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Zooming in  
 

I N T R O D U C T I O N  
Interrelations between architecture, ways of life and societal development are 
complex and dynamic. Urban landscapes transform in various ways. There 
are many different ways of understanding and investigating such complex 
interrelations and forces of urban transformation. And different approaches 
give different points of entry to analyze and discuss the various aspects of 
processes involved.  
 
The idea behind this PhD-project stems from my experiences with urban 
analysis. Both academically and in my professional practice as an urban 
planner and consultant I’ve been working with issues of urban transformation 
and urban development: Through more than a ten-year involvement in urban 
analysis I gradually became interested in the intriguing issue of how to 
investigate and understand socio-architectural interplay in current processes 
of urban transformation.  
 
The way that analyses of social as well as architectural aspects of urban 
situations in general are carried out today, seldom provides more than partial 
knowledge that to a little extent can be combined to inform our understanding 
of socio-architectural interrelations: In professional planning practice, the 
architectural analyses of urban situations, landscapes and their transformation 
do not seem to contribute very much to the urban analyses of social scientists. 
To the extent that architectural analyses address issues of architectural affect 
related to urban social life, the claims that are made of socio-architectural 
interrelations are by social scientists in general seen as based on a too narrow 
and rudimentary theoretical understanding of social dynamics. Thus the 
analyses are often dismissed. The architectural analyses that people of my 
profession produce do therefore very rarely work as basis for other readings 
of urban situations, for instance as carried out by social scientists. But it also 
works the other way around: as long as urban social analyses have as their 
main focus (which they for a long time have had) to investigate aspects of 
urban space, urban social life and urban dynamics as phenomena that can be 
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treated separate from architectural features and characteristics, they do not 
contribute very much to the architectural discourse on urban analyses. In our 
professional practice, as architects and urban planners, we are of course 
mainly interested in understanding aspects of urban social life that can be 
related to aspects of architecture. 
 
In recent years there has been a growing academic and public interest for 
(changes in) urban life, urban social qualities, urban architecture, urban 
dynamics and urban transformation. Quite many architects and social 
scientists that have urban research and urban analyses of various kinds as 
their specialty are today inspired by urban theories on dynamics in socio-
spatial interplay, as discussed by urban theorist such as among others Henri 
Lefebvre. The recently much discussed “spatial turn” within the social 
sciences has though, as far as I can see, to a little extent brought about 
increased attention towards architectural aspects of processes of social 
change. There are however exceptions, among others represented by the 
Norwegian sociologist Dag Østerberg. But it still stands out as a great 
challenge to set up ways of doing urban analyses in which social and 
architectural issues not only are merged, but more thoroughly combined so 
that it can inform our understanding of socio-architectural interrelations.  
 
My aim with this thesis is therefore to explore ways of investigating socio-
architectural dynamics, both theoretically and empirically: To search for a 
way of combining architectural and social analyses in order to investigate 
socio-architectural interplay in current processes of urban transformation.  
 
Point of departure: the city seen as architecture 
My point of departure into urban analyses and investigations of socio-spatial 
interrelations is as mentioned through architectural analysis of urban 
dynamics. I come from an academic tradition of urban analysis in which a 
basic point of view is that urban landscapes can be studied as architecture. 
The underlying belief is that architectural analyses of urban transformations 
provide interesting and useful insights on urban dynamics – not only for 
architects. Architecture can be seen both a precondition for, an agent in, and 
also as a product of, socio-spatial practices of everyday urban life. 
Architecture should also be understood as a tool in societal development, i.e. 
as an instrument for organizing space for different activities, and as means for 
return on investment. Thus one can say that processes of architectural 
transformation of urban landscapes are related both to structural forces and 
prevailing power relations as well as to aspects of individual socio-spatial 
practices in terms individual judgments, experiences and choices in everyday 
situations.  

 2 
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     Different kinds of architectural analysis are used for investigating 
different kinds of connections between architecture and ways of life more 
specifically and between architecture and societal change in general. It is 
however fair to say that urban dynamics related to social life and individual 
ways of thinking and acting to a very little extent are issues that have been 
included into urban analyses. On the other hand, as already touched upon, 
social analyses of processes related to urban change, in general do not take 
into consideration that everyday social life takes place in physical 
environments with architectural characteristics. Thus one does not seem to 
take seriously that architectural issues may modulate socio-spatial practices 
in different ways. 
 
