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1 ABSTRACT

The aim of the paper is to highlight the potentélthe involvement of children and kids in planning
activities by understanding and giving voice toirthdistinctive language, in order to construct anno
authoritarian concept of smart contemporary citshén

2 KIDS' RIGHT TO THE CITY

Even though children and kids are citizens tordaénts and purposes (and with their own needs ights),

on the one hand, their mobility across the citys-nan-drivers — is strongly reduced, so that tkeght to
the city» (Lefebvre, 1968) is denied in practicee{sBozzo, 1998; Dolto, 2000; Moro, 1991); on titeeo
hand, they usually are substantially excluded fa®uisions concerning the urban spaces of theiy di&al
since they are considered as non-adults, “stifsibgress entities” having no voice. But its worth
remembering that, after all, the well-known defanit of sustainable development esplicitly refersfiature
generations» (WCED, 1987). The exclusion of chitdirem decision-making reveals the vagueness df suc
definition — «starting from how needs are to bdraef and anticipated, and by whom» (Pellizzoni, 2064
and, more generally speaking, the problematic citeraf sustainability itself.

Recent years have witnessed an increasing intareglanning processes based on the involvement of
children in design activities (e.g.: within parigaiory workshops). Such involvement could be @digs a
sort of “litmus test” to evaluate the sustainabéespective of the project, as it gives voice to kvaetors.
Children’s technical contribution (see: Tonucci9&9Paba, 1997) to planning and design activitees lme
particularly fruitful as not only they «bear spéciheeds» (Paba, 2001), but they are also prowddda
“different sight”, which means a specific “expereend knowledge” of urban spaces. Furthermore, they a
also involved within the network of «weak ties» §@owetter, 1983) of the neighbourhood level, where
people are «within sights» (Mumford, 1968. p.35)l an«democracy of proximity» (Bracqué & Sintomer,
2002) may be possible. Finally, children’s distimetspatial behaviour tends to be subversive sinseable

to resist the usual «production of urban spacefefiwee, 1974) of late capitalism, and this fits heith a
different and more political claim for sustainatyiliThus, children’ sight “from below” can help plgers in
anchoring sustainable alternative visions to tlalldimension of daily practices.

Especially if framed within and sustained by a i@y path (e.g.: through workshops strictly intelated
with school programs, with particular reference siabjects such as geography, drawing and natuural
science), their skilled involvement in planningigities can fruitfully contribute in re-imaginindné city as

an inter-active cognitive potential (see, e.@ndercock, 2003) that lies within the daily sogedctices
structuring urban spaces (De Certeau, 1990). Is $kinse, not only children’s participation can dorc
planners towards a more responsible approach teefmirces and commons to be preserved for thesfutu
generations: their different sight can effectivieglp planners in placing «diversity as the cormewstof their
prescription for urban reform» (Talen, 2006a; dee:&2006b), i.e.: enabling diversity through plaxgnand
design.

The paper reports findings from a still on-goingi@zresearch concerning the involvement of chitdire
planning and design activity.

3 THE SHIFTING MEANING OF PARTICIPATION

The broader “participative turn” of the recent déeshas resulted in a wide range of very diffepeactices
aimed at involving the inhabitants in planning preses: «collaborative planning» (Healey, 1997;raady
others), «deliberative democracy» (Forester, 1#8ter, 1998; Friedmann, 1987; etc.), «communieativ
planning» (Sager, 1994; but also: Yftachel & HuxId000), «community planning» (Wates, 1998),
«community architecture» (Wates & Knevitt, 198 %)dao on. Such a multiplicity of interpretation Ipeps
derives from the different meaning of the term. rtlegation”, in fact, is used to indicate two difent
behaviours: the first one concerns communicatian: io make something known, to inform someonaubo
something); the second refers to sharing interegiligjons, situations or experiences. Being «th@awor
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fact of partaking, having or forming a part of»cauld be «either transitive or intransitive; eitimaoral,
amoral or immoral; either forced or free; either nipalative or spontaneous. Transitive forms of
participation are [...] oriented towards a specifi@bor target. [...] in its intransitive forms, thelgect lives
the partking process without any predefined purp¢Bahnema, 1992).

