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EDITORIAL

The London conference held in November 2005 marked the
half-way point of the Urban Age, a series of interdisciplinary
investigations in cities across the globe. (In its second year, the
Urban Age is visiting Mexico City and Johannesburg, and
concluding with a final event in Berlin in November.) Over one
hundred architects, planners, academics, developers,
politicians and commentators joined mayors from European
and American cities to explore how London is dealing with a
period of unprecendented growth and economic expansion –
over 700,000 more people and 400,000 new jobs by 2015.

Focussing on four massive areas of transformation – in
East, West, North and South London – the conference
questioned whether Europe’s only global city was becoming
more inclusive, resilient and diverse or risked becoming more
homogeneous, exclusive and unaffordable. The texts and
extracts from the conference give a flavour of the debate,
which, whilst not exactly giving London a clean bill of health
revealed an appetite for self-reflection and openness to
criticism. A full record of all presentations, both audio and
visual, can be found at www.urban-age.net

The London event – held in a city that had experienced the
joy of winning the bid for the 2012 Olympics and the violence
of terrorist attacks in the dark month of July – provided an apt
context for an informed and passionate debate about the links
between the physical and social in cities, fulfilling a core
objective of the Urban Age project. The daily unfolding stories
about  the urban riots in French cities during the days of the
London conference raised questions about race, exclusion and
space, while the disproportionate impact of Hurricane Katrina
on the lives of the urban poor of New Orleans vividly
illustrated the connections between urban form and its
consequences on its people.

It is a measure of the growing recognition that cities
matter – as political, spatial and social artefacts – that they have
become the subject of intense scrutiny with initiatives like the
Urban Age. It is for this reason, perhaps, that the Venice
Biennale decided to focus the 2006 International Architecture
Exhibition on the interactions between architecture and
society in cities, building on the expertise of the LSE team and
the Urban Age initiative. This international public platform
will provide a unique opportunity to apply the methodological
lens emerging from the Urban Age to an even larger sample of
cities across four continents, bringing the interdisciplinary
ideas promoted by the LSE and the Alfred Herrhausen Society
to a wider and more global audience.

Urban Age would like to thank the Mayor’s Office at the
Greater London Authority, CABE, the Corporation of London,
the Minerva LSE Research Group and LSE London
Development Workshops for supporting the London
conference.
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DEYAN SUDJIC

The basement conference room of London’s new egg-shaped
steel and glass City Hall, offers an exceptional vantage point
from which to explore the explosive transformation of
Europe’s one real world city. Norman Foster’s team designed a
horizontal window that looks out over a ramp, down which
glide a constant stream of skate-boarders. In the background is
the procession of razor sharp glass wedges of office slabs that
make up More London, the curiously named development that
was also designed by Foster and Partners. Across the river, you
can see still another concentration of Foster’s work. The low-
slung redevelopment at the Minories and, beyond that, the
unmistakable silhouette of the Swiss Re tower – the ‘Gherkin’,
London’s most prominent new urban landmark. It is a new
image of a city, a glittering, crystalline world as envisaged in the
digital dreams of the computer renderers. And it suggests that,
for better or worse, it is still possible for an individual vision to
shape the form of a city.

The conference room sits beneath the architecturally over-
excited council chamber that is the seat of power of London’s
Mayor Ken Livingstone. Wrapped around it are the offices of
his officials and his advisors. Between them, they have
formulated what, for post-1968 London, is an unprecedentedly
interventionist set of policies on everything: from a new
metropolitan plan to congestion charging and public
transport investment, from business development strategies to
the London 2012 Olympics. Between them, the Mayor and his
advisors have created an institution as well as a landmark. Five
years ago none of this apparently solid and permanent
settlement existed. There was no mayor, no advisors and no
policies. And, most arrestingly, none of these buildings existed.
The stretch of the Thames from Tower Bridge to London
Bridge was one of the many black holes in London’s urban
fabric: derelict for half a century since the city lost its role 
as a port. For decade after decade the site, on the edge of the
river looking across at the Square Mile – London’s financial
and business centre, with some of the world’s highest office
rents – festered, disappearing under mud and wild flowers,
while developers came and went, putting forward scheme 
after scheme.

Then, as London emerged in the late 1990s from the
downward spiral of falling population and economic
retrenchment, the endless attempts to find a new use for this
land suddenly gave way to a building campaign that moved
ahead at breakneck speed. Underpinning the surge in office
demand – and the Urban Age conversation on London – was
the raw statistical fact that London’s job market and its
population are growing: 400,000 new jobs by 2015. This
analysis reveals a gradual return to population growth, a
phenomenon not seen in the city centre for half a century.

LONDON VISIONS



URBAN AGE BULLETIN 3 2

The growth is modest enough but still represents a highly
significant turnaround in the inner city. It is an increase that is
largely accounted for by the foreign-born, arriving to fill the
gaps left by the dispersal of Londoners with families who have
the resources to move, but who are not rich enough to compete
with the globalisation of house prices in postal districts such as
NW1, W11 and SW3, or SW1 and W8, favoured by merchant
bankers burdened with £1m bonuses.

The Urban Age conference spent two days in this
conference room, watching the winter sun move across the sky,
trying to make sense of the forces that were driving this
eruption; to explore their impact and their wider significance
on the future of mature cities like London. The conversation
focussed on four huge sites each chosen as a paradigm for the
issues confronting the contemporary city. Some are gashes in
the city fabric, like the King’s Cross railway lands. This area is
currently undergoing a paroxysm of development that
irresistibly recalls the coming of the trains in the 19th century
whose impact on this very piece of land was so resonantly
portrayed by Charles Dickens in Dombey and Son. Another
such attempt at recasting the failed concrete utopia of 1960s,
the Elephant & Castle project is a local authority driven
attempt to use private sector investment to transform the
shape of inner city housing. In the lost lands of White City,
where scrap yards and caravan encampments straggle between
rail lines and the ever expanding offices of the BBC, a
consortium of developers is exploring the new shape of the
contemporary workplace. The even more neglected acres of
Stratford are the site for the controversial development for
London’s Olympics, which will include a new town that will
one day be home to 36,000 people.

This once-in-a-century explosion of change left some
observers deeply uneasy. Others – many of them Londoners –
were more positive about the sheer scale and pace of change
transforming the face of the capital. For critics such as Anne
Power, the LSE sociologist, this wild, thrashing, almost frenzied
demonstration of the power of the market and a newly
invigorated city and national government, is serving only to
accentuate the ills of the city; to make the barrier between rich
and poor ever sharper, to displace existing communities, and
dismantle familiar landscapes. Despite illustrating the benefits
of careful retrofitting of parts of inner London, she was
prepared even to invoke the spectre of the burning Parisian
banlieu as the ultimate result of this new kind of atomised,
polarised city. The French riots of the hot October of 2005 gave
her disenchantment a topical flavour. But the tenor of her view
also took us back to the explorations of London’s dense, urban
communities conducted by Michael Young back in the post-
war years, that he laid out in his seminal study on ‘Family and
Kinship in East London’. In those days,Young was lamenting
the impact of redevelopment on the communities of Stepney,
Bow, and Limehouse, and their enforced movement to the very
places that Power now sees undergoing a similar process.