In traditional structuralist studies issues of architecture and ways of life were 
understood and analyzed as closely interwoven aspects of the investigated 
societal structures: as integrated socio-spatial, socio-material, socio-symbolic 
and socio-cultural systems of social as well as architectural forms. The 
function and meaning of each architectural element and its related social 
practices was thus understood in relation to the other elements of the system. 
This perspective provides understanding of architectural elements as 
integrated socio-material tools for socio-spatial practices related to certain 
ways of life: each architectural element can as such be understood as an 
element of an environmental tool kit and be defined in relation to other 
elements of the morphological system (understood as a closed system of 
architectural forms as well as social forms). In a number of acknowledged 
example-studies of “primitive” societies, mainly carried out by ethnologists 
but also by architects and researchers from other disciplines, one gets the 
impression of a “perfect fit” between architecture and ways of life. In such 
models of a “perfect fit” there is however no room neither for change and 
development, nor for individual initiative: Structuralist studies as these 
illustrate in nice ways how patterns in individual practices can be said to 
maintain morphological systems, but such studies are not able to explain or 
reveal how patterns in individual ways of thinking and acting can emerge and 
transform the system. 
 
My understanding of how to analyze urban forms and urban structures has 
developed from the analytic perspectives of “Realistic urban analysis”1 and 
“Urban structural analysis”.2 These two methodological approaches were 

                                                           
1 Ellefsen, Karl Otto & Dag Tvilde 1991: Realistisk Byanalyse.Trondheim: Skriftserie Arkitektavdelingen 
NTH   
2 Strukturanalyse is an analytic strategy that first was developed by Dag Tvilde and Netten Østberg in a study 
of how different physical-functional sets of urban elements are related to different structural aspects of urban 
transformation, focusing on the urban structure of Drammen. Asplan Viak AS: Strukturanalyse Drammen, 
1991. The study was a basis for impact assessment of reconfiguring the highway systems through the city. The 
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developed in Norway in the 1990’s as attempts to combine and make 
operative elements from a long French/Italian tradition of studies of the 
relation between development of societies and their landscapes. The overall 
intention was to provide practitioners with analytic tools for discussion of 
architectural strategies in urban development. The discussions of how we can 
conceptualize the city as architecture, as reflected in Aldo Rossi’s famous 
book The Architecture of the City, were essential for the development of 
these methods. I was as introduced to these methods as a student, and they’ve 
had great importance for my later professional and academic work with urban 
analyses.3  
     Typological, morphological and structural studies of modern (complex 
and dynamic) urban landscapes can be said to have epistemological kinship 
with the more static structuralist analyses. In order to incorporate 
perspectives on change and development in such analyses one has focused on 
architectural elements seen as products of societal development, rather than 
as elements of more integrated socio-spatial, socio-material, socio-symbolic 
or socio-cultural systems of both social and architectural forms.4  
     Within structural and morphological studies of dynamic relations between 
societies and their architectural landscapes, two different perspectives, 
traditions or lines of explanatory systems can be outlined:5 Both of these two 

                                                                                                                             
analytic concepts were then further developed in three studies of the transport systems and urban development 
as basis for an impact-assessment for upgrading and reconfiguring the railroad system (in the towns of 
Fredrikstad, Moss, and Halden), 1992-93, by Østberg and Tvilde. The following year, the concepts were 
further developed through two other studies that discussed potentials for urban development with alternative 
railroad-, main road- and housing-strategies in the town Holmestrand (Asplan Viak AS 1994: By- og 
strukturanalyse Holmestrand, by Tvilde Hovland, Østberg & Haslum) and in a study of physical-functional 
sets of urban elements having affects on the potential for urban development related to alternative localizations 
of a new opera house in Oslo (Asplan Viak AS 1994: Bystrukturelle sammenhenger – grunnlag for KU 
lokalisering av nytt operabygg i Oslo, by Tvilde, Hovland, Østberg & Haslum). The analytic strategy, 
concepts, and preliminary experiences from the empirical studies were later presented in an unpublished 
report: Tvilde, Dag et al. 1997. Steder i endring. Utkastnotat om bruk av strukturanalyse. Oslo, Ministry of the 
Environment/Asplan Viak AS 
3 Although this theoretical base is not explicit in the published material related to these two analytic 
approaches, Tvilde and Ellefsen have been more than explicit on this in their teaching, as well as in later 
discussions: I have been a student of Ellefsen (basic course in urbanism 1988, master course 1990, master 
diploma 1993, post-graduate master in urbanism 2000, and he is also my adviser on this thesis project), and I 
have been working with Tvilde (my first year of professional practice was as Tvilde’s assistant, later we have 
occasionally co-authored urban studies – the most recent published spring 2006). Tvilde was a student of Rossi 
at ETH in the 1970s and both Ellefsen and Tvilde explicitly refer to Aldo Rossi’s The Architecture of the City 
and to his inspiration from structuralism and French-Italian discourses on urban studies in the 20th century. 
4 In typological, morphological and structural analyses of urban landscapes the city is investigated as: 
- an inventory of architectural types (which can be identified and classified), 
- a structural whole (of internally related elements, patterns and ensembles), 
- a structure of cultural expressions (like language), and 
- a result of historical processes. 
5 In books and overview-articles within the research field of Urban Morphology multiple other distinctions 
between schools and traditions are made. The reason why I here discern these two perspectives is that I find 
the different analytic approaches they represent useful for different purposes in my studies of urban 
transformation and the dynamic relation between societies and their landscapes in general, and more 
particularly in this project. The two Norwegian methods I just mentioned provides procedures and analytic 
concepts which seek to combine some elements of these two perspectives (although without discussion of or 
references to them), to produce a practical basis for discussions of potentials for, and consequences of, changes 
in the architectural landscape. Other studies, like the socio-spatial systems in the study of the transformation of 
the idea (or architectural model) of the urban block in Europe between 1850 and 1950 (Panerai et al. 1974), 