In Italy, the more recent decades witness an eeolutf the meaning of the concept of “participation
Different phases can be distinguished (Giusti, 2080 first one is political and ideological, whar
participation is a tool for social conflicts invaitg planners’ politically-oriented “expert knowleslg This
phase is strictly associated with the claims engeyging the ‘68’s struggles and consists of theeelences

of the “consigli di quartiere” (“neighbourhood cails”) within the frame of both the crisis of trédnal
mass parties and the process of administrativentiedisation of the early 70s (see: Eéaal, 1977). A
second phase (only apparently interrupted durieg8®s) concerns the ‘77 movement, involving both th
feminist (Friedmann, 1992b; Maggio, 1996; Masse994t Sandercock & Forsyth, 1990) and the
environmentalist movement and generating a mutitgliPaba, 1996; 1998) of different self-organised
locally focused pathways — «thousands of tiny ermgravents», as Sanderkock (1998) would say — aimed at
occupying the empty space due to the loss of teedit mass parties in order to answer the emerggaigl
demand.

The third phase of the 80s and 90s is charactehigethe development of participatory techniques and
methodologies aimed at the effectiveness of goveman order to face the complexity of the conterapo
society by reducing ideological and social condlithrough a re-framing process, in which confligtin
images are de-constructed and then re-construgtedighlighting possible shared visions, in order to
prevent or at least to mitigate the inhabitantsistence against public projects. Planners’ rdierdfore,
changes, as they are intended as “facilitatore’ dh& substantially not interested in substantgeés, being
them mainly focused on procedures. From a theadgpiaint of view, such an approach can be interated
influenced by the Habermasian (1984) view of dedbee democracy that tends to overlook differeraed

to replace them with an idea of a rational actdo¥ang the principle of reasoned argumentation.

Not surprisingly, during this phase, participatioiten becomes a useful rethoric, a sort of «neantiy»
(Cooke & Kothari, 2001) and an «essentially com@stoncept» (Day, 1997). Not surprisingly, in fabg
comforting recipe of standardised and self-reféaénparticipatory “best practices” is often seen by
spontaneous (and mistrustful) social movements pjgetta, 2013a) as corresponding to the first five —
«manipulation», «therapy», «informing», «consubtai, «placation» — of Arnstein’'s (1969) «ladder of
citizens participation» since it supposes mainlgpayative interactive networks and denies the excst of
conflicts. Thus, it is consequently interpreteceathedded in a «system maintaining» and not in atesy
transforming» (Chawla & Heft, 2002) approach, réiweathe «suspicious intentions» (De Carlo, 1980) o
the rhetoric on civic engagement in planning preessin this sense, it is worth highlighting thtspite the
pervasive spread of participatory planning prastioe advanced countries exclusionary processesare
and more widening (Thomas, 1997; see also: Madanggtoal,, 2000), as interactive forms of planning and
governance can develop also through an exclusionsghanism aimed at overcoming weak and not
formally represented actors, while including a tedi set of institutional or quasi-institutionals
acknowledged interest groups, with a clear redoadiocollective control on decision making (seerdster,
1989).

The current phase is related to neo-liberal glehtitbn and the consequent need to a different essl |
contradictory development model (see: Sullo, 2@2rso & de Souza, 2002). Thus, on the background of
the current crisis of representative democracythacdheed of renewing it (Gross & Singh, 1986; dse: e
Micheli et al, 2010; Magnaghi, 2002), the term “participatia@hds more and more to coincide with “self-
government” (see: Magnaghi, 2000; Ferraresi, 2002progressively shifting from conflicts to susiable
proposals, i.e.: by enlarging the content of patitory processes from specific local problemglisas the
quality of life and common goods) to wider issusst involve a radical rethinking of the current gwation
processes, way of living and power relationshige:($aba, 2002; see also: Harvey, 1999), by fogusin
the empowerment of the inhabitants towards the toact®on of an active citizenship (see, e.g.: P&ba
Perrone, 2003; Paba & Paloscia, 1999; Crosta, Z¥¥also: Friedmann, 1987; 1992; 1999). Withimsuc
frame, planners’ distinctive “expert knowledge” swmis of Forester's «critical listening» (ForestE989;
see also: Giusti, 1995; Sclavi, 2000). On suchckdr@und, participation does not focus on ratidgabut
rather on building relationships (i.e.: face-todabody-to-body relationships) and, consequenttytrath,
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sharing, feelings and emotions, by including thein decision-making interaction (see: Forester,91.9M
short, participation implies «the intelligence af@ions» (Nussbaum, 2001).

