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ABSTRACT: After decades of gentrification, inner city neighblooods are still changing. They become a
place for enhancing the site-base experience ¢ealsfthe economy of the post modern city. It se¢batshe
issue of inequality occurring in the urban core b@sn surpassed by the rise of new expectatiorsenung

the basic living environments called neighbourhooiscording to the literature, new phrases such as
cultural quarters, urban villages, and post modwmighbourhoods, all aim to suggest the idea obaanit,
exciting and desirable city. Empirical field worledonstrates that neighbourhood desire is a mafter o
“everyday life” rather than depending on site-baseperience, entertainment, and consumption, esliire
suggests. This paper will argue that even thoumhtihcome populations are no longer the majoritthimse
neighbourhoods, the idea of a “lively working classighbourhood” remains very strong in collective
representations and contributes to the re-callifigspecific forms of urbanity. Urbanity implies a
confrontation with diversity, the un-expected, tiplanned social interactions and political stregghat
enhance to the desirability of the neighbourhoselfit
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PREMISE

In contemporary cities some diverse and auibhemighbourhoods are becomidgsirableplaces and
important sources for the new economy.

These are inner city neighbourhoods, origin@bsitioned as working class settlements that have
registered a long process of transitions. Firsy thet their original populations which were remddy new
inhabitants with higher incomes and a more somittihabitus a process well known as gentrification.
Recently they seem to have registered another stateir evolution: new expectations are risingusnd
the minimum unit of co-existence that was originalblled a neighbourhood. In other words what in fo
some decades was considered to be a basic livirigpament where strong ties were nursed and rdpkca
(Tosi 2001), is starting to be considered a plalsere the local economy could be enhanced.

Moreover it has been observed that this sififices the system of relations, belonging, meaniugs
identities at a local level. For this reason iaishift that must be read behind activities, systefrmeanings,
representations and expectations concerning thrgylenvironment.

Empirical researchdemonstrates that, even though the working clagsilption is not longer the
majority in those neighbourhoods, the ideas ofelljworking class neighbourhood” remains very sgram

! This paper will present a selection of the emplrizork conducted in two neighborhoods - Fort GeenBrooklyn

and San Lorenzo in Rome. The authors have beewlini each neighborhood for eight months to condustirvey of
neighborhood change using the method of field-wadrgervations and active participation. The casgystomparisons
underline some similarity in the change occurringhie neighborhood and in the contemporary econitratywill be

presented here throughout one case. The complep@ieah field work comparison, can be found in thectorate
dissertationdJn quartiere chiamato desiderio: la transizone deartieri popolari in Broklyn e Romalefended by the
author.
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collective representations and contributes to ¢heatling of specific forms of urbanity.

In fact new expectations concerning neighboodsoseem to occur in certain contexts where afset o
physical and social characteristics repeat thersiiye density and heterogeneity as Louis Wirth38P
describes them. Those (apparently new) expectationserning neighbourhood life, are occurring withi
the wider changing state of the economy of the paltstrial city.

Nowadays cities are considered central poihis wew emergent form of economy defined with new
terms such as economy of experiences (Pine andoili099), cognitive and cultural economy (Scait J.
2006), and symbolic economy (Zukin 1995), all based cognitive and non-material capital (Rullad02)
that have strong ties to the local. Though cities facing a complex reconfiguration of their rotethe
global economic arena, becoming entrepreneuriahinas for economic growth (Logan and Molotoch 1987,
Harvey 1989), the local level represents a contexthich the result of global changes could be tiegte
(Cremaschi 2008).

Therefore these neighbourhoods become placatireet investments and where planning authoyities
according with the political arena, chose to locatgeneration projects as well as large urban eddpmnent
projects. On the other hand, citizens and locdlaittes seem unwelcoming to these new initiatives are
accused of stressing the neighbourhoods with nevesvaf gentrifications and new expectations.

