_:fcted the
of control and serm.-.m ?b‘:?lly ]_‘f":- What he seeks to emphasise is the 1935
the transition to a 1:1 Ongmg.tc‘, a community that has accompa.med

ore materialistic, individualistic society. Shields

COHSIdClS t]llS COnCt‘.rn w a (8) Il]‘}
lth llenat
10N as the u mng tht’,‘l]le 'g .

What unites all his work — i :
inites : m’k_ frt:_vm his first to his most mature works —is his deeply
humanistic interest in alienation. .. It i . X :
¢ : *«+- 1L 1S not technological progress, the absence
of war, or ease of life, or cwj'n_]'ength of life, but the chance for a ﬁ‘:H  lived lif
that is the measure of a civilisation. The quality of any saciety ]) ¢ lhe
opportunity for the unalienared and authentic life “ptrienc‘; iR ics m“l._ €
— . - 1V
members, Grounded in anyth_ms else, democracy falls short of what ﬁ ‘Zs I::j l;ts
In cultural terms, this quality supersedes historically imposed mc:suu (‘%
res o

beauty or elegance. In political and economic terms, it is an index of liberty.
(Shields, 2000: 2}

Lefebvre’s analysis of the production of space centres on the interplay of
everyday experience and interactions within historical modes of pro-
duction, specifically capitalism, with the development of technologies
and conceptions of space (spatial practices and representations of
space). This dynamic equilibrium berween three complex compounds
(combinations of elements) produces space. Ownership of space is not
only the exercise of monopoly rights over a physical territory. It also
involves how space is conceived and represented, which reflects the
dominant, hegemonic forces operative within and over it. There is then
an inherent element of control and regulation of space and concomitantly
of the practices that are allowed or sanctioned, permitted or prescribed
within it. But, as Lefebvre empbhasises, space is produced and shaped for
economic production and for social reproduction, and as “[s]pace is
permeated with social relations: it is not only supported by social
relations but is also producing and produced by social relations”
(Lefebvre, 1991: 286), There is thus a reciprocal relationship between
the elements involved in its production. That is, everyday practices are
not only dominated by spatial practices and the representations of
space preferred or imposed by practitioners such as planners, state
officials, academics, etc., but also impose their own meanings, values
and understandings of space by the routine practices and techniques of
everyday life.

Command over space, for Lefebvre, is thus a fundamental and
ubiquitous basis of power in everyday life and in society. Those who
create and define the meanings, forms and practices in space (as well as
time) can set the rules by which that space is used: when, by whom, for
what purposes. The ideological and political forces that constiture
hegemony in society seek to control the material context of everyday
social experience. In this context the control over the representations
given of space and the meanings attached to them are significant for
understanding how power employs and is employed in and through
space, how it manifests and inscribes in space meanings and ideologies
that belong to the dominant hegemony. Harvey eloquently sums up the
point: “If a picture or map can paint a thousand words, then power in
the realms of representation may end up being as important as power
over the materiality of spatial organisation itself” (Harvey, 1990: 233).
Lefebvre defines everyday life as:

made of recurrences: gestures of labour and leisure, mechanical movements
both human and properly mechanic, hours, days, weeks, months, years, linear
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anq cyclical repetitions, natural and rational time, etc.: the study of creative
activity (of production, in its widest sense) leads to the study of reproduction or
the conditions in which actions producing objects and labour are reproduced,
re-commenced, and re-assume their component proportions or, on the contrary,
undergo gradual or sudden modifications. { Lefebyre, 1971: 18)

S].]it:lds attempts to clarify Lefebvre’s use of the term ‘everyday life’'®
d_:stmguishing between le quotidien (everydayness) as the banal repeti-
tive routinisation of life under capitalism and la vie quotidienne (daily
life) the ordinary, habitual, routine nature of day-to-day living.
Lefebvre’s use of 2 yie quotidienne is an attempt to ‘marry’ daily life to
the alienated concept of everydayness. Lefebvre is proposing that there
15 a need to reconsider the symbiosis of the two ideas. They are not
separated into one alienated, bad, everyday whilst the other is special,
80ood, unalienated ‘moments’. The two meanings overlap in that the
alienated everyday has the potential for extraordinariness, and therefore
his use of the concept of everyday life is to encompass this potential for
pnreserved participation. The aim of Lefebyre’s use of the term is to
highlight how consciousness can be transformed by changing the
material components and everyday routines of daily life and vice versa.