4 INVOLVING KIDS IN PARTICIPATORY PRACTICES

On the background of the “participatory turn”, neceears witness a multiplying of planning practice
based on the involvement of children and kids (stset, 1997), but too often such experiences argeto
framed within top-down processes where childrenladd play an “ornamental” role, as they cannotlyea
modify the already established projects and inteioas.

By contrast, the most interesting Italian experéeree included in bottom-up practices that havenbee
carried out in regions such as Tuscany or EmilismBgna (see, e.g.: Paba, 2000), where the involveafien
children and kids is not aimed at designing “boedezones” for children only, but public urban satet
are accesible for all, as kids’ condition repregiwersity, which is to be placed «as cornestorfgplanners’
«prescription for urban reform» (Talen, 2006a; ak®: 2006b; Forester, 2009; Young, 1990; Letal,
2005; Watson, 2006; Perrone, 2010a). In this sehseaim of such projects goes beyond a mere pdiysic
transformation of places, being the major goaldwstruct a process in which children and kids arénger
seen by administrators as a “niche” sector, bierads a relevant crossing issue, as it can melibgidally
turn useful for the involvement of further weakast

It is not a coincidence, however, that the moserggting experiences are carried out by public
administrations that adhere to the “Charter forea municipium®, where “new municipium” means the
outcome of a process aimed at transforming locatiaipalities from bureaucratic administration offsc
towards self-government social workshops, as itst fiarget consists of establishing a new relatigns
betwwen elected and voters, which are more and mi@spossessed of any decision-making by the
overriding power of economic reasons. This impiresoducing alongside elective democracy institutes
decision-making “spaces” that are designed to ohelu- going beyond the notion of long-term
representatives, only elected every four or fivarge- the largest number of actors representindotted
social-economic context, in order to build in plaimd everyday language shared future scenariosutes)
thus enabling participation and extending it tooegtthat usually have no voice in institutional idems
through intermediate forms between representatiee through vote) and direct (i.e.: popular adsigm
referendum, etc.) democracy. A theoretical refezencthis sense can be individuated in Mouffe’sawief
agonistic political action (2000), implying the destication of antagonistic political processes iato
agonistic one where the different stakeholders alenowledged as legitimate adversaries. Structured
participation paths (such as the Aalborg charted #ve Agenda 21 engagements) are integrated into
decision-making processes (i.e.: plans, designspalidies) in all the different phases without piefined
bureaucratic limits and become ordinary instrumémtserritorial, environmental and economic govasent

and the basis for future “local constitutions” igal by medieval European municipal statutes, adaptéhe
empowerment of the different voices of today’s stci

Within such a frame, participatory experiences vattiidren and kids have been carried out as a gfart
ordinary educational programs (see, e.g.: Mort2001), in order to interrelate the learning andigles
dimension, by making more autonomous teachers tih biganising labs and workshops and interrelating
with public administrators through the constructadrtommon languages and innovative procedurgscin

the major goal (also from an “educational” point wkw) concerns the improvement of ordinary
administrative routines due to the interaction veithunusual social actors.

In this sense, many critical aspects may emergg:df all, the difficult for public administratoshat need
immediate and visible results) in accepting the emainty of outcomes characterising this kind of
experiences where, despite pre-established pattenexpected feedbacks to be further implemented ca
derive from practice. Time to be spent is anothecial factor, since not only children’s and adwisw of
time is very different, but also public administoas and schools have different but well-establishe

! Among the several workshops held in the Porto #deworld Social Forum (2001), LaPEl has promoted th
workshop “Self-sustainable local development: nemnitipalities’ roles and tasks, and the valorizatid local actors’
social networks for a bottom-up globalization”. Wit it (merged with the one held by the Associatibémocratiser
Radicalement la Démocratie”), the idea of a “Chaftg a new municipium” has been proposed, disalismed
submitted to the Forum for approval.
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routines, needs and time horizons. Schools, howewer an important resource (Scoppetta & Scoppetta,
2013), as they can act as means of contact anogdalbetween parallel networks that could neveraat
otherwise: not only teachers and public administeabr different administrative sectors, but alkdbdren’s
families and neighbours.