The change observed at neighbourhood levealsiong connection with the need of cities toveirt
their images, at the same time with the capakslitielocal contexts to adapt and absorb structthrahges.
Diverse and authentic neighbourhoods are in thiseseneant to become places for enhancing the astedb
experience that feeds the economy of cities, wdtildne same time places where it is possible teraxent
with the capacities of adaptation and reactiorgidbal challenges.

All of those aspects will be explored in terofisieighbourhood desire, throughout the examplfes e
by selected case studies and with a literature overview caringrneighbourhood change.

LITERATURE REVIEW: NEW EXPECTATIONS CONCERNING NEIG HBOURHOOD CHANGE

The main contributions in literature concerningighbourhood change are focused atess based
theory and poverty Those studies have given attention to patternsosicentrations of disadvantages,
minorities and class struggles. Throughout thoselias scholars recognize important distinction he t
working class neighbours that inhabited the deseghaoverty areas (Gans 1963). In the USA they were
mainly in opposing to the renewal approach thatsmered poverty areas as something that must be
neglected and replaced (Topalov 2003).

At the same time, as working class neighboulbooegan to achieve a form of social and cultural
legitimacy, they started to lose their low inconmpplation. For that reason researchers focusedanking
class neighbourhoods located in proximity with ¢itg centre, which had experienced decades of ddoay
to serious disinvestments, where the inhabitants weplaced by newcomers and new investments.

The debate on gentrificatibiegan in order to explain the changes occurrinthénreproduction of
capital in the urban core (Smith 1989, 1996), amtsitlering a cultural explanation (Ley 1984idge, 2006),
within the wider changing state of the economyhia post industrial city (Ley 1980, Hamnett, 2002).

The use of this neologism, together with thacept of class and displacement, declared the Isocia
blame that terms like gentrification imply: the adg tendency of the city to become more and more
inaccessible and unequal under a programmatic ratedtional neoliberal urbanism (Harvey 2005, Smith
2005).

2 The case studies (san Lorenzo, Roma and Fort 6&r&moklyn) have been selected considering: tis¢ofical

background, the process of gentrification currenthglerway, the presence of a vibrant atmospheterins of street
activities and social practices, and recent UrbadeRelopment Projects underway. Both neighbourhadter a period
of decay, become vibrant and desirable for entariait.

® The concept of gentrification has been coined eéscdbe a displacement of poor income residentmnier city

neighbourhoods who were replaced by new middlewppueer class residents. (Smith 1989) .It is genemdreed that
this is due to private investment, however goveminaetion can influence the process to a largenexiehe term
gentrification also implies the upgrading of anaatit has many negative implications such as thplatiement of
original residents, the rise of land values, inseea speculation in real estate, increased cogtschanges in local
services, and loss of social diversity. For a thgoal framework about Gentrification and the diffiet positions in
explaining the process see Glass R., Smith N.,lbey{amnet D, Atkinson R, Lees L., Slater T, Wyly E
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Recently the literature on neighbourhood chahge registered a shift from concerns about the
consequences of gentrification to a more contemmpom@proach which considers working class
neighbourhoods as an engine for enhancing andnémgithe local economy.

In debt to Jane Jacobs, recent literature aleighbourhood change focused on diversity as sentsl
ingredient of a vital and vibrant urban experiedew terms such asultural quarters(Bianchini 1997)art
neighbourhood¢Urban Fortune 2002))rban villages(Bell 2004), angost-modern neighbourhoo@sloyd
2005)are used to describe inner city neighbourhooddaa®e where it is possible to experiment and create
new lifestyles based on routines and consumptiasrebler they describe fashionable places (BovoféR0
and places that better represent the post modstheties of the city (Lloyd 2005).