.Lefebv FE attempts to present an understanding of modernity through
this concept of ‘everyday life’ in which knowledge of the meanings and
Practices of the experience of modern urban life under capitalism is
crucial. Lefebyre argues that

ey : iy ) ) )
rc:::r-lﬂy aite and modernity, the one crowning and concealing the other,
this c(l’:g and veiling jt. Everyday life is a compound of insignificances united in

C¢PL responds and corresponds to modernity, a compound of signs by

whi . ;
id lih OUr society expresses and justifies itself and which forms part of irs
Ideology. (Lefebvre, 1977, 24)

Cen . .
con:trra:llc:gdt::zic:ncﬁp t, in Lefebyres definition, is how ideologies are
Lefebvre’s COncem[:E':f,d to and Wfthin everyday life. The importance of
is extended to his un::l the ’d.mloglcal content and control of everyday life
space must account ; rsta:dmg ‘?f t}}e Prf)ducﬁon of space. Know]ed‘ge of
which it is produced (:-5 eh?o?lﬂ'hlstorlcal and the economic basis by
oA Ml ], nd this includes an ontological perspective based
Pe BY but also a focus on the means, practices and uses of space,

Thus everyday life, the social territ
terror-enforced passivity, is established and
is casily identified, and under analysis it reveals its latent irrat i

an apparent rationality; incoherence benearh an ideolo, lrm;mn}z-:’lw heneath
5u!1-5}'$f¢,‘m5 or disconnected territories linked together OnlfL of co. [::rcl‘lcc, and
1971+ 197) ¥ speech. (Icfebyre,

Therefore, views of the city, landscapes, facades, plans, etc., that is,
representations of space, become the essential condition or requirement
for the superiority of ruling elites (whether as sovereigns, the local or
national state, or planners) in their control over space, over the city and
over people. Lefebvre highlights this visual dominance in order to
demonstrate the hegemony of elite views of the city, As Lefebvre argues:

To pur art at the service of the urban does not mean to prettify urban space with
works of art...Rather, this means that time-space becomes works of art and
that former art reconsiders itself as source and model of appropriation of space
and time. Art brings cases and examples of appropriate ‘topics’ of remporal
qualities inscribed in spaces...Let us not forget that gardens, parks, and
landscapes were part of urban life as much as the fine arts, or that the landscape
around cities were the works of art of these cities. .. Leaving aside representation,
ornamentation and decoration, art can become praxis and poiesis on a social
scale: the art of living in the city as work of art. Coming back to style and ro
the oeuvre, that is, to the meaning of the monument and the space appropriated
in the fete, art can create ‘structures of enchantment’. (Lefebvre, 1996; 173)

Lefebvre also cites the selective construction of monuments and other
public sculpture to represent the ideologies of the dominating histories
of a specific, that is elite culture. They thus represent in material form a
privileged spatial practice. Who selects what subject or historical event
as worthy of public representation, and where it is located, is politically
incumbent. Monuments and public art carry with them, whether
implicit or explicit, meanings and messages from those who have the
power, capital or authority to erect them.'” As Harvey makes clear:

Sparial and temporal practices are never neutral in social affairs. They always
express some kind of class or other social content, and are more often than not
the focus of intense social struggle... Time and space both ger defined through
the organisation of social practices fundamental to commodity production.
(Harvey, 1990: 239)

But there is the possibility of other aspects of the experience of space
that have the potential to undermine or subvert this planned and dom-
inating picture. De Certeau (1984) for example presents the possibility
of reconstituting the regulated ‘plan’ of the city through everyday
practices, such as walking, that create new trajectories and routes that
have the potential for empowerment. Lefebvre counterposes the bases of
social needs as between the need for security, predictability and cerrainty
with the desire for adventure, unpredictability and the freedom to
explore possibilities that present themselves as open. Thus, there is a need
for the organisation of work, of play, time and space for self-reflection
as well as interaction. Indeed, Lefebvre emphasises the fundamental
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need for play as an essential quality of human well-being, something
that has been overlooked or underestimated in concepts of and attempts
to organise, plan and regulate the city:

The human being has the need to accumulate energies and to spend them, even
waste them in play. ... To these anthropological needs which are socially
elaborated...can be added specific needs which are not satisfied by _those
commercial and cultural infrastructures which are somewhat parsimoniously
taken into account by planners. This refers to the need of creative activity, for
the oeuvre (not only of products and consumable material goods), of the I::ecd
for informarion, symbolism, the imaginary and play. Through these specd:icd
ncefis lives and survives a fundamental desire of which play, sexuality, Ph_}’smai
activities such as sport, creative activity, art and knowledge are particular
expressions and moments, which can more or less overcome the fragmentary
division of tasks, Finally, the need of the city and urban life can only be freely
expressed within a perspective which here attempts to become clearer and to
OPen up the horizon. Would not specific urban needs be those of qualified
places, places of simultaneity and encounters, places where exchange would not
80 through exchange value, commerce and profit? Would there not also be a
need for a time for these encounters, these exchanges? (Lefebvre, 1996: 147-8)

Lefebvre argues that the satisfaction of social needs exist outwith those
"paces designed and planned for overtly commercial or production
purposes, that is spaces of exchange. Lefebvre is thus alerting us to the
:ced_for a more holistjc understanding of everyday life in which the pro-
:::llﬂn'of SPace for purposes not specifically concerned w?th the
- ‘uftfon Of. capital, but with the reproduction of the relations of
z:g:rie:tl i:hmh, for Lefebvre, play is an essential part. Lefebvre’s
an appeal for the continuance of spaces within the modern

city for activit; : :
ty ctivities that do not serve strictly productive functions:

Fairs, collectiye games o
consumer society,
structured systema
of assembly, they
they should find a

: f all sorts, survive at the interstices of an organised
in the holes of a serious society which perceives itself as
tically and which claims to be technical. As for the old places
s laf gely devoid of meaning: the fete dies or leaves it. That
meaning again does not preclude the creation of places appro-
ntally linked to play. .. The space of play has
; ; Vith spaces of exchange and circulation, political
which is concealed under the veils o‘éﬂtlate.d_ g rel_a'fe_w a schtquhrepla
2 iy ’ precision, scientificity and rarionality,
Il‘{us! Fonu-wcd social spaces are related to social times and rhythms that are
prioritised. One understands more clearly, how and up to what point in urban
reality elements distribute themsclves over a period of time. Tt is the truth of
urban time which lucidly rc-glaims this role. To inbabit finds again its place over
habitat. The quality which is promoted presents and represents as playful. By

playing with words, one can say that there will be play between the parts of the

social whole (plasticity) — to the extent that play is proclaimed as a supreme
value, eminently solemn, if not serious, overtaking use and exchange value by
gathering them together. (Lefebvre, 1996: 171-2)

Lefebvre’s understanding of the importance of everyday life in the
production of space has broad implications for providing a theoretical
framework for analysing specific urban places whether they are for
production, circulation, exchange or are formal and informal spaces of
leisure and recreation, of association or collective engagement and inter-
action. We need to investigate the form, structure and function of such
spaces that are intimately related to everyday life but not necessarily
with production per se, as in ‘work’, but in the reproduction of the rela-
tions of production through the regeneration, the re-creation, of the
labour force through preferably, the healthy use of leisure time. Cities as
planned and managed spaces include such intervention in their structure
and organisation and in the everyday life of their population to provide
leisure and recreational opportunities, The need for such interventions
became more essential as the consequences of modernisation, urbanisa-
tion and industrialisation took their toll on the physical environment as
well as the physical, mental and moral health of the population.
As Lefebvre writes, “[t]he stress of ‘modern life’ makes amusements,
distractions and relaxation a necessity” (Lefebvre, 1971: 53). This is
neatly echoed by Harvey: “[t]he social spaces of distraction and display
become as vital to urban culture as the spaces of working and living”
(Harvey, 1986: 256). This has implications for a spatial reading of the
urban in which everyday activities can potentially conflict with the
designed intentions of urban and city planners. What is allowed,
prescribed, when and where and by whom are essential questions as to
the real, as opposed to the hypothetical, ‘freedom’ that public space
implies. Conflicts in and over space are a reflection competing meanings
and values invested in the use and appropriation of space by individuals
and by groups. This raises questions as to the ‘ownership’ of public
space and is pertinent in highlighting Lefebvre’s plea for openness as a
‘right’. Lefebvre considers that the ‘right to the city’ becomes more
essential in modern cities as it “manifests itself as a superior form of
rights: right to freedom, to individualisation in socialisation, to habitat
and to inhabit. The right to the oeuvre, to participation and appropriation
(clearly distinct from the right to property), are implied in the right to
the city” (Lefebvre, 1996: 173-4). The right to the city is defined by
Lefebvre as:

not a narural right, nor a contractual one. In the most *positive” of terms it
signifies the rights of citizens and city dwellers, and of groups (on the basis of
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social relations) constitute, to appear on all the networks and circuits of
communication, information and exchange...To exclude the m_'bcm _from
groups, classes, individuals, is also to exclude them from civilisation, if not
&'Om S(Ei(‘.'[_\l’ itself. The flgbf to the (:;',[}I ]egi[{ma[cs the refusal 1o al]ow Ol'lESC!f
to be removed from urban reality by a discriminatory and segregative organi-
sation. This right of the citizen (if one wants, of “man’) proclaims the inevitable
crisis of city centres based upon segregation and establishing it: centres of
decision-ma king, wealth, power, of information and knowledge, \"vhmh reject
towards peripheral spaces all those who do not participate in political
Privileges. Equally, it stipulates the right to meetings and gatherings; places ar!d
objects must answer to certain ‘needs’ generally misunderstood, to certain
despised and morcover transfunctional ‘functions’ the ‘need” for social life and
a centre, the need and the function of play, the symbolic function of space.
(Lefebvre, 1996: 195)

However, as Lefebyre indicates, the ‘right’ to the city, and therefore
s public spaces, implies the potential for conflict between different
STOUPS over meaning and values as well as uses and practices. Thus,
Lefebyre’s plea is for knowledge not only of the production of space that
includes understanding and acknowledging the ideology subsumed
Within concepts, plans and designs, but also the rights of the urban
public to ‘own® by use, attachment of meanings, symbols and under-
standings of space, That is, to replace the prioritisation of space for
exchange with that of the use value of space. However, Mitchell makes
clear, in hig analysis of the role and function of contemporary public
::f:fcsi that potential conflict resides within competing and often
ually exclysjye visions of what is public space:

m:tt:li;(;h:i,origi“s of any public space, its status as *public’ is creatc;idand
the one hapg bough the ongoing opposition of visions that have been Lle . on
who seek place_:,;!"fﬂ‘msc wh“)‘ seek order and conrtrol and, on _thc thcr._ y those
Public space Er OPpositional political activity and unmediated interaction ... .

'S the product of competing ideas about what constitures that

space - order and congr y ?
“onsti : ol or free, and perh L interaction —and who
constitutes the ‘pyhlic. (Mitchell, 19;’:?‘ ]al];s) dangerous

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF LEFEBVRE'S PRODUCTION OF SPACE

- 4 0 1
h]StOFlCaI ;n(;:le: inf f;:iil-;:t{l:n;tﬂﬁwever, Space must be considered ag
a unique facto s 5 the same time, one of the forces of
production and also t ¢ medium through which social relations ocey
and is the outcome of this process. It is a caysy)] element in the relatio :
ns

of production but also produced by the relations that occur within and
through it. Space, for Lefebvre,

is not a thing among other things, nor a producr among, other products: rather,
it subsumes things produced, and encompasses their interrelationships in their
coexistence and simultaneiry — their (relative) order andfor {relative) disorder. It
is the outcome of a sequence and set of operarions, and thus cannot be reduced
to the rank of a simple object ... Itself the outcome of past actions, social space
is what permits fresh actions to occur, whilst suggesting others and prohibiting
vet others. Among these actions, some serve production, others consumption
(i.e. the enjoyment of the fruits of production.) Social space implies a great
diversity of knowledge. (Lefebvre, 1991; 73)

Lefebvre’s concept of social space encompasses a critical analysis of
urban reality and everyday life, an inseparable concatenation, which
simultaneously is a product and a process:

The analysis is concerned with the whole of practico-social activities, as they are
entangled in a complex space, urban and everyday, ensuring up to a point the
reproduction of relations of production (thart is, social rclations). The global
synthesis is realised through this actual space, its critique and its knowledge. ..
At the centre, recognised here and elsewhere, is the process of reproduction of
relations of production, which unfolds before one, which is accomplished with
each social activity, including the most ostensibly anodyne (leisure activities,
everyday life, dwelling and habitat, the use of space} and which has yet to be
the subject of a global study. (Lefebvre, 1996: 185, 187)