Difficulties clearly emerges even when the adoptadthodology implies a playful dimension (see:
Pecoriello, 2000). This is especially the case ofkshops based on role games aimed at highlighting
conflicts — between administrators and teachei&jrein’s desires on public spaces and real fedsilaf the
proposed projects — in order to overcome them. Adtrators, in fact, are forced to use their emmwlo
sphere and their imaginative emphaty by overcortfiegy ansieties and fears: a municipal office,dnotf is
really a “safer” context than a classroom in a ariynschool! By contrast, administrators seem to rie@re

at ease in the case of participatory games in pgplces, in which they can play the role of neadiy and
emotionally involved promoters (i.e.: spectatomd)is is the case of games (e.g.: drawing from Maohopr
similar) that can be intended as explorative desvfoe non-expert audience aimed at exemplifying twha
really at stake in certain urban projects, by skating public debate and giving voice to alternatbcenarios
to be used as for long-term objectives (e.g.: dpial design guidelines).

A further “educational” goal, however, regards plars, who are necessarily forced — following Schén
(1993) — to a self-reflective work that could imghe need of modify the initially defined methodsda
objectives and, more generally, to widely rethindlwooted ideas on what a project is, being theked to
design a project that «enables diversity» (Tal@362) by constructing relationships rather thanemeban
spaces. However, as underlined by Ferraro (199Bisimrticle on Patrick Geddes in India, plannitsglf is
nothing but «the great game of city life» where ptenner is just one player among many others had t
final result depends on their interactions...

5 UNDERSTANDING CHILDREN'’S DISTINCTIVE LANGUAGE

A real and effective involvement of children in fi@patory practices requires an understandindneirtown
distinctive language. In fact, as Poli (2006) ufides, space is usually thought as a real, objectind
external construction, as a mere container of objdtat exists in everyone’s mind. By contrast,cspa
actually is the result of a slow cognitive develgmnthat derives from perceptions, experiencesui@)l
individual and collective history.

In this sense, the geographical Euclidean spacerenbbjects are placed following an exact metric
relationship, does not exist: it is nothing but laoke of logic calculations which are elaboratedoly mind
in order to organise our perceptions about théaeyr where objects independently exist (Dematt&85).
The ontological security of a map as a map caneoaltomatically presumed, as its “truth” mirrorg th
ideological frame of its creator, so that a plaas & different meaning that depends on its usesisers: a
non-cultivated field, in fact, has a different memnfor a developer who want to built or for a gooef kids
who want to play football. Spatial concepts suchdistance” and “proximity” clearly show the ways i
which space is a highly subjective social costrastthe former is related to notions of strangeraes the
latter rather concerns familiarity: the distancenfra place which is known as enjoyable will therefbe
perceived as shorter than that from a sad plage @cemetery). In the same way, the physical reapee
plays a relevant role, as a distance will be d#ffiely perceived if the street slopes downwardspvards.
Furthermore, although time plays a relevant roleh@ perception of space (a distance, in fact, lman
measured by the time needed to cover it), geonaétmeaps usually ignore it as well as they cannptwea
the complexity of real space, as what is represenitan object is nothing but its measure.

Historical maps were different: subjective perogmsi, symbols and narrations were part of the
representation of space. Ancient maps representd¢mbdological space» deriving from the Greélodos
(“path”) (Janni, 1984), wherein the perception p@ees follows a line according to a “route perspettas

in the case of the well-known Tabula PeutigerigDadastrial maps required the physical experience of
walking across the territory, so that a varietyaafal measurement systems derived from human pade a
eyesight (Farinelli, 1981).
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Fig. 1: On the left: “Roma in forma de lione” (“Ronmethe form of a lion”, rearranged by the Autha)medieval symbolic
representation of the city of Rome. On the rigtfuréher medieval representation of the city of Ramearranged by the Author),
with a never existed oval form of the urban waleme of the seven hills, a few buildings (churdues towers) and an ancient
aqueduct stand in the empty space inside the wblinwitnessing the decline of the city after fa# of the Roman Empire. A more
detailed representation of cultivated areas closeltan walls highlights the abandonment of thentyside during the Middle Age.