Phrases such as “culturally diverse neighboaotkb describe neighbourhoods shifting their attamti
from their liveability to their profitability. Onexample is the creative debhtihat is fostering “how can a
city become creative in order to compete in a dlomearket” (Florida 2002). Many experiences dematstr
that the location predicted by Florida has mangneices to some particular neighbourhoods, in géner
with those that are already gentrified (Peck 20@®cording to the creative discourse, some emergent
phenomena of neighbourhood change, for instanddilem (Italy), are considered vectors of culturalda
creative local economies (Bovone 2005) and areprgéed with positive expectations.

On the whole, the shift registered in literaturesatibing changes occurring at neighbourhood lewssg
from neighbourhoods that change after the arrivalrtists “rich in cultural capital, but (initially) weak in
economic capital” (Ley 2003;ameron S. and Coafee J., 2R0® neighbourhoods that change in order to
attract creative people (Florida, 2002), if possiliigh income and self sufficient (Peck 2005).

To this extent, the implication of the shift in dabing changes occurring at neighbourhood levelsges the
guestion about who is the repository for imporimdracteristics that are valued by citizens, and&rs the
concern about who the city is planned for?

This short literature overview reveals that thea concerning what a neighbourhood should be is
changing. New expectations and descriptions engeunaighbourhoods - the basic life-space, wherel$on
of co-existence are made possible (Cremaschi 20@8¥atisfy new demands of entertainment, leisung
consumption that characterise the desire of urlbangl (Zukin 1998). This tendency is supported by
increased demand from urban micro entrepreneutsntfed to profit from the strong ties and netwaooks
trust given by proximity (Scoot 2006), as well asnfi the aesthetic dispositions that characterideistual
entrepreneurs in post industrial cities (Lloyd 2005

In other words the descriptions in literatub®at neighbourhoods in the contemporary economy hav
moved from class based theories, which blame trequed city, to a description where this change is
considered unavoidable and is fostered by urbatoniceand local development projects. It seems that
issues of exclusion and the unequal growth of ttyehave been surpassed by an idea of developrhant t
relies on the eventually prosperous, vibrant, eveand exciting city. Neighbourhoods are the plabere
this discourse finds empirical evidence

Given this fact, the field work conducted inrf~@Greene, Brooklyn, offers an even more complex
picture.

The desire of a neighbourhood cannot simplyclassified as the desire for an exciting and vibran
urban lifestyle based on leisure and consumptidre @mpirical work allows the opportunity to takeoin
account Lefebvre’s assumption of “everyday lif@aiplace of desire” (1974). In fact neighbourhoodsret
registering this change without struggle. They spaces where this change is perceived and whése it
steadily negotiable. In other words, neighbourhoaxs spaces where desire and ambitions for theefutu
could be achieved.

FORT GREENE, BROOKLYN: BEYOND THE HISTORY OF GENTRI FICATION

Fort Greene, Brooklyn is a neighbourhood thest tecorded a long process of gentrification wiigch

* According to Florida “in the era of the new econpsuccess for cities will depend on creativityd am particular in
the concentration of many creative people in oae®l...]They are looking forward “urban environngethat are open,
diverse, dynamic and cool” (Florida 2002)..

® “the origins of gentrification include the estabiment of an urbarteabitusthat drew its identity from a perspective
rich in cultural capital , but (initially) weak ieconomic capital, to a state of commodification egidvestment.” Ley,
2003.
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still underway.

In recent years it has been described as amedghbourhood (Urban Future 2005) and has been
included in the strategic plan for Down Town Bragkhs a place to locate a Cultural Disfrict

Firstly it is important to remember the cullur@mentum that already exists in the neighbourhaod, in
Brooklyn as a wholehad its root in the 70s when Fort Greene was didest and most Afro-centric artist
community" (Woo, 2002). During this time a serialisinvestment and the closure of the Navy Yard wher
many African American labourers where employed KSac 2004, Kamil, 2005, Brown 19P&ccurred and
the neighbourhood registered a serious period cdydthat consequently gave it its designation psvarty
area according with the criteria of the Council lkgaPoverty (Habenstreit 1974).