His approach to understanding the production of space, ‘true
knowledge of space’, is outlined in his triad of necessary elements.
Thus, spatial practices, representations of space and spaces of
representation may be said to provide a framework for understanding
social spaces in the context of their production within particular societies
and historical periods. His analysis takes account of the need to
produce spaces for economic production and for social reproduction.
The significance of Lefebvre’s conceptualisation of the production of
space lies not least in its recognition of the need to analyse spaces
specifically involved in processes of social reproduction, which as
Hayden argues

ranges over different scales, including the space in and around the body
{biological reproduction), the space of housing (the reproduction of the labour
force), and the public space of the city (the reproduction of social relations).
Here he links the physical to the sacial in decisive ways . .. Lefebvre suggests that
space is a medium through which social life is produced and reproduced.
(Hayden, 1997: 114)
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Merrifield also makes a useful link between Lefebvre’s analysis of the

production of space and the investigation and analysis of particular
places:

The space-relations identified by Lefebvre, then rake on meaning through, an‘d
are permeated by, historically defined social relations (and vice versa)...space
represented the realm of flows of capital, money, commodities a_nd mformatlﬂrl!,
and remained the domain of the hegemonic forces in sociery. From this
Viewpoint, place comprises the locus and a sort of stopping o_f those flows, a
specific moment in the dynamics of space-relations under capitalism. Place is
shaped by the grounding (the ‘thingification’ if you will) of these mater’ ial flows,
though it concomitantly serves to shape them too by way of social and class
struggle over place necessitating, for example, that abstract space ta_kcs a
Particular physical and social form in place...It is the realm of dispassionate
‘objects’ rationally ‘ordered in space’; a deracinated space where representation
Is simply the representation of the ruling groups, just as ruling ideas were for
Marx. Here knowledge and power attempt to reign supreme 3“?‘ impose what
t!'ley know onto lived sensual and sexual experience. Correspondingly, evcr_ydg_v
life becomes 4 practical and sensual activity acted out in place ... Life is
Place~dcper1dent. and hence the Lefebvrian struggle to change life has © launch
itself from a place platform...everyday life in place is ‘the supreme court where
Wisdom, knowledge and power are brought to judgement’. (Merrifield, 1993: 525)

Jccbrc warning then is that, “[s]o far as the concept of production
'$ concerned, it does not become fully concrete or take on a true content
}ll'ltﬂ replies have been given to the questions that it makes possible:
O Produces?’, ‘What’, ‘How?”, ‘Why and for Whom?*” (Lefebvre,
1991:- 111, 69). This would seem an appropriate and essential set of
diestions necessary for the investigation of any social space in which a
complex of facrorg has contributed to their production, represcntatit_)n
:gcilvﬂ’g:sl;s:s t which they are put. Similarly, invcst.igating hov; 50cllal
need b ¢ Structured and experienced there is a spatial context that also
s to be understood, A Harvey puts it:

Symbolic orderin, £ : : s i)
through which wf S Of space and time provide a framework for experience

notion that “th, learn who or whar we are in society ... The common sense
€r¢ 1sa time and a place for everything’ gets carried into a ser of

prescriptions which replicate the soci igni i :
. Saciil -ial meanings to
spaces and times, (Harvey, 1990. 214) g sl assenie sl ’

I_efebvre"s confributicm to the social theory of space is important
because it provides a valuable framework for understanding the impor-
tance of space in the analysis of modern urban capitalism, its survival
and its perpetuation. Lefebvre provides a theoretical four:dati(m tha

takes into account the interplay between a number of crucial c:lermem:-'.t

a complex of dynamic interactions provides a framework, for analysing

how conflicts over design, form and function become entwined with
social class and spatial segregation. That is, if ‘true knowledge of space’
is to be achieved by a consideration of the dynamic triad of necessary
elements, there is a need to investigate, illustrate and substantiate how
space is produced, how it is represented in diverse discourses, as well as
how everyday meanings and uses affect and are affected by it.

Lefebvre’s ‘Production of space’ is a complex analysis of the
fundamental importance of space in the survival and perpetuation of
capitalism that provides essential concepts, insights and perspectives for
a meaningful understanding of social space. The interlinked necessary
elements of his triadic analysis of spatial practices, representation and
use provides a structure for the analysis of the space of modern, increas-
ingly urban capitalism, that is essential for incorporating an understanding
of the diverse factors salient to the experience of contemporary social
activities, However, a criticism of Lefebvre’s analysis is that it does not
provide sufficient illustrative and substantive detail of the operation, the
workings, of each of his dynamic elements. It is an abstract theoretical
analysis that identifies a number of macro and micro social factors
without specific consideration of the implications and application of
each of his elements. The significance of Lefebvre’s work is that it
reprioritises and radicalises the role of space in social relations and
provided a theoretical and conceptual foundation from and through
which other social theorists have sought to analyse and investigate the
importance of space for social relations and the formations in which
they are found.