At the opposite end of the spectrum was the triumphalist
note struck by the screening of the video prepared for the
presentation of the London’s Olympic bid in Singapore in July
2005. This rather disturbing attempt to recast the

cinematography of Leni Riefenstahl’s Olympia in the
multicultural clothes of a Benetton commercial was
hubristically presented as a guarantee that ‘it couldn’t happen
here’, that an inclusive London would never follow Paris down
the polarised Gallic road to ruin. The colour-saturated
propaganda hinted at a London that was the sum of all hopes,
and perhaps unwittingly portrayed a London that would
continue to attract the world’s poor and dispossessed.

This duality was played out on the ground in the debates
surrounding the city’s own grands projets. The plans for a new
King’s Cross, the product of a team that includes both the
leading mainstream modernists Allies & Morrison and the
architectural fundamentalist Demetri Porphyrios, and a
mooted new White City envisaged by Rem Koolhaas were the
subjects of a more nuanced analysis. Underneath the
vocabulary of the dense urban blocks, piazzas and parades of
the new King’s Cross, debate focussed on another reality: the
intimate relationship between the urban fabric and its major
transport intersection. The network of railway lines
intersecting below and above ground, including the new
Channel Tunnel Rail Link and the underground, and the
network of bus routes, make King’s Cross the centre of a vast
catchment area that extends well beyond the confines of a local
community and its parochial interests. To the architect Nigel
Coates, the King’s Cross design would sanitise out of existence
all the darker, shadowy, even dangerous elements that
represent the uncomfortable, but authentic nature of the city.
Richard Sennett argued that a scheme of this scale should seek
to create complexity at ground level, rather than remain aloof
from its context as visualised in the bird’s-eye montages. For
others, this was a wrong-headed even sentimentalised vision
which had no understanding of the real aspirations of city
dwellers. But architects and developers were robust in their
conviction that their vision delivered the critical mass and
character that would make King’s Cross a place in London
serving multiple and complex purposes and communities.

A less familiar model of what an architecturally inspired
masterplan could offer a city was put forward by Rem
Koolhaas in his proposition for White City, in which, almost
predictably, he attempted to subvert the conventions and
received wisdoms of masterplanning. Faced with a site
bounded by elevated motorways, railways, walls of offices and
tough housing estates, rather than create an inward-looking
protected enclave Koolhaas’ masterplan reaches out to its
context with large open spaces creating east-west connections
which offer the potential for integration. The resulting urban
collage – unexpectedly littered with literal references to Soho
Square and London’s mews houses as well as L-shaped eroded
skyscrapers – was intended to respond to a highly volatile
housing and office market, challenging the very notion that
buildings should be designed to be fit for purpose. A
provocation that caused debate on how any development
scheme – however large, resilient or ingenious – could play any
significant role in determining London’s future role in the
global economy and its shifting labour markets. And indeed,
on how local planning authorities could hope 
to impose such a vision on commercial imperatives.
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Urban geographer Ed Soja noted that even the vast
redevelopment of the Lower Lea Valley in East London would
do little to change the fate of the economy of this part of the
city. To his mind any of the large developments presented at
the conference were insignificant set beside the larger reality of
a de facto 100 Mile City, a London that spreads from Ipswich to
Bournemouth. He argued for a more regionalist
interpretation, that would have been familiar to Patrick
Geddes, to make sense of the social dynamics of a city like
London. Soja suggested that despite the homogenising impact
of the world city, there are still very powerful forces exerting
specificity to counteract these trends. He reminded the
conference that one of the things that makes London’s
government unique is its complex and problematic parallel
administration, the City of London, an autonomous, hugely
wealthy, free-floating alternate power block that is barely
accountable, and has practically no electorate to bestow
legitimacy. It is an arrangement that makes London an
amorphous free form urban tissue that spreads in all
directions, and contains within its jellyfish-like flesh two
distinct brains. Livingstone with an electorate of several
millions is the visible one of the two. The City of London has
closer to 8,000 residents to cast their votes. And it has the
sophistication and confidence to disdain the timescale of
conventional electoral politics. In the 1980s, facing a threat
from Canary Wharf as an alternative financial centre, it quietly
abandoned its conservationist strategy for the city fabric, and
pushed through so many planning consents for new office
space that Olympia and York went bankrupt. Now the City is
widely suspected of having struck a deal with Livingstone, a
politician whose leftwing past might suggest they would have
found it hard to deal with him. But in fact despite their very
different views on social policy, Livingstone and the City seem
to rub along well enough. Certainly Livingstone is as
enthusiastic about building more skyscrapers as any developer.

London’s fragmented politics have not always suited it.
Building Canary Wharf in an apparent fit of absent-
mindedness, before any mass transit provision was in place,
was hardly good planning. It is a city that has a reputation for
avoiding grand plans, or urban set pieces; yet it was also the
city that built the world’s first underground railway, and in
which John Nash and his royal patron created Regent’s Park
and Regent Street, which were to inspire Napoleon III and
Haussman to rebuild Paris. Its present, complex mix of plan
and non-plan certainly seem to be encouraging its current
growth spurt.

Deyan Sudjic is the Dean of the Faculty of Art, Design and
Architecture at Kingston University
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GERALD E. FRUG

The most significant crisis in current urban design lies not in
our inability to design innovative buildings but in our inability
to design a good mechanism for decision-making about what
to build. The architects are way ahead of the lawyers, political
scientists, and politicians in their creativity and in their ability
to think through design problems. This is true not only in the
United States and the UK but in many other places as well. I do
not intend to discuss here the primary example of this crisis:
the way political authority is fragmented in metropolitan areas
around the world, including in the South East of England.
I want to focus instead on two other problems of urban
decision-making that apply across the UK and particularly 
in London.

The first is that we have lost our ability to figure out whom
to give decision-making authority to. Neither the government
– the public sector – nor business – the private sector – can be
trusted to make decisions about the transformation of urban
life. The instinct therefore is to merge the public and the
private in ways that I’ll describe. This sleight-of-hand about
the public/private distinction has produced a second problem.
It has helped guide the kind of development that is taking place
here, generating a momentum to concentrate on building a
globalised business environment, a comfortable place for the
upper middle class to live, work and shop. Admittedly, in every
one of the thoughtful reports issued by the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister, the Greater London Authority, the
London Development Agency, and English Partnerships,
there’s always a lot of concern, expressed right at the
beginning, about social exclusion, poverty, affordability, and
equality. But given the current decision-making structure,
building a city based on these concerns takes a back seat to
building a globalised business environment.