Later, a strong cultural change meant manysapé®8rooklyn experienced an increase of pridblatk
aestheticsFort Greene became an African American artistscaleand a place that just ten years before was
considered boring, out of date, or even worse, &mart by racial conflicts, started to become @i as a
living option. The new social geography of the idigurhood was emerging. New enthusiastic inhalstant
started to renovate historic Brownstones and dieatived into the neighbourhood (Jackson 2004).

Those new inhabitants were in particular Afnidemerican. They were the urban pioneers descritbed
literature as gentrifiers, responsible for the pescof gentrification, and who contributed to dipalar form
of black gentrification (Freeman, Baconi 2004). sTgave room for the affluent black middle classhe
neighbourhoot and slowly for a process of emancipation of thacklcommunity (Freeman 2006). In
addition to this, local organisations started tdoitige for the preservation of neighbourhood heetas well
as for access to housing markets by low incomelisni

Since the 90s the process gave a “sign of seaace, and much of this growth was the result of
small-scale, community-based initiatives” (Jackstd04). Indeed in the last decade the gentrification
phenomena has started to be more aggressive (®miHlckworth 2001). The new superlative “super
gentrification” coined by Lees (2003) easily claif the tendency of the neighbourhood to turn atich
enclave. Nerveless the Down Town Brooklyn Plan &by the planning authorities, chose to locathet
boundaries of the neighbourhood, large urban rddpreent projects such as Metro Tech, and the BAM
cultural District. Those projects are perceivedidigal communities as threats to their effects cedplith
the issue of gentrification

This short description of the change that asmliin Fort Greene reveals that the neighbourhasd h
been subject to different structural changes. Fead of preservation of historical architecturadsvadays
overlapped with class and race issues. Moreovescadins, communities and activists are mobilised
against new projects and promoting alternative vedysistainable development.

OBSERVATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD CHANGE

In order to capture this complex stage of tegmbourhood, where a fervid coexistence of issuk a
claim are finding place, there are presented Heredsults of field-work conduct by observationd antive
participations in the communities, nonprofit orgaaions, and spontaneous groups that were advdcates
their living environment.

The field work has produced two different prou The first defined the archaeology of change, a
looked primarily at the comprehension of how thedtse between buildings” (Gehl 1968) is changing

8BAM cultural district is conceived as a vibrantjxad used, multicultural art district, that will iure and build upon
the local arts and business community and shapd kevelopment already in progress...The primargl dor the
project is to foster a lively, livable neighborhgad which there is a supportive framework for tpheoduction,
enjoyment and representation of the arts.(PlaBAivl Cultural District BAMLDC 2002)

" “Fort Greene is an effervescent, trend-settingimedrhood that artists in particular find irredigi In perhaps no
other Brooklyn community can writers, musicianssigaers, flmmakers and visual artists draw inggrafrom a rich
and varied history that is so well preserved, ogage more fully in the animated debate that defio@sorrow's
Avant-Garde” (Kennet Jackson, 2004).

8 “In retrospect, we can see that not only was WHlight good for slumlords and realtors, it alsoyided an opening
for members of a growing Black middle class to bosautiful homes in a previously white only sectioh
neighborhood that had long had a black presence¥®uerg1998).

° In particular a large urban development known aaniic Yard Project has been attacked by local/estti with
slogans such as Developers Don't Destroy Brookbyprbduce “instant gentrification”.
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according with new needs and uses. Hence, kingrabels and images of transition occurred and alle st
occurring in Fort Greene, and how they could begiged. For this purpose building typologies aneirth
re-uses, commercial corridors and their appeallippaces and their uses, have been scheduled and
described. The result is a collection of maps amdges that contribute to the understanding of the
neighbourhoods characters and features. The suex@als a heterogeneous, diverse, and complexl socia
geography visible in the street, strongly tied wihlousing typologie¥ and their locations in the
neighbourhood (Fig. 1).