NOTES

1 As Shields writes: “Rather than simply discussing the philosophical status of
space — ‘how many dimensions exist’, or is space a ‘thing’ or ‘void between things’? -
Lefebvre investigates social attitudes towards space, all the while not neglecting to
emphasise the integral importance of physical dimensions and spatial categories such
as boundaries and regions in everyday lifc.” (Shields, 2000: 5-6).

2 Karz and Kirkby argue thart this is a fundamental feature of capitalism iself:
“Since the Enlightenment, the narratives of science have been embedded in the social
relations of capitalism within which projects are constructed in particular ways,
unmistakably tied to the manipulation of nature. The exploitation and domination
of the latter by agents of capital is continuous with the social relations through
which labour is exploired and subaltern groups are dominared. Embracing the
separation berween sociery and nature, capitalist hegemony is predicated as much
on the notion of external or primordial nature as it is on the decisions of class.
gender, race, ethnicity and age. Our ccmprc!‘ignsmn of this |1l.lk 15 mu@d:cd by our
invocation of objective science and romanticised l.‘()lll:r:j'!tl.liill‘i;!tltl)ll of nature and
society, but also by the fact that human beings exist in contradictory relation o
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o . at humans are *of
nature. At the basis of the contradiction lies the recogmuonsi’:‘.sccand b iTEas
nature’ but are also capable of objective reason and thus possess

(Katz and Kirkby, 1991. 263)

: . . comes about:
3 Lefebvre describes how this reconstruction of nature com

and
And now men — the most “cultivated’ men at first, people Er?m-lfihlz;:‘:l?::;o\:;r
then the masses — rediscover the spring. They nrelamazcd _b";,}"t. this spring is no
nature, long forgotten by their ancestors and their fatlhura. u ingtme which
longer the springtime which breaks the laws of the city. It |? Spture no longer
has already been controlled and appropriated. The life o n; and ludicrous
unfolds before their eyes, something beyond them, an absur e Tl
spectacle, its exuberant blossoms threatening dcatht a dal'l_Ec"om:lcs S ploe
elemental disorder, a wild bestial frenzy. At the same time as 1; r:::ll:s — becomes
in the cycle of nature, spring — though still ruled by the la_w s bc-t slowly; a few
subsumed in the cycle of social living. It regains a meaning, l: s
ancient traditions live op - notably despite the contradlcu(?ﬁ'];‘fmpﬂsed upon
of the month of May to virginity. Bi by bit a S.\'lf\‘lbol“‘“.1 b ns it does not
this new-foung Springtime, a system of meanings and s'gm{jcanro scholarly, cul-
POSsess as a fact of natyre. Through songs and poetry, popular T’ it deep-rooted
ture re-establishes contact with nature, thus resolviﬂg{‘ partial bu sin. and to
conflict, People yse these songs and poems to appropriate na‘?ﬂ : zﬁinc’idc, bur
recanstitute a Jogp symbolism. Nature and hi story are not made to e polies 4
they are g longer separate. Springtime is a festival again, a ‘Ecct they are not
moment of accorq. Nature and history have not become fused, but they
dissociared either, (Lefebvre, 1995: 148)

W n town
4 Again, Lefcbvre highlights and emphasises thart the distinction betwee

; igid dichotomies of
and country, nature qnd culture, ete. can result in too overly rigid d
<anceptions;

A theme which ha
namely, ‘natyre
country and ef

s been used and over-used, hyper-iﬂi_]a({:d and cxtrt::]p‘zl)a;cncii
and culture’, originates from the relations bctwct,:n by which
45 CCts i ., - Whar is important is the complex mnvcmtn_f .h' ¢ the
the political city uses this sacred-damned character of the ground, R 11;
Seonamic (commercig) City) can desecrate it...In industrial countries, th‘-d(.}
exploitation by the city, centre of capital accumulation, of the surrounding
countryside, gives way re, more subtle forms of domination and exploitation,
the cliry b“omi“B [the] centre of decision-making and also ap}"m"?'“l.*'_ of
association. Howeyer that may be, the expanding city artacks the countryside,
corrades and dissolyes it. (Lefebyre, 1996, 118-19)