The first source of this policy is the collapse of the
public/private distinction. Once upon a time, there was
something called government, and people thought that
government – democratically elected officials and their
appointees – should have the ultimate responsibility for urban
decision-making. Nowadays, government has gone out of
fashion. It has been replaced with words like governance –
along with public/private partnerships, stakeholders, and
urban development corporations. What’s new in this new
vocabulary is not that government is working with the private
sector to accomplish its objectives. Government has always
depended on the private sector for much of what it has sought
to accomplish, particularly depending on it as a source of
revenue and investment. What’s new is that government no
longer feels capable of being the decision-maker. It now needs
to come to a consensus with others – with corporations,
interest groups, communities, stakeholders.

Who are these people? Who is a stakeholder? Which
corporations and interest groups are entitled to participate in
urban governance? Who is included in the concept of
community? It’s important to recognise that there’s no
uncontroversial answer to any of these questions. It’s also
important to recognise that none of these institutions and

groups are citizens of the UK. Only individuals, only human
beings, not institutions and groups, can be citizens; only
individuals can vote. Institutions and groups, however, can
share decision-making power. That is, they can become
stakeholders, participate in governance, and be appointed to
the boards of urban development corporations. This kind of
public/private merger is taking place on a large scale: in the
UK, in the European Union generally, in the United States, and
elsewhere around the world. In the UK, urban decision-
making seems to rest above all on a single word, a word
repeated so often on every page in every report that it is, quite
frankly, overwhelming. That word is: partnership.

Everyone, it seems, is a partner with everyone else. In
London, the national government is a partner with the Greater
London Authority and it, in turn, is a partner with the
boroughs and surrounding municipalities. All of these
partners are also partners with businesses and other
stakeholders, and the stakeholders are all partners with each
other. Community groups, trade unions, voluntary
organisations, and organisations representing  disabled
people, young people, and gay and lesbian people – they are
partners too.

But not all partners are equal. The word partnership has a
vague, feel-good quality. But partnership is a businessman’s
word. It suggests a world without politics. In the business
world, we don’t have political conflict. We have cooperation.
We’re all on same team, working together on our common
objectives, because we need each other. The government can’t
possibly finance the infrastructure and development it needs
without the private sector, and the private sector cannot invest
in major projects without the cooperation of the government.
This structure produces public deference to business decision-
making in the hope that business will become more public
spirited. The public becomes more private, and the private is
expected to be more public. This merger has become attractive
because both sides share a common idea of the city’s future.
The goal is gentrification. We should frankly admit it. If
property values in a disadvantaged neighbourhood go up, the
policy has been successful.

Given this vision, many of the other partners have only a
secondary role. They need to be listened to, mollified,
accommodated. Efforts are made to provide affordable
housing, improve public transportation and protect public
space. Sometimes these secondary partners make helpful
suggestions that are embraced. But often they are seen as
obstructions to progress, as a hurdle to be overcome. This
lesser role is solidified by two different conceptual frames: the
dynamic/defensive and the wide/narrow distinctions.
Economic development in the style of globalisation is
dynamic: it’s on the move, whether you like it or not, and it’s
going to transform not only London but the world.
Globalisation is the future, and you better get with the
programme. By contrast, the boroughs, the trade unions, the
so-called equality groups, are trying hold their own against this
onslaught. This is particularly true of what the literature calls
‘the community’.

The word ‘community’ is another vague, romantic word,

DELIVERING URBAN GOVERNANCE 

IN LONDON
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with no particular meaning. But, whatever it refers to,
communities are always located in a place that is local, narrow,
neighbourhood-based. This is the wide/narrow distinction.
The business-government alliance is dynamic and has not just
a city-wide but a global reach. Community, on the other hand,
is reactionary and is localised in a borough or a
neighbourhood in which current residents are trying to stay.
When one talks to the community, one goes to a
neighbourhood; when one talks to business leaders, one can go
anywhere in the world. The winner in a battle between the
dynamic and the defensive, and between the wide and the
narrow, is a foregone conclusion.

It’s a mistake to locate the poor and ethnic minorities in
neighbourhoods and then to limit ourselves to talking to them
in charettes. This frame makes them narrow and defensive.
Whithin it, they aren’t given the ability to learn from others, to
make alliances around the city and around the world, and to
develop a vision for the future of the city as a whole. Only the
public-private partnership is empowered to do that. It’s also a
mistake to think that business leaders, along with the
government, should be the major contributors to the
definition of a city’s future. Others have ideas too. If you agree,
you might wonder, as I do, why Parliament required, as a
matter of law, that half of the members of the London
Development Agency have experience in running a business,
and that the chairman have this experience as well.

The problem with the language of partnership, then, is not
just that it uses an appeal to consensus to hide the existence of
political conflict over the city’s future. It also has a substantive
impact on city making. To alter this substantive impact, to
change the nature of the city’s development, we need a
different decision-making process. Report after report has
documented that London is an increasingly immigrant city,
that there is an increasing gap between rich and poor, and that
there’s a problem of affordability and social exclusion. Do we
have a conception of the city’s future that makes these
references to diversity, equality, affordability and social
inclusion not just as problems but as an integral part of the
city’s economic development? Do we have an architectural
vision of the city that makes these the foundational concepts
for designing the built environment? These are big questions,
and no organisational reform is going to work unless we
answer them. But I want to concentrate here on decision-
making. We need a process that transforms the richness of the
urban population of London from being positioned as
neighbourhood-based and defensive to becoming an integral
part of the city’s dynamic development.

To do so, we need to revive the notion of the ‘public’ in
public decision-making. We should take the people of
London out of the community and put them into the city.
This does not mean business has no role in economic
development; of course it has a role. It simply means that,
ultimately, the decision-maker has to be democratically
responsible. It also doesn’t mean that we should slow things
down. In fact, neighbourhood opposition and central
government oversight are now the primary contributors to
slowing things down. An empowered public decision-making

process, properly designed, could speed things up through
being more legitimate.

Changing the current structure requires institutional
innovation. On this score, London is way ahead of other cities.
It already has many institutional innovations, and my proposal
is to build on one of them: the Greater London Authority. The
Greater London Authority is a city-wide organisation,
democratically elected. It could be given 
considerably more power by the national government to speak
for the city than it has now. But the legitimacy of that increased
power depends on its ability to incorporate into its decision-
making process the striking diversity of the city population,
and that, in turn, suggests a rethinking of the structure and
duties not only of its planning agency but of its other decision-
making bodies. The London Assembly, for example, has a very
limited role, but it could be transformed into a democratic
vehicle for formulating alternatives to the current embrace of
the public-private partnership. Other cities, which start with
different government structures, could redesign them with a
similar goal in mind.

We at the Urban Age often talk about the impact of a city’s
physical development on its social development. What I am
emphasising here is the reverse. Social development should
have an impact on the organisation of a city’s urban planning
process and thereby, on the nature of its physical development.
The UK could take the lead in making this happen.