A “genealogical” inquire can clearly show how gednoal cartography has been progressively nat@dlis
and institutionalised across space and time asr@icyar form of scientific knowledge and practice
following the emerging of modern national statesps) as Harley (1989) suggests, are a tool for the
exercise of external power, in which plans andnitibms of powerful agents become realised. But naaps
also provided with a power internal to cartogragoynsisting of the ability to categorise the worlida
normalise certain views of it, thereby influenciang at the level of meaning and experience. Marticati
theorists from the Frankfurt School onward haveoedhWeber’'s argument that the development of modern
capitalism has been tied to that of an instrumenattibnality in human relations and communicatioafith
maps as one the most powerful and pervasive tpaltis® sciences, in Lefebvre’s (1974) view, aramauiy
agents in the reproduction of capitalism: as thagrfere, through a sort of inner colonisation,hwibe
possibilities in everyday life through the use phee, by pre-judging the subjective world according
rational/bureaucratic typifications. According tor@er (1999), in fact, territory does not preceduap, as
space becomes territory through bounding practibes include mapping. Thus, given that places are
planned and built on the basis of maps, spacef itsehothing but a representation of the map: the
«differentiation between the real and the repredimt is no longer meaningful», as maps and teiesgcare
co-constructed, being the former not a reflectiérthe world, but its re-creation (see also: Baulail,
1994).

0 1 oo
m TRBACtAly PASTrcCE A

Fig. 2: Gabriele’s representation of the neighboath(on the left) consists of his home-school dailyte, with a small number of
landmarks (i.e.: shops where he usually buys hismworning snack or football collector cards). Farthore, the distance between
the street and the buildings clearly reveals tthamipattern based on 1 or 2-families-houses, pedwdth a private garden. It is
worth noting how, despite home-school proximitye tbute appears surprisingly long. Although motie@lated and provided with

both 2 and 3-dimensional methods — the latter amirog only her primary and secondary school (ddule)o— Denise’s
representation (on the right) is quite similar.fBiénces regard well-known “emotional” landmarkansisting of her friends’ homes
(yellow), some shops (blue), a catholic churchlétjoand a park (green). Furthermore, two streetgleawn in a different way: one
is Denise’s address (her home in red); the otheri®@where her best friend’s home is placed. Wasth underlining, however, that
Denise (11 years old) usually goes to school bynamn’s car.

Analogies exist between historical and childrer@presentations, as the latter do not concern Ledé&bv
(1974) «espace congu (“conceived space”), i.e.: space as a mental tagts the space of savoir
(“knowledge”, i.e.: expert knowledge), the (abstrageometrical) «representation of space». Children
representations rather refer to both Lefebvregspace percu (“perceived space”) andespace vécu
(“lived space”), being the former (real) space @msitérially practiceable) physical form and thedathe
space of everyday life and social relations, whglproduced and modified over time through its asd
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whose understanding refers taownaissance i.e.:. informal or local forms of knowledge (ivimg
symbolism and meaning) that is gained though patsexperience. In this sense, being it at the séme
both real and imagined, such «space of representait both the medium and the outcome of humatiaspa
relationships (see particularly: lori, 1996).

Fig. 3: Federico’s view of the neighbourhood (oa liift) corresponds to his own home, a familiakatigl” around which
recognisable “objects” can be grouped: a detadpdesented shop, the children garden, which —emehlity — is located elsewhere.
Both a dustbin and a tree play the role of landmdtkslerico, in fact, has first drawn them and thesethe only coloured “objects”.

By contrast, the legend and streets’ names in Rlotarepresentation (on the right) clearly hightigh attempt of scientific
description (not by chance he is among the bedests in his classroom!), which, however, is framétiin a scarcely lived and
experienced space without any landmark (with theeption of the children garden as an anonymousamgtd).