Figure 1 Archaeology of change: building typologies

This is confirmed by Census data that revdasgentrification of the neighbourhood correlatethw
housing typology: the income is higher and it grawsensus tract where brownstone houses are thcate
moreover the total income of these neighbourhoedsawing 20% more than the rest of the city.

The street appeal (shop frontage and desigth)tiaa uses occurring in the main corridbreeveal a
vibrant and active street life and the presencdifférent populations in the neighbourhood (Fig Bhe
populations are variétl and the uses of public spaces are multiple. Theedliversity encompasses ethnic,
social, cultural, and physical characteristics.

1 The neighborhood has a good patrimony of architechousing in wood from the end of the nineteewsthtury and
row houses in brownstone that characterise thenquart of the neighborhood, the one that has beerast completely
gentrified. To the north, manufacturing buildingét lempty are re-used mainly by young artists askwgpaces; public
housing projects are still considered hostile arel mainly inhabited by African-Americans. Singleopimarked
neoclassical and neogothic villas stand well restén the core of the neighborhood and have besantly bought by
Anglo American families. In some lots new condos dsing and those are the reason for the birtteoént forms of
activism called “condo boom watch”.

1 Tree corridors cross the neighborhood. Myrtle Aweiis the north corridor that runs along the pubbaesing. It is
characterised by general markets and 24 hour strogsted to cheap goods. While Dekalb Avenue artbRiStreet
are characterised by sophisticate shops, wine Bagsch patisseries, boutiques and self made dasigto give some
examples.

2 The populations vary from young students to eidstill in the neighborhood; from Anglo and Africémerican to
Caribbean, Mexican, and Chinese; from highly séillerofessionals to ordinary worker$he African American
population is the majority with a rate among théaltgopulations (18,000) of 70%. This rate is cdaesrble if
compared with a blackrooklynitiesrate that is 30% among the rest of the populationtecent years the white
population is rising, however Rosenberg demondrdtat the neighborhood is facing a class issueertt@n a race
issue (Rosenberg 1998).
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Myrtle Avenue Dekalb Avenue Fulton Straet

Figure 2 Archeology of change: street appeal and uses

The survey has considered also the main psfeand policies for the neighbourhood(Fig.3). Thermai
urban projects could be simplified as top down eiglens that come from the Planning Department ipain
oriented to the future development of the city d dottom up, proposed and suggested by communities
oriented to the preservation of the neighbourhoedtdge. Those two families of local policies rdvea
different expectations concerning the future ofrieeghbourhood.

3 This survey was up date as of late 2008. Somegtmay have changed slightly in feature or sigssitlering
recent economic changes.
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Figure 3 Archaeology of change: Urban Project and localqbedi
REPRESENT “NEIGHBOURHOOD VITALITY”

The second product of the field work comes fithim history of participations that constitute tiagv
material for the production of a graph call@bservation of neighbourhood vitaliffFig 4), a kind of
complex representation of all the activities takjtgce in the neighbourhood, reorganised on this lofshe
ideas and representations concerning the neighbodriThe image is composed of independent columns
without any horizontal correspondence. In columthdre are the communitiés groups of interest and
institutions that were working for their neighboadd!®. Within this group some individuals have been
privileged informants concerning their activitiasdaalso their personal opinions. In column 2 thenesthe
recurring representations of the neighbourhobdose representations are a convergence of ideds a
aspirations within the space that is able to huastt the neighbourhood (Grande 2006).

14 The term community is used in common languagesdizate a group of people that live in the sameosundings

and share ideas, advocacy or issues. Even ihit@mmon term it has a dense meaning full of ggdyrand
belongings. In general a neighborhood’s commurety & minimum of two of those three characterisiasommon
geography and sense of belonging to a place (livirige neighborhood), have a common idea or adyota share an
issue as well as an interest in something), haaaamon identity (due to religion, ethnicity or aut).