Gerald Frug is Louis D Brandeis Professor of Law at Harvard
University 
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FRANCIS DUFFY

THE IMPORTANCE OF DESIGN

At this half-way point in the series of Urban Age conferences, it
seems appropriate to raise two crucial points. Firstly, to
appreciate that design imagination in the widest sense is
enormously important for the future of cities; secondly, to
recognise that connecting design intentions and social
consequences is notoriously difficult. I have been grappling
with these issues for several decades and would like to offer
some thoughts on how this apparent conflict, which I have
experienced acutely within my own highly specialised field of
office design, relates even more fundamentally to cities and
urban design.

A few autobiographical words may be forgiven if they
throw some light on a generational attitude to this conflict. I
spent the early 1960s at the Architectural Association School 
of Architecture in London; a more design-saturated
environment it would be hard to imagine. We did practically
nothing else but design for five years. We were told that
planning was important but planning seemed to be an
abstract, centralised, welfare state, bureaucratic entity.
Social issues and design skills did not connect. Although
comprehensive redevelopment was already beginning to have 
a bad name, we did not understand why.

Towards the end of the 1960s, along with several of my
contemporaries, I was lucky enough to go the United States as
a graduate student, in my case to Berkeley and Princeton. It
was a wonderful time – a political awakening: there was the
Civil Rights movement and the Vietnam War. There was also
the big issue of the regeneration of the inner cities – San
Francisco, Baltimore, Boston. Urban design meant active
politics, the engagement of architects, planners and designers
in real places with real issues and real people. Instead of remote
and widely despised plans for ‘comprehensive development’ –
it is important to remember that the notorious Pruett Igoe
housing development in St Louis was demolished to general
applause in 1972 – urban design meant that an active debate
had been initiated between City Hall, business and the
community about what should be done to make imaginative
use of redundant buildings and underused land to reinvigorate
the economy of the inner city, to tackle crime and deprivation,
to improve education, to help people build themselves a better
way of life.

My generation of Harkness Fellows, among many others,
brought the idea of activist urban design back to the UK in the
early seventies. Hence the eventual revitalisation of Covent
Garden, Docklands and somewhat later Glasgow,
Birmingham, Manchester. Incidentally I chose to devote my
career to office design for exactly the same motive: an
appreciation of the value of the close, hot, sometimes
dangerous but often beneficial relationship between physical
space and the micropolitics of the office. At the scale both 
of the city and the office building,‘design’ had become
politicised.

RELEASING THE POTENTIAL OF DESIGN

Design to me is the imaginative manipulation of the physical
fabric of cities, landscapes, buildings, spaces between
buildings, environments, interiors and products to
accommodate people and their activities in a positive and
sustainable way over time. I prefer to say design, as an active
term, rather than buildings or architecture because both
buildings and architecture on their own are inert. They can do
very little, almost nothing positive, outside the context of an
active programme of change – although I have to admit that
buildings on their own, in certain circumstances, can
diminish, damage, poison, even kill people in a variety of ways.

Buildings, while inert in themselves, do have potential
which, if properly harnessed in the right circumstances, can do
a lot of good. In office design, for example, we distinguish
between three1 levels of the potency of design, the so-called
three ‘E’s:
Efficiency: the use of design resources to achieve the most with
the least, eg the least circulation, the maximum density, the
lowest cost per square metre;
Effectiveness: the use of design to add value to organisations,
eg to attract and retain the right kind of employees, to facilitate
interaction between collaborating groups, to stimulate
invention and creativity;
Expression: the capacity of the physical working environment
to broadcast and reinforce social values. For example, design
can be used to reinforce aspirations towards an egalitarian,
transparent, accessible, inclusive, consistent society – or the
opposite – a default preference for whatever is hierarchical,
opaque, labyrinthine, exclusive, confusing.

What benefits can cities derive from these three levels of
potential? My own guess is that the potential relationship
between the three ‘E’s and social and economic performance at
the urban scale is exponential – ie if efficiency is worth two
units of performance, effectiveness is worth four and
expression sixteen. It is certainly true that measures of
efficiency, which are by far the easiest to measure, are
conventionally given far too much attention at every scale of
design intervention compared to the more subtle but
potentially much more rewarding benefits of effectively and
expressively designed relationships between the physical and
social realms.

THE IMPORTANCE OF PURPOSE

I am an enemy of generalised virtue – at least in architectural
and urbanistic matters. I dislike norms and standards, am
suspicious of benchmarks (why not a benchmark Olympics in
which the point is not to win but to achieve mediocrity?), and
remain nervous about well-intentioned attempts by design
watchdogs like the Commission for Architecture and the Built
Environment (CABE) and professional institutions like the
Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) to establish Design
Quality Indicators (DQIs) – generic measures which can be
applied to the performance of different building types. From
my perspective it is imperative for clients and designers to take
up personal positions before they act – ready-made solutions,
silver bullets which claim to solve all problems without

DESIGN AND 

MEASUREMENT
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individual responsibility, are usually an illusion. Both urban
and office design are inherently competitive and hence
inevitably subject to change. Consequently three factors must
shape any design decision. The first is purpose – what specific
benefit is this design initiative intended to achieve? The second
is context – what else might influence the desired outcome?
The third is timing – is the moment right? 

Of the three factors the most important is purpose.
Purpose is immensely liberating in methodological terms: if
clients can be helped to articulate what their design objectives
are, then it becomes possible to measure whether or not they
have been achieved. A genuine feedback loop can be
established. Insisting on purpose forces clients – and urbanists,
architects and designers – to prioritise: critical matters must be
dealt with first, lesser objectives later. Prioritisation, like
purpose, makes measurement and feedback much easier.

An even more fundamental point has to be made. Purpose
provides the essential condition for relating buildings, and
hence design imagination, to society. Because the perspective
of the social sciences is so huge and all encompassing, ranging
from anthropology and economics through sociology and
social and political history to psychology and psychoanalysis, it
is impossible to say anything meaningful about architecture or
urbanism without taking some aspect of social purpose into
account.

The challenge of the Urban Age, it seems to me, is to help
identify the purpose of urban projects so that we can better
evaluate their social success or failure. This simple equation
was completely lacking in the fascinating presentations of four
large scale projects in the London Urban Age conference; a
symptom of the greater crisis in design that I have sought to
identify rather than a criticism of the particular designers and
developers involved.

Far too often briefing has been assumed to be a passive
activity – the architect or urban planner ‘taking’ the brief from
the all knowing client. Such attitudes were commonplace in
the modern movement. More recently many designers have
despaired of clients’ indecisiveness and have allowed
themselves to become emotionally disengaged, keeping from
involving themselves too deeply in briefing. Given my
position, it should be already clear that I believe that briefing
should be catalytic, ie deeply committed, intensely engaged, a
means of developing, testing and crystallising clients’ and
users’ aspirations in the context of action.