 4 



R E A D I N G  S O C I O - S P A T I A L  I N T E R P L A Y  -  I N T R O D U C T I O N  

different approaches to urban structures and their development can reveal 
orderliness in urban architecture that are related to societal development. If 
they are combined, the two approaches can reveal more complex regularities 
in the development of urban landscapes.  
     The first perspective seeks the causes and the laws of urban development 
within the city itself. The city is compared with an organism, which both in 
periods of growth and stagnation, is sensitive to changes in its environment 
(exogenous factors), while the development follows an intrinsic logic of the 
city itself, in the same way as for living organisms. This perspective implies a 
focus on continuity in processes of historical development, and investigate 
how local particularities in the socio-material landscape condition 
development of the urban structure.6 This usually includes analyses of 
‘permanences’ in dynamic relations between major structural elements or 
ensembles in the urban landscape (and their transformation) and the 
development of the urban landscape as a whole. By this, site specific 
dynamic and relational issues of function, role and meanings related to 
central elements of the urban structure can be identified. 
     The second perspective seeks causes of urban transformation more 
directly in historical and social changes. Urban forms are placed in the 
historical situation in which they originated, which leads to an identification 
of historically produced sets of architectural products constituting the city of 
today. In such analyses historical development of the urban landscape is 
explained as a product of succeeding societal forms (economical and cultural 
systems) and investigated as different historical ‘sedimentary layers’ of 
adjustment of the environmental tool set (the built urban landscape) 
following the logics of shifting modes of production, ways of life and power 
relations.7 By investigating the current architectural landscape as a gradually 
developed patchwork of different ‘archaeological’ layers of architectural tool 
kits – each related to different historical situations and distinct ways of life – 
qualitative architectural characteristics related to intended functionality can 
be discerned.  
     Both these approaches are based on an overall structural model of 
relations between architecture, ways of life and societal development in 
which structural societal changes recess into the urban landscape and produce 
differences for individuals’ lived life. Social and cultural dynamics related to 
development of new patterns in individual ways of thinking and acting are in 

                                                                                                                             
and the décalages in the well documented monograph on social and material morphology in Marseilles 
(Roncayolo: 1990 and 1996) demonstrates other fruitful ways of combining these two perspectives in more 
theoretical studies of urban transformation. (I will come back to them later on).  
6 The French geographer Marcel Pöète and later the Italian architect Aldo Rossi’s concept primary elements 
can be related to this tradition. I will come back to them later on. 
7 The French art historian Pierre Francastel, Rossi’s concept morphological systems 
, but also to a certain extent the Norwegian sociologist Dag Østerberg, which I soon will come back to, can 
both be related to this tradition.  
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such analyses treated as implicit background factors that only are 
incorporated when already aggregated into power producing architectural 
transformation. 
 