5 It is this double role or function of cities that Lefebvre uses as a rejoinder to
criticisms of his own theoretical Perspective on space and the city. For example,
... Castells does not understand Space. He sets aside Space. His is still a simplistijc
Marxist schema, as is Prereceilles’. They are very reductionist because all they see i
land speculation, rhc‘ price of land. They aren’ wrong — what they say isn'
absolutely false — bur is only one part of a new and

¥» that one more
or less examines.” (Lefebvre, 1985: 31),

6 The consequences for the physical, social and
populations when rapid econo
sustain it is a theme develo
space (see Chaprer 4),

7 Saunders notes that

moral health of cities and their
mic growth outstrips the nece

ssary infrastructure 1o
ped in David Harvey’s work on th

e political economy of

The basic contradiction in the
capital to exploit it for profita
in other words, the contradi

production of space is betwe
nd the social requirements of ¢
ction between profit and need

en the necessity for
hose who consume;
» exchange value and
s found in the constant

collectivistic strategies. It is this
contradiction and this struggle that lies ar the heart of Lefebyre’s concern with
the urban question. (Saunders, 1981 154)

8 The term production acquires a more forceful and wider significance, when
interpreted according to Marx’s early works (though still bearing Das Kapital in
mind); production is not merely the making of products: the term significs on the
one hand “spiritual’ production, that is to say creations (including social time and
space), and on the other materia] production or the making of things; it also significs
the self-production of a ‘humau—bcing’ in the process of historical self-developmen,
which involves the production of social relations. Finally, taken in its fullese sense,
the term embraces re-production, not only biological (which s the province of
demography) burt the material reproduction of the tools of production, of technical
instruments and of social relations into the bargain (Lefebvre, 1971: 31),

2 Gregory sums up Lefebyre’s overall aim thus: 95

Lefebvre wants to clucidate the specificity of the capitalist mode of production
of space, to understand how the production of space came to be saturated with
tonalities of capitalism, He attempts to do so by sketching out, in different bur
overlapping texts, what he eventually called “the long history of space”. .. The
task of his genealogy is thus to provide a history of space that will show how
this constellation of power-knowledge — this supposedly ‘true space’ — is an
artificial construction that privileges mental space, marginalises social space and
compromises lived experience. (Gregory, 1994, 359, 365)

10 Merrifield states that: “Lefebyre strove for a unity theory of space, a
rapprochement between physical space (nature), mental space (formal abstractions
abour space) and social space (the space occupied by ‘sensory phenomena, including
products of the imagination such as projects and projections, symbols and utopias”

) ifield, 1993: 522), o ]

{M?r’n‘;eg Merrifield 1993 for a discussion of the possibilities of using Lefebvres
spalia“iSCd dialectic as a framework for investigating the relationships between space
and place. As Merrifield states:

Lefebvre’s maverick non-dogmatic spatialised reading of Marlx‘s materialist
el ta project he termed spatiology) offers the most fruitful route for
dia LL-h'n s the problematic of place. . . that of reconciling the way in which expe-
broac .‘q t ved and acted out in place, and how this relates to, and js embedded
;—:::n;c; |‘{rica1 and economic practices thar are operative over broader Spatial



scales... C . . . i =
¢s... Consequently, space internalises conflictual and contradictory social

forc B < . . :
[h:-es anq social conflicr is thereby ‘inscribed in place’. This conflict arises from
inextricable tension between the usage and appropriation of place for social
productive and

f;:pn?::z T;d the domination of place (and space) as a 3

merel abm orce thrﬂygh private ownership. .. It follows he.re that place is not

mjoy;m:"ﬂﬂ' space: it is the terrain where basic social practices - consumption.,

reProdum'; tradition, ‘self-ldmtificatiun, solidarity, SOI:-'lai support Bn_d social

everyda l'f“ ¢tc. are lived out. As a moment of capitalist space, plat._:e is where

{Merri Y lile is situated. And as such, place can be taken as practised space.
errlﬁeld, 1993: 51 7, 522)