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS 

Four conditions are necessary for achieving such catalytic
effects:
– Sustained, articulate and responsible client leadership;
– A systemic approach to design, linking three parallel and
inter-related design programmes – the design of Information
Technology, of the Social System and of the Physical Fabric;
– Data, at least as good as used in any other area of
organisational design so that results can be measured against
priorities and purpose ensuring ongoing feedback;
– Democratic involvement – continuing communication
between leaders, designers and users on all important issues.

When we reviewed the four London projects at the Urban
Age conference – White City, Elephant & Castle, King’s Cross,
Stratford City and the Lower Lea Valley – all of which have
revitalisation as their common goal, we might have explored
the extent to which the conditions listed above were in place.
We could then have evaluated the projects not in terms of
barely articulated and highly generalised architectural and
urbanistic values but against such urgent contemporary
criteria as success in the knowledge economy, social inclusion,
sustainability, success in engendering small businesses. The
designers and owners of each project would have been able to
demonstrate their different, and essentially competitive,
purposes, priorities, hypotheses, approaches. Legitimate
differences would certainly have emerged. Different
trajectories of development could have been compared.
Different value systems would have become apparent. A
common framework of comparison between the four projects
could have been built upon strategically different purposes and
priorities.

Urban designers in a time of turbulent social and
technological change can and indeed must be prepared to use
design to accelerate cultural and organisational change, using
persuasion as well as imagination to bridge the social and the
physical. Urban design can be strengthened and its relevance
ratified, only by its being part of a wider process of cultural,
operational and economic revitalisation, a condition that is
even more relevant at the urban scale than in individual
buildings.

Nicki Gavron, the Deputy Mayor of London, asked during
the conference what are the differences and what are the
relationships between city planning, urban design,
landscaping, architecture, interior design. To me all these
activities are subsets of design. I should like to conclude by
saying that design itself is simply a subset of politics.

Dr Francis Duffy is a co-founder of DEGW, London

1 Peter Drucker, the management theorist, cleverly distinguishes between efficiency,
‘doing things right’ and effectiveness,‘doing the right thing’.
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NIGEL COATES

I had forgotten about my own design for King’s Cross in
London from 1988. It was interesting, therefore, to see the
current scheme by Allies & Morrison as one of the four
redevelopment sites presented at the London Urban Age
conference.1 I have to say I don’t really have great hopes for any
of the four; that is because, when regenerating very large urban
areas, it is extremely difficult to inject them with the qualities
we expect from the city we have already got.

Areas such as Soho, Covent Garden and Notting Hill in
London are attractive because they have stories of all social and
cultural kinds woven into them. These stories inform the
accumulated sense of place: their legend, history and custom,
through to the aspirational strands that set up the future.
These narratives come more from the people who use and
shape London than they do from the architect. It seems to me
that architects find it difficult to step out of the box and think
about the cultural dynamics of what really sustains a city as a
living organism. Is it not the responsibility of the architect to
strive for more, and build diversity, freedom and identity into
the DNA of their designs? As Ricky Burdett said in his
introduction, London has grown organically and chaotically.
To deny this is to stop it in its tracks.

Reading between the lines of the conference transcript, I
have to agree that King’s Cross does highlight how London is
changing, though I hope not for the worse. Some may have
misunderstood my comments on the scheme as an attempt to
preserve the rough edges for the sake of it. This is not what I
meant. My original take on the site, in the 1988 scheme, not
only included integration with the surrounding city, but also a
new story that capitalised on the new Channel Tunnel link to
Europe. I called it Eurofields. This largely polemical project
anticipated the need for new identities to be layered over the
old ones, an approach that the current proposal avoids.
Perhaps it would be too risky now. The chosen urban model
echoes universal principles of the block/boulevard/plaza
(ironically the rational mid-European model) without either
connecting to the haphazard evolutionary character of
London or creating a framework that is open to interpretation
and change.

Of course, I understand the need for redevelopments such
as these to provide desirable, saleable property. I am as used to
working within these constraints as the next person. That is the
main point of the exercise, to make use of this redundant part
of the city; but unless you actually take what is special about
that particular area, the results are destined to dismantle its
true urban qualities. At King’s Cross this means thinking about
what the area means to Londoners: local ones and far flung
ones, ones of every culture and lifestyle, including the night-
lifers who boogie until dawn, the drug users and sellers, and
the prostitutes whose wellbeing depends on the good people
with nice comfy jobs and cute little homes elsewhere.

Like major termini the world over, King’s Cross is a
confluence of people in transit who want to move with ease
and in safety, but 
it is also a place where people in London can hide from so-

called normality. And if this attendant life is a social given,
when the new development is built, and is indeed handling the
vast numbers of travellers predicted, this attendant culture will
not only stay put, but magnify.

Having places to hide is one of the features that make cities
tolerable. Many people say they came to London in the first
place because ‘you can be what you want to be, and no one will
turn a hair’. We suspect the future King’s Cross will be hyper-
controlled with cameras pointing at every corner and every
entrance, which makes it all the more important to build in
disjunctions and gaps that diverse cultures can either spar at or
latch on to. Over recent years numerous art projects and one-
off clubs have made clever use of left-over buildings and the
derelict landscape.

Up to now, I think the identity of King’s Cross has been
contingent on its being loosely controlled. Cultural as well as
social and technological innovation needs this looseness.
According to Richard Florida, a city’s (or in this case an area’s)
new creative class indicates a city’s economic health. His three
indicators are ethnic diversity, proportion of gay residents and
the number of patent applications per head. King’s Cross has
always been an area of London that favours living outside the
norm, as if it were a ‘university’ for learning to live in cities.

So it bothers me that the plan seems to ignore all that. Its
blocks and boulevards and trees and niceness try to knit it into
the rest of the city, though in reality they merely separate it
further. We saw Rem Koolhaas and OMA doing something
similar with his White City scheme. I think King’s Cross should
be much more body-like, much more layered, much more to
do with the fibrous, muscular quality of the canal, the tunnels,
shunting yards and railway lines. It should favour looseness
instead of using architecture as wallpaper.

I fully acknowledge this unbelievably dense layering of
movement through all the transport and pedestrian layers 
that come to bear, but what has not been said is that these
layers constitute a narrative in themselves. This should affect
the urban relation between streets and buildings as well as the 
local vocabulary of urban space. Even the ticket halls in the
stations are urban spaces. We do not need to return to the
standard formula of the plaza, but should seek to generate 
new spaces by adapting the minor typologies that already exist
across the area.

From my point of view, the central issue is how to build
experiential depth into any of these huge developments.
Constructing no-where land, even if it is commercially viable,
is not an answer. Too many people use design as a sedative
when it should be a mild stimulant. I advocate evolving what
exists into what will be, using cues derived from what exists.
King’s Cross will work if it has got stories that both grasp and
interpret what really makes this part of London tick.