!5 Fort Greene Association was promoting Fort Greenan Historical District; BAM LDC and Downtown Rriklyn
Partnership was promoting the BAM cultural Distri€tondo watch community” was an sporadic community
advocating against new developments; non-profitaoigations PRAT Community Council was working orti an
displacement policies and affordable housing; SaftNavy Yard artists association was promoting Angst Studio
Strowl; Myrtle Avenue Brooklyn partnership was prating the revitalisation of commercial activitigSor each of
those groups the author produced a report aboutabivity, objective and their ideas concernihg nheighborhood. In
each group more than one key informant has beesechior a more in depth interview.
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Figure 4 Observation of neighbourhood vitality

In column 3 there are the main local projedtsyen by groups or institutions. They are strongid
with the way to consider the urban fabric: re-use ¥acant buildings; maintain the physical asséthe
neighbourhood; maintain social and ethnic diveraitg allow all to access the housing market; baittew
city with urban redevelopment projects; and pronmand enhance the vibrant atmosphere in the sifeet |
encouraging small business.

This complex representation allows us to drames conclusions about the desirability of Fort Geee
and to underline a strong tie between the desitabihd a precise form of urbanity.

NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIRES

To this extent desirability could be definedaagariable that depends on several different,raoptand
controversial ideas of what a neighbourhood ishoukl be.

So far, Fort Green could be considered as storical district with architectural relevance tisabuld
be preserved: confirmed by the comment “we arebtiogvn stoners”; a neighbourhood that corresponds to
many expectations concerning the built form: conéid by comments such as “it has the right scaleg “
used to see the sky”; an artistic mecca with aivecultural life; a place where socio-ethnic dsityr is still
an important component, but where local activiste facing class issues; an area of future urban
redevelopment and a good opportunity for sure imvest confirmed by “it is close to the Manhattan
financial district”; and, finally, a vibrant neighbrhood with an active street life confirmed by gdes such
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as “itis a hot place”, “it is the happening ‘hoad’

Thereby it is important to see how the buiktismnment plays a very important role on the “proiion”
of the neighbourhood’s ideas. Throughout the usthef‘neighbourhood of brick and mortar” (Blokland
2005) the urban fabric offers the raw material tfog reproduction of collective and shared ideas fibvan
the neighbourhood symbolically. Some of those idease from the rewriting of the past; the old fashi
aristocratic neighbourhood with luxurious villasideed others are recent and oriented into possible
investment and promotions. No single one of thdsas is sufficient in describing what the neighbood
is. All of those ideas, even if apparently in castr are present at the same time.

The complex coexistence and the negotiatiortiffifrent local projects and ideas produce thelsyli,
social and cultural space called Fort Greene.

Local projects and initiatives are promotedabgroup of citizens forming communities but alsondr
individuals. Figure 5 shows a trajectory of grothst advocate against gentrification. Starting fitb same
ideas of what the neighbourhood is (a diverse eigthood) and with the same objective (preserveabkoc
diversity), their members have different approaches

Figure 5 Observation of neighbourhood vitalitycal project trajectories

Anti-gentrification activists are requestingaththe existing buildings should be protected by an
gentrification policies. The Director of a nonptassociation called PRATT Community Council is king
for a quote of affordable housing in new developisen

It is also interesting to note that differentogps, born from different issues (such as the
anti-gentrification movement and the condo boomchjatoverlap with the ideas that the neighbourhood
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should preserve both from aspects of its physioahfand its social diversity, and come up with &mi
proposals.

Finally local projects result in three mairitatles: form of resistance, adaptations, and pramst

Reactions are basically aimed to compare thsipal change of the neighbourhood. Those practices
find their applications in policies such as Dowmiw Plan, the enlargement of the Historic Distaiot the
contextual rules that oblige new development tadigerent with the surroundings. Forms of reactiso a
include the activities of the anti-gentrificationomement and displacement watch, promoted by local
nonprofit associations. Their aim is to allow lomcome families to access the housing market urtder t
protections of rent stabilisation procedures.