Children, in fact, do not draw what they “know”, tbrather what they daily experience, without a clea
distinction between reality and fantasy, as thepresentations (especially at the level of nursarg
primary school) consist of a non-structured nondrighical dis-homogeneous whole of objects andteven
also including a dream or a nightmare, a desira f@ar, a sketch from a television program or adaape
from a video game — to be organised through a @llpprocess into their own “mental archives” byngsa
non-detailed typological and often two-dimensiopresentation, where the aim is to classify rathantto

Fig. 4: On the left: recovery plan (1996) of thélsenent called “Case Rosse”, in the eastern penpbiethe city of Rome. The
orthogonal grid witnesses the typical original gédletion of sprawled illegal developments that gthfhe periphery of Rome since
post-WWII. As he would like to become an architddfrco uses a set square as appropriate tool dovidg his map (in the centre,
below) where space is formulated on the basis @hesion and thought in Cartesian terms of co-ordsdines and planes. But such

Euclidean effort finally ends to be contradictesiMarco’s emotional relation with his daily livepace unavoidably tends to re-
emerge from his mental “scientific” re-constructiminspace: the represented playground is larger e real and it actually is not
located close to the football pitch, which is drawm more detailed way than the schait!j. Thus, what at a first glance could be
intended as an on-going “colonisation” by “experbwledge” over Lefebvrianonnaissanceeems rather to be the result of Marco’s

both daily spatial by feet experience and sociatfice. As he also goes to school by feet, Lorena@ip (on the right, above) is
similar to the previous one. Differences concemresence of an abandoned and apparently “wild'damgerous area as well as

the names of the different shopkeepers, the lattealing how his spatial experience is linkeddoia relationships.

In this sense, drawing is one of their own way Knowing the world by giving a hame to each thing as
ancient or primitive population did. In fact, asaBliin (1988) tells us about Austrialian aboriginaieach
totemic ancestor, while travelling through the doyinwas thought to have scattered a trail of waadd
musical notes along the line of his footprints [thkse Dreaming-tracks lay over the land as “ways” o
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communication between the most far-flung tribesofig [...] was both map and direction-finder. Prawigi
you knew the song, you could always find your wesoas the country. [...] In theory, at least, the ighuf

Australia could be read as a musical score. [...EBging the world into existence [...] the Ancestbhesi

been poets in the original sense pafiesis meaning “creation”. [...] Aboriginals could not ®le the
country existed until they could see and singjiist as, in the Dreamtime, the country had nottegisintil

the Ancestors sang it». Within such a framewonkdiaarks play a relevant role, as children’s spa@edort
of “unknown archipelago” wherein some familiar &slls”, made by recognisable fragments, emerge.

Fig. 5: At a first glance, Aurora’ representatidrilte neighbourhood seems to be a completely inealyime: there is neither her
home nor the school or the orthogonal settlemettea Such a “rural idyll” actually represents taerdscape surrounding the
neighbourhood (i.e.: a fragment of the historieaidscape once called “Roman Campagna”) as well aotitemporary socially
constructed imagery of a peaceful, not congestddyagen “urban-rural village”, whose single-fanfilguses are more affordable
(although scarcely connected) than a flat in theagntre.

6 KIDS AND THE CITY

Despite the shift occurred in general planning tiesoand practices from modernist “rational” apjotues
based on zoning and functional separation to a roomgplex view of cities and societies, what consern
children’s urban space still remains anchored ¢odild logic based on separation and aimed at douch
spaces clearly mirror the ways in which contempocities are organised according to a generatiorasr,
i.e.: the pattern regulating the relationship betmvadults and children (see: Harden, 2000; Hollo®ay
Valentine, 2000; Valentine, 2004; Zeiher 2003), wehehildhood is represented in a double Apollonian-
Dionysiac perspective, the former to be protectdd fsafe” fenced areas; the latter to be tamethag
pretends to occupy adults’ urban spaces. In thisesechildren may be seen as social actors providtbda
«pre-determined spatiality» (Satta, 2012b; see 28b0; 2012a): on the one hand, the general psemye
reduction of public open spaces; on the other ildetalesigned age-based spaces devoted to chitehign
which are rhetorically promoted as giving them spaghereas, by contrast, such devoted and oftaredien
spaces actually subtract their the city’s spaceahole.