Nigel Coates is a partner of Branson Coates Architects and
Professor of Architecture at the Royal College of Art

1 To view the Presentation about the King’s Cross Masterplan given by Graham
Morrison at the conference please see http://www.urban-
age.net/03_conferences/programmeLondon.html#7

KING’S CROSS-ROADS
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THE FUTURE OF THE EUROPEAN CITY 

Cities are becoming more and more central in guaranteeing
the quality of life of their residents, from their everyday
individual experiences, to the society and the environment in
which they live. There has been a lot of research lately showing
that the bigger the disparities between wealth and opportunity,
the greater the sickness and the violence that will arise in
society. I think we need to look seriously at those income gaps
and at the polarization of our cities. Now, there is much we can
do about the environment too, not just locally but together
with other cities. We can form procurement alliances across
nations to reduce the cost of environmentally friendly
technologies, we can exchange things, we can work together
more economically.
Nicky Gavron, Deputy Mayor of London, Greater London
Authority

The European city model is based on two policies: one is to
avoid the formation of social, cultural and functional ghettos;
and the other is to create public space, and to defend those
spaces so that they remain public, so that everybody can use
them, and no single activity takes full control of what is public.
Of course, these two policies depend on the precondition of
density. We dream of a new European city where you can walk
instead of taking the car, where the places for work, play and
living are at a walking distance in a ‘pedestrianised’ city. If we
live densely enough, we can pay for the construction, control
and maintenance of public space. We can avoid the conditions
that create ghettos, people can talk to each other, and the city
then becomes a place for encounters between different
cultures, different ideas, different opportunities.
Joan Clos, Mayor of Barcelona, City of Barcelona

WHERE IS LONDON?

London is almost unique in being geographically defined by a
40-mile-wide Green Belt, which is the area surrounding
Greater London and where, by and large, you cannot build
anything. The major underlying challenge, which is an
underlying theme for urban development debates, is that
London will have to contain its long-term growth within that
boundary of the Green Belt.
Anthony Mayer, Chief Executive, Greater London Authority

In terms of social outcomes, what really matters in London,
and in any city of its complexity at the macro-level, is the
successful economic development of the broader city-region.
This functional region is interconnected in ways that go
beyond the understanding of most individual actors living in
it; we are addressing only a part of it by discussing Greater
London, what we need to realise is that this ‘one big labour
market’, is tightly integrated in complex ways.
Ian Gordon, Professor of Human Geography, London School of
Economics and Political Science 

London is like an assemblage of different fragments, different
outcomes, different labour market situations. In London, as in
other cities today, we can see, besides the inherited urbanities

of the past, an urbanity in the making, arising from the
fragments that are located in global circuits – these fragments
can be immigrant communities whose households are de facto
transnational, they can be the financial centres which are
deeply connected to other such fragments in other cities….
London’s possibilities are not intrinsic, they will take work and
participation, they will require making.
Saskia Sassen, Centennial Visiting Professor, London School of
Economics and Political Science and Ralph Lewis Professor of
Sociology, University of Chicago

SOCIAL INTEGRATION AND MULTICULTURALISM IN LONDON 

The British National Party made its biggest electoral gains in
May 2005 in Barking, East London; it made those gains
because of the huge racial tension, because of the sense of
invasion, the sense of being chased out, the sense of losing out.
London may well diffuse its problems by actually pushing
white people out of the city at a huge rate, which is what’s
happening at the moment. Only three years ago very intensive
additional policing was needed in order to cope with the huge
boom in violent crime and youth disorder within Barking,
only half a mile from the City of London. Local residents feel
that more has to be done for young people but nobody has got
the answer. Just five years ago, other UK cities from
Birmingham northwards experienced riots, and that was a very
healthy warning to London. I think that the Greater London
Authority is giving out the most fantastically positive messages
and I hope that it wins.
Anne Power, Professor of Social Policy, London School of
Economics and Political Science

We need to better understand how to legitimise certain forms
of conflict. We can only assume that we have the ability to
resolve conflict, to get rid of conflict as a problem. That is when
we assume that, ultimately, the interests of the city can be
resolved into one solution that is best for the majority, that
cities are not structured by irreparable differences. If that were
ever realistic, it would have very little to do with the kinds of
cities that are coming into being. Our problem, therefore, is
how to learn to dwell in constant conflict. How to have a
political process which continually expresses differences of
class and race, of ethnicity and religion, of different ways of life
with unresolved conflicts? We have very few ways of thinking
about dwelling in permanent conflict as a positive experience,
but unless we start thinking about those ways of dwelling in
difference, and about politics as a medium for permanent
conflict, not as a resolution for it, I think we create essentially a
frozen, static, dead city.
Richard Sennett, Professor of Sociology, London School of
Economics and Political Science and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FORM AND CONTENT

It has been argued that the dynamics of work have changed
and therefore spaces will have to change. I am not so sanguine
about the connection between form and content. The
intriguing thing about London is its vast repertoire of forms
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that are currently used in an incredibly virtuoso manner, in
ways that they were never intended to be used. That is where I
find the absolute brilliance of this city. Maybe more than 90%
of the accommodation in borough housing is used for entirely
different purposes from those for which it was conceived. That
is, of course, a colossal humiliation for the architects that
conceived them, or at least a tempering of their ambitions,
because it means that there is no correlation between use and
purpose. My theory is that the new workplace will probably
not need new forms, but the new dynamics of work will simply
infiltrate existing forms of the city, exactly because they are
new and therefore have a more creative ability to interpret and
less need to convert. In a sense they will be both condemned
and privileged to use existing substance.
Rem Koolhaas, Principal, Office for Metropolitan Architecture

It is a well-studied phenomenon, the fact that as private
developments have been growing in size, so has their
vulnerability, and therefore the demands from developers for
forms that could provide them with a specific identity, without
commitment to use. Not only are we asked, as designers, to
provide forms that have to be amenable to housing, retail, office
space, but also to a mixture, and preferably several iterations of
this mixture over an extended period of time. So if one formula
does not work, another could.All of that has to be done while
providing an identity or an immediate character that precedes
and survives their use, their occupation.Are we able to
constantly rely on the externalities of the city as a form giver?
Are they enough to generate the specificity that we need? Much
of the ‘services’ sector is made up of the urban industries of
today; service providers in the media sector, for example, may
require more specific spaces.
Hashim Sarkis, Aga Khan Professor of Landscape Architecture
and Urbanism, Graduate School of Design, Harvard University