12 This is a point Shields emphasises:

m pi‘;fd.’"‘ s referring to not only the empirical disposition of things in the
his me:aph:,r-m;ce (the PhYSim| aspect) but also atritudes and hablrual practices,
order. In this ic I'espace might be better understood as the spatialisation of social
Crete pracei movement to space, abstract structures such as ‘culture’ _become con-
but also ge::ﬁs and arrangement in space. Social action involves not just a rhythm
of Pespace thaetry and spacing, Spatialisation also captures the processual nature
just an achievetdhfebvfc insists is a matter of ongoing activities. That is, it 1S not
that s jrse|f 4 order in the built environment, or an ideology, but also an order
Vations of Ways undergoing change from within through the actions and inno-
social agents, [n short, all ‘space’ is social space. (Shields, 2000: 155)

th 13 Massey 5,
€ Organisatiop of society:

Ul'lders i
o oyr ;ngg;l: spatial organisation of society, then, is crucial. It is central
OUr conceppy ) ng of the way in which social processes work out, possl bl?’ o
In our abiliry tosat“’“ of some of those processes in the first place, and certainly
the social, can :l:l on them politically ... If the spatial is not autonomous from
FeQuiremeng and e So'f:m]‘ be rheorised autonomously from its spatial form,
‘Mplications? ... Part of what is fundamentally at issue here is

the Teassegg,
3 Mment G .
Scienceg, (Massey 'i";;’surlt;eflmnon of necessary relations within the social
Z :17,18)

ted |
comparable, therefe, " such a way as to render it homogenous, its parts
- The subordination of space to money and
e lizl;nbdes from the monertary evaluation of
ST z comes one of the new ‘scarcities’
and even light. (Shields, 2000: 180)

15 As Lefebvre wrires somewhat Prosaically.

Mufnphoricaily, it symbolises force, male fertili
again the part is taken for the whole; phallic bmta?iri,:}'"cll::csu“nc violence. Here
Not remain ab
stracr,

ms up the importance of the interaction of the spatial in analysing

for it is the brutality of political power, of the means of constraint: police, army,
bureaucracy. Phallic erectibility bestows a special status on the perpendicular,
proclaiming a phallocracy as the orientation of space, as the goal of the process.

(Lefebvre, 1991: 287)

16 Lefebvre argues that

Bourdieu provides a clarification. He explains how *a matrix of percepuions,
appreciations and actions’ can at one and the same time be put to work flexibly
to ‘achieve infinitely diversified tasks’ while at the same time being ‘in the last
minute’ (Engel’s famous phrase) engendered out of the material experience of
‘objective structures’, and therefore ‘out of the economic basis of social formations
in question’. The mediating link is provided by the concept of ‘habitus® - a
‘durably installed generative principle of regulated improvisations’ which
‘produces practices’ which in turn tend to reproduce the objective conditions which
produced the generative principle of habitus in the first place. (Lefebvre, 1991: 219)

It is perhaps pertinent to also reflect Bourdieu’s principle in his own words:
perhaps p princip

Because the habitus is an endless capacity to engender products - thoughts,
perceptions, expressions, actions — whose limits are set by the historically and
socially situated conditions of its production, the conditioning and conditional
freedom it secures is as remote from the creation of unpredictable novelty as it
is from a simple mechanical reproducrion of the initial conditionings. (Bourdicu,

1977: 95)

17 The definition given by Williams of hegemony as a lived process, involving
resistance and conflict over meanings and values (ideology) as well as practices and
expectations over the whole of the experience of life, not only a static structured
system of domination between states or social classes is useful in this contexr.

Gramsci made a distinction between ‘rule” (dominio) and *hegemony’. *Rule’ 1s
expressed in directly political forms and in times of crisis by direct or effective
coercion. But the more normal situation is a complex interlocking of political,
social and cultural forces which are its necessary elements . .. What is decisive is
not only the conscious system of ideas and beliefs, but the whole lived social
process as practically organised by specific and dominant meanings and belicfs.
(Williams, 1977: 108-9)

18 It is worth distinguishing carefully between everyday life and the concept ‘the
everyday’ in order to clarify its meaning. The term ‘everyday life’ in Lefebvre's books
means ‘banal and meaningless life’, not daily life. In French, there is a certamn
interchangeability between the idea of banal activities and daily tasks. While
‘everyday life’ in the sense of daily tasks is an amorphous sct of more or less usual
and unremarkable activities, ‘the everyday’ always means the ordinary, banal and

repetitive (Shields, 2000: 69).

19 See Deutsche (1998) for a crirical discussion of the use of public art in creating

2 dominant urban aestheric.
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