In fact, the separation of children’s playgroundnfrthe adults’ urban spaces as well as the rigridn
among different ages not only prevents lively irgenerational relationships, but this also derfiesidea of
spontaneous, creative and self-organised gamd® inrban space, being fenced playgrounds the tate p

in which the right to play (for adults too) is alled. Furthermore, mass-produced equipments inrenilsl
gardens and playgrounds not only tend to influethe@r design — which will thus be characterised by
horizontality, by avoiding hills or depressions ut lthey also and particularly imply a passive idda
children’s and kids' games as a monotonous uncledodgeand mechanical practice and prevent children
from experiencing an imaginative self-constructidriheir own space based on the inventive usebf#cts
trouvés In this way, such kind of fenced and controllddidren’s gardens, where only pre-determined
actions are allowed, keep them from autonomouslyagig their space and time and seem to be designed
in order to construct passive subjectivities.

An example in this sense is given by the (neolibaral rent-guided) Open Space Strategy of the afity
London (see: Scoppetta, 2010), in which children@ordered into separated and hierarchically datied
aread where the interaction among different age is sutiitlly not allowed (more generally, on London’s

2 Examples are given by: Local Areas for Play or B3tep Play Space (LAP) for under-6-years-old ckitdwhere
mothers can interact with other mothers only!); &loEquipped Areas for Play (LEAP) for 6-to-8-yeatd-children;
Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play (NEAP) foildrlen and kids of primary schools; Multi Use Gareeas
(MUGA), i.e.: playgrounds where the colours on ¢ineund indicate the allowed games.
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urban strategies as neoliberal urban policies, Seeppetta & Scoppetta, 2013). It is to be undedithat
the Open Space Strategy is presented as inclugiagetipatory” processes, but the latter are basedn
audit methodology where patrticipation is intendechanere opinion (or marketing) poll aimed at asiggs
the satisfation degree of users (consumers?) asddban predetermined existing audit fotmshere
individual criteria are grouped under a set of gs&blished categories in order to obtain cumwdainores
for each one and a succint set of headings fogtaphic and spatial representation of the resatnfthe
audit process In fact, «the objective is to gain informatioroabthe nature and quality of each open space
and provide a comparative assessment across takdothority area. It provides a snapshot in timd a
should form the basis for future monitoring. To uesconsistency it should be carried out by a siealin
who are properly briefed and trained in the sumrethodology. [...] The audit should include a quéia
assessment of the features present within the sipa&ee, which is generally a score on a 1-5 or fahQe,
reflecting condition and quality. Scores may, withre, be aggregated to give an overall indicatibn o
quality>. In short: what is improperly called “participativactually is nothing but a step of a typical top-
down approach.

By constrast, a different example is given by thealled “Junk playgrounds” conceptualised in ths By

the Danish architect C.T Soresen as non-definedesp@ be freely modeled by children’s imaginatol
fantasy through available pieces of equipment aatérials. The first Junk playground was realisedi943
during the Nazi occupation of the city of Copenhrages a way to contrast and challenge authoritarian
educational methods that characterised Nazism'sladg — aimed at constructing passive soldierserath
than active citizens, with a crucial role playedvissil-organised sport activities of children — @ondorovide
children with a democratic education (see: Gutmade& oninck, 2007).

As Lefebvre (1974) argues, however, the more andenhomogeneous and commodified space of our
contemporary society is conceived before it isyfliled and spatial practices, on which our knowleaf

the world is based, emerge much more from repragens and abstractions than from our daily expeee

so that space itself becomes a representationoventurning that Baudrillard (1994) calls «hypelitga —

by making us more easily manipulable by ideologyt, Bf space is constituted through mapping prastic
this means that constructing maps can “activateitéey, by “remaking” it over and over again. |hig
sense, understanding children’s representatiomgjuiage through their involvement in planning ates
could really help us to imagine smarter urban sp#uat enable diversity and active citizenship.
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