THE CITY BUILDING PROFESSIONS

One of the interesting things across the board, certainly in the
United States and also in the cities that the Urban Age has been
travelling to, is that planning and bold visions are back again.
Planning is emerging from the coma that it has been in since
urban renewal. After those failures and the reactions to those
failures, planning suffered a crisis of confidence in the
profession and planners thought: do we really have something
to say about the city? Are we trying to do too much? Can we
accomplish all these things? Are we listening enough to what
people want? But now, cities are again looking at physical
planning as a way of re-imagining their futures, as way of
mobilising actions and as way of empowerment.
Andy Altman, President and Chief Executive Officer, Anacostia
Waterfront Corporation, Washington DC

Being a designer in London who is involved in the making of
public buildings, I wonder how the current context of
‘partnerships’ in which I am immersed affects my work, does it
make it better or worse? For a long time, we designers were just
expected to do as we were told, but now I often find myself
asked to exercise my judgement. As negotiators, as mediators,

architects are requested to exercise huge spans of the
imagination to bring about fantastic innovative designs while
also talking about transport, security, history, heritage, public
space policy…. There are lots of opportunities now to be
making architecture, and fundamentally, to be involved in the
making of democracy.
Deborah Saunt, Partner, DSDHA, London

As a developer, I occupy a world where there is no shortage of
capital but there is a shortage of projects. When I started at
Stratford seven years ago, it never occurred to me that I would
not be able to fund the £4 billion construction cost of the
scheme. That having been said, Stratford is being subsumed
within the Olympics. The support that the GLA has given to
the project from the start is fundamental. It was one of the
reasons that I was prepared to continue…. Over the past 15
years I have learnt that big projects are not exponentially more
difficult than small ones.
Nigel Hugill, CEO of Communities and Development EMEA,
Lend Lease

LARGE-SCALE URBAN REGENERATION AND CITY CHANGE

Because most projects in London are private sector led, first we
need to be very aware of what their socio-economic impacts
are going to be, we have to be cautious before we proceed.
Architects in London are having a great time now, but in a
sense they are playing with fire. The architectural metaphor of
the ‘zip’ to reconnect the tissue of the city looks very good on a
sketch. However, when expanded to the scale that we are
talking about, it runs the risk of actually backfiring.
Ricky Burdett, Centennial Professor in Architecture and
Urbanism, London School of Economics and Political Science and
Architectural Adviser to the Mayor of London

How will big boxes, as they are imagined now, transform
themselves into viable and vibrant communities whose
members bond and also have bridging connections to the
wider city? How would their newly assembled populations
react in case of a serious problem? Who should they turn to in
case of a bomb attack, a riot or any other massive disruption of
urban life?  How will their residents acquire a sense of safety
and of resilience? Time is obviously needed for them to acquire
a sense of belonging; there must be a long-term commitment
to invisible modest efforts.
Sophie Body-Gendrot, Professor of Political Science and
American Studies and Director, Centre for Urban Studies,
Université Paris-Sorbonne

There has been a change of terms. First we had improvements,
then rehabilitation of states and a focus on individual
buildings; that did not work… so the government changed it
to redevelopment of slightly larger areas and called it urban
renewal, when that failed they decided they would call it
regeneration. But regeneration is not working either. The
OECD has been reviewing regeneration projects around the
world and it has not found a single one that has succeeded,
some have done so partially but none of them have achieved
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everything they wanted.
Fred Manson, Urban Regeneration Expert, London

We have heard that incremental change may be more desirable,
it may be able to give us flexibility, breadth and depth,
nuances…. But mega-projects, such as the regeneration of the
Lea Valley through the Olympic Park, may also have their
advantages. If we think about the complexity of the site, its
influence over the entire landscape of East London… these are
really expensive issues that cannot be dealt with in a piecemeal
way. The Olympics will bring intensity and focus, leadership
and commitment, lots of money, and of course a legacy.
Joanna Averley, Deputy Chief Executive, CABE and Interim
Director of Design at the Interim Olympic Delivery Authority

Have large-scale regeneration projects forgotten about the
wider city? That is, for me, the important question. We are
talking about very powerful instruments, these bundles of
public and private activities…. However they also have costs,
and some weaknesses: they exclude entire parts of the city and
its people. Therefore, I think these projects need to be
embedded in a larger socio-economic masterplan that would
also bring about benefits to the neighbourhoods and to those
people who are not included.
Dieter Läpple, Professor of Regional and Urban Economics,
Hamburg University of Technology

KING’S CROSS: A GATEWAY TO EUROPE

The King’s Cross site has undeniable strategic advantages to its
location, but it also brings significant difficulties. The
advantages, which must be exploited, are of course
convenience and proximity; jobs and homes might only be a
few minutes walk from a major transport hub. The difficulties,
which have to be addressed, stem from the nature of
transience, from disorientation and from the scale and
destruction of the transport infrastructure itself.
Graham Morrison, Partner, Allies &Morrison, London

The design of how the street looks and feels will clearly
influence both the behaviour of people driving vehicles
through the site and of people walking through it. But how you
integrate and optimally mix vehicle and people movement is
one of the great challenges for King’s Cross, and for urban
areas more generally. Sometimes these things are in a fairly
obvious conflict that needs management.
Ben Plowden, Managing Director, Group Communications,
Transport for London

The thing that worries me most about King’s Cross is the fact
that, in certain senses, it appears to be turning into a private
domain rather than a part of the city that belongs to everyone.
The scheme is wrapped around by a girdle of roads but there is
not much sense about how this part of King Cross is going to
connect to the rest of the city other than to Islington and its
gentrification.
Nicholas Serota, Director, Tate

What this scheme is going to do, make no mistake about it, is to
resolve real barriers, both physical and social. There has been a
tremendous amount of outreach and what the consultation
with the communities has shown is that people who sit next to
this physical space at the moment do not feel part of London
because what the site actually represents to them is a barrier. So
how do we build the city for everybody, how do we make it
permeable? King’s Cross is not just for the people who are
going to get off the Eurostar from Paris and Brussels but also
for the people who actually are Londoners.
Patricia Brown, Chief Executive, Central London Partnership

THE WHITE CITY CHALLENGE IN WEST LONDON

The White City site is covered by storage and warehouses – a
curiously un-urban situation in the heart of the city. It is also
almost completely surrounded by impossibilities: there is a
motorway on the east side which really thwarts the
communication between the site and its environment, the site
is cut in two parts by another motorway in the north,
and then to the south there will be a large shopping centre.
This is how we finally worked the idea of a grid, modified in
order to respond precisely to three conditions: the motorway,
the infrastructure to the south and the relatively serene and
un-compromised part in the centre. So from the beginning we
thought that there would be three zones. The project is almost
an anthology of what would happen in those three zones. For
us, it was really interesting to try to create a section of London
that looked as fragmented as London does and that has the
same kind of intricate and eccentric connections.
Rem Koolhaas, Principal, Office for Metropolitan Architecture