Forms of promotions consider the neighbourhaad its characteristics a good context for investme
in particular for small enterprises oriented tohfas, entertainment (bars and clubs) and shopsvifies
that enhance the vibrant street life that alreadgt® in the neighbourhood, are in some sensera fufr
promotion. The Downtown Brooklyn Partnership proesoa Cultural District called BAM where it is aimed
to develop cultural activities related to performiarts. This project has received much criticisomfrthe
local artists because it appears to profit fronalaeady existing African American cultural commuynit

NEIGHBOURHOOD VALUES

The observation of activities in Fort Greerlewa$ us to select some important features thatriochéte
the desirability of the neighbourhood. They coulel ¢onsidered neighbourhood values and could be
summarised as follows:

-Arts and culture as ordinary not extraordinaryin Fort Greene art and daily life are coupled wittle
practices of everyday life of inhabitants. Artistsually conduct their lives in complete anonymityda
contribute to the cultural capital of the neighbmod as any other inhabitants that produce valuisosre

to their surroundings. Given that assumption, thikuce of a neighbourhood is not something that loan
externalized, and at worst, sold as urban expegieas literature suggests. From this perspective
neighbourhoods must be considered a document mhac(Geertz 1973), the result of a summary of the
amount of the possible ways of life (Williams 19&@turring in a living environment.

-Sociability and vitality. The active street life occurring in the neighbowthds not only a product of
businesses but also a sub-product of the uses mawliges promoted by individuals and groups. The
liveability of Fort Greene is due to the diversifythe street activities, young populations, ethgrisups and
their behaviour. Moreover vitality is due to theigities promoted by the communities and assoaiatithat
contribute to the social reproductions of spaceyust networks, and ties. That being said, foturel ties
should not be considered only for their economicaathges. They are substantive for the vitalita @ifzed
environment.

-The built form. The field work demonstrates that the built enviremtnis the common ground for the
dialogue among different expectations concerning tieighbourhood. The building environment of a
neighbourhood is a set of physical and social featthat re-call the pre-modern urban form repestahe
fine grain of the nineteenth century with densedg blocks, row housing and villas. Figurabilityda
legibility as described by Kevin Lynch (1960) stfihds connection with the desirability of certain
neighbourhoods in post modern times.

CONCLUSION

The main research outcomes concern the desfresrtain neighbourhoods in the contemporary
economy.

The empirical field work proves that neighbamot desire is a matter of “everyday life” rathearih
depending only on site-based experience, enter@ihrand consumption.

Desirability frames a complex reality. It emt®a: a combination of different socio-cultural
representations related to the neighbourhood; eofsgthysical and social characteristic that havenbe
described as neighbourhood values; and finallystteng and persistent advocacy of activists, tieéability,
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and the opportunity to express ideas and claims.

Therefore desirability is the opportunity ar tspace where individuals and groups of citizears ¢
express their opinions concerning their surroundiraggld. This position finds its theoretical suppant
Lefebvre assumption “everyday life is a place dfide (1974).

This interpretation of neighbourhood changegssts a strong link between desire and urbanitg. Th
attachment to a precise building environment repressa re-call for urbanity: a combination of plogsi
social and symbolic features that create a dengetsg and heterogeneous urban living. Urbanityligsp
confrontation with diversity, the unexpected, theplanned social interactions and political strugdieat
enhance the opportunity of self expression. Frois tlerspective neighbourhoods are not registering
structural changes passively. Even when the neigthlood undergoes a process of gentrification these
still spaces where changes and meanings couldehdilst negotiable.

Finally this re-call for urbanity in the newogmmy leads to a paradox: the unfeasible timeiogiat
between a set of physical and social values withrtbed of post modern society. The pre modern city
required the sociability desired from the workirgss inhabitants during the sixties and seventiesever
it must be redefined to give room to post moddwastyles.
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