Developers, and the financial institutions that support them,
fall into default positions very easily. They do not realize that
the office of today is not a stable building type because,
especially in cities like London, neither synchrony nor co-
location are necessary conditions of work any longer. This does
not mean that people are going to work from home all the time
but they are going to be much more mobile, using many
settings, in many different ways, in many different places.
When I look at the masterplan for the White City, I am not
convinced by the urbanistic proposition, neither am I sure that
the building blocks, the towers, the headquarters, the
‘doughnuts’ will not somehow degenerate, under the pressure
from these developers and financial institutions, into
conventional ordinary office buildings separated from other
uses in the classical way.
Francis Duffy, Co-founder DEGW, London

Now is a particularly difficult time to be forecasting. It is true
that, on average, both the size of units that people occupy and
the size of companies have been falling. But on the other hand,
when we look at Canary Wharf as an existing comparison for
the future White City, one of the reasons that so many financial
institutions have moved there is the large spaces where they
can all be together instead of being scattered. The more we can
communicate, apparently, the more we want to be together. We
need things that are robust to change, but planning for changes
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that we are not sure will happen seems to me a recipe for not
doing anything.
Bridget Rosewell, Consultant Chief Economist to the Greater
London Authority and Chairman, Volterra Consulting, London

THE OLYMPICS AND URBAN LEGACY

The masterplan for the Olympic Park is the collective product
of a consortium that incorporated both planners and
architects. Our briefing included the task of explaining the city
to a wider public while producing infrastructure for one of the
most deprived areas of London. From the beginning the team
agreed that the master plan should be committed to address
existing specificities and that the site should benefit from its
Olympic legacy. It is precisely this convergence between the
design and the planning, between the efficiencies and their
expression, that will produce a sustainable legacy and a clear
and unique identity to the project.
Alejandro Zaera-Polo, Joint Director, Foreign Office Architects,
London

Existing conditions on both sides of the Lea Valley reflect a
geography of separation – the city has flown across its space.
When talking to the boroughs and the community groups, it
became obvious that we should be growing inwards from the
edges, not creating new communities in the middle. The
project should be about repairing the rift in the city fabric and
promoting the greater integration of community with what we
can bring forward as an improved environment. So what we
are doing is extending existing frameworks and networks into
the valley, whatever we put in the valley centre will be
something that is accessible to a much broader group of
people.
Jason Prior, Regional Vice President, EDAW, London

One of the intriguing contradictions or tensions that needs to
be resolved by this project is that the Olympics are about big
lumps of sporting kit and their associated infrastructure, while
a successful legacy depends on fine grain subtlety – large
sporting facilities do not sit easily in urban contexts.
David Lunts, Executive Director of Policy and Partnerships,
Greater London Authority

It is not clear to me who the Olympic Village is for. Whom is it
going to benefit? What actual aspect of the London housing
problem is it addressing? Is the Olympic Village really going to
benefit the disadvantaged people in the adjacent boroughs or is
it just going to replace them? Is the question of affordable
housing in London about the problem of retaining middle
class housing or is it about the problems of the very low
income people who live disproportionately in the boroughs
adjacent to the site?
Lawrence Vale, Head of Department of Urban Studies and
Planning, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Previous research we have undertaken at the LSE shows that
certain parts of London, rich and poor, are able to deliver
density. In fact, the street grids of many of the areas nearby the

site are currently supporting relatively high density levels. It is
not clear how the scheme will create this density which now
characterises some parts of London.
Tony Travers, Director, Greater London Group, London School of
Economics and Political Science

My wish for the Olympic Park is for its facilities to be able to
deliver the intensity that characterises urban knots, and that
these facilities are not limited to the monumental iconography
of post-World War II Olympic sites that we have seen repeated
over and 
over again.
Hashim Sarkis, Aga Khan Professor of Landscape Architecture
and Urbanism, Graduate School of Design, Harvard University

I do not think there is anything in the Olympic Project in the
Lea Valley that is going to have any significant effect on the real
problems of East London. It is going to heal a scar in the urban
tissue but it is not going to do anything for East London.
Ed Soja, Distinguished Professor of Urban and Regional
Planning, University of California at Los Angeles and Visiting
Centennial Professor, London School of Economics and Political
Science

ELEPHANT & CASTLE: THE FUTURE OF PUBLIC LIFE

In the regeneration of Elephant & Castle and the new build, I
am taking a huge interest in seeing that the principles of the
government-sponsored Secured by Design programme are
applied properly. So when we look at the housing estates,
business and commercial developments, the town centre and
other public facilities, we are working with the Southwark
Borough Council and the local community, to make sure that
we achieve design layouts that are safe and take account of
public health, crime prevention and community safety.
Ian Thomas, Chief Superintendent for Southwark, London
Metropolitan Police

The drive for the regeneration of Elephant & Castle began in
1998, after the experiences of Bankside, now Tate Modern, and
Peckham in Southwark. The original plan had an energetic
programme for people to move out of poverty, from
unemployment into employment. The borough, which has a
very large percentage of subsidised (council) housing, has to
face up to the alarming correlation between education
achievement and housing tenure. My hope is that the current
initiative will also be directly linked to the social problems that
we find in the area rather than turned into a purely physical
approach that believes it can reduce and resolve these
problems.
Fred Manson, Urban Regeneration Expert, London

There is a persistent emphasis on the problem of public space
and crime and how a certain type of public space generates
criminality. I do not think that it is only because we create dark
environments that people are more easily mobbed. If you
generate an environment that does not show respect for
human dignity, the whole social organisation, the state, will
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not have enough legitimacy. People will not obey the law and
people will not denounce those who break the law, simply
because they will not identify with the social organisation.
Enrique Peñalosa, Former Mayor of Bogotá

Why does Elephant & Castle not feel a part of central London?
That is partly because it is a place that you rush to pass through
unless you happen to live or work there. I think it needs to
produce a good public space, a space where people want to
linger. Its challenges are similar to those of so many public
spaces in this country: public spaces are funded as an
afterthought to the construction of buildings and without
enough resources for their adequate maintenance over time.
Julia Thrift, Director, CABE Space

When we talk about the safety of an area, and seek for
community support and the involvement of residents, when
we want them to be the ‘eyes on the street’ that organically
generate a sense of security, they cannot do that if their eyes
and ears are clogged, if the public space that surrounds them is
obliterated by cars. Then there is noise, there is air pollution
and what happens in the end is that local residents become
detached from their environment, and the public space
deteriorates – all for the privilege of a minority who drives
through it.
Hermann Knoflacher, Professor of Transport Planning and
Traffic Engineering, Vienna University of Technology

Interventions such as David Adjaye’s Idea Store in Whitechapel
or Will Alsop’s Peckham Library have changed the way people
feel about these areas. They have eliminated barriers and
integrated a territory around them where there is actually
pride in getting some kind of attainment and the possibility of
onward progress through employment. I believe these are the
interventions that matter; the ‘eyes on the street’ are only a
small element within these huge alterations to the built
environment.
Roger Zogolovitch, Director, AZ Urban Studio, London
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