Generally speaking, we can assume that the morphological characteristics of 
new patterns in urban architecture in general (but not necessarily always) 
support and correspond with at least some aspects of the expectations of a 
desired way of life, at least for a certain number of its new users and 
inhabitants (not necessarily all). By uses of morphological analyses we can 
identify systematic differences in how the architecture of different urban 
areas is accommodated for different ways of life. As preferences and 
conducts develop over time, we can then also assume that the architectural 
environments of many, maybe even most, urban housing areas are slightly 
“out of phase” with the societal situations and ways of life they were 
designed to serve. In current processes of urban transformation, related to for 
instance processes of immigration and gentrification, we can observe how 
new patterns of urban practices emerge within the existing architectural 
landscape by social groups and activities lumping together, transforming the 
image, function and role of urban areas. Traditional structuralist studies of 
“primitive” societies reveal symmetries between social and architectural 
patterns in relatively static and stable morphological systems. The social and 
architectural patterns of complex and dynamic urban landscapes are however 
not self-grown, time-honored and “stable”. Thus we cannot expect to find 
similar kinds of symmetry between architectural and social patterns. The 
scope of morphological architectural analyses of complex modern urban 
landscapes is then to analyze how structural elements and morphological 
patterns in the architectural structure interrelate, and how they relate to the 
societal conditions they are both products of and produced for. Analyses of 
different morphological systems in a modern urban landscape are not set out 
as a description of a patchwork of stable socio-architectural systems, but as 
systems of relations within architectural products. These systems of relations 
can be seen as produced by dynamic discrepancies between aggregated 
architectural as well as social patterns.  
 
Morphological patterns in the environmental production of different 
historical periods are often analyzed as architectural manifestations of ideas 
and intentions among those with political, economical and professional 
power to influence the architectural production. The architectural 
characteristics can thus be related to certain ways of understanding the 
societal situation and what the main challenges and potentials for 
development are, in addition to giving an understanding of how to 
accommodate for specific kinds of societal development, including a 
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prescription environmental tools that can support and bring about a desired 
development. By this, we can identify aspects of intended functionality 
embedded in different patterns of architectural characteristics. When societal 
development is analyzed through successive sequences of architectural 
production, some essential aspects of the interrelated dynamics between 
architecture, ways of life and societal development elude analysis: 
Somewhere between those historical situations where new patterns in 
architectural production can be observed as architectural manifestations of 
societal development, changes in ways of life develop within the urban 
landscape by way of changing patterns in individual ways of thinking, 
choosing and acting. Without bringing about a change the actual architecture, 
individuals can for instance move to another place, they can seek activities 
and places outside their neighbourhood, they can use architectural 
environmental facilities in their neighbourhood in other ways than they were 
designed for, and they can express their dissatisfaction or preferences in 
numerous other ways. This brings us to an overall important question: in 
what ways are aspects of the tangible, architectural environments involved in 
socio-cultural processes of change?  
 
Architecture and analyses of socio-cultural urban transformation  
In current urban theories that are based on empirical studies of processes of 
urban socio-cultural or socio-economic transformation, the processes of are 
in general understood and investigated as something taking place almost 
independent of architectural space. One example of this is the quite 
comprehensive literature on gentrification. Here two main explanatory 
models have been applied in studies of how previously run down working 
class areas in many European and North American cities, have changed 
function, role and image related to new inhabitants, users and activities:  
    In the rent-gap model the architecture of the areas in which new patterns in 
urban ways of life emerge are in general treated as an almost arbitrary 
backdrop: The areas in which these phenomena appear “happens to” have 
certain architectural characteristics since they were built at a certain time, and 
the many synchronized processes of gentrification going on are explained by 
a long time suffer from disinvestment, representing a “rent gap”  in relation 
to their central location in the urban landscape.  
     In the life style-preference model the observable architectural changes 
related to gentrification is treated as a product or reflection of the life style 
preferences (i.e. aesthetical preferences, consumer preferences and preferred 
conducts and practices) of the new middle class inhabitants and users of the 
areas. The recognizable architectural “symptoms” of gentrification are related 
to a globalized culture and economy, and the architectural transformation is 
described and understood as an imprint or a product of new ways of life that 
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have entered into the areas – almost as some kind of extra-terrestrial invasion 
of flocks of individuals with pre-programmed sets of preferences and 
conducts in addition of power to pursue them. 
       On a general level the historical development of urban landscapes of 
European cities have much in common, and for the last century even some 
American cities follows the same broad patterns of historically ‘layered’ 
architecture, concentric growth and periods of architectural production 
related to developments in means of production and ways of life. An 
alternative way to investigate observable results of the seemingly 
“synchronized extra-terrestrial invasions” could be to investigate more 
closely how such observable patterns actually have developed, and from what 
kinds of tensions and dynamics between architecture and ways of life they 
spring out. By focusing on interplay between architecture and ways of life an 
alternative explanatory model could for instance be that the affinity for 
potential environmental qualities that one can find in gentrifying areas, has 
developed as a reaction against missing environmental qualities in other 
urban areas in which newcomers to the area previously resided. And 
furthermore, that the urban conducts and the architectural transformation of 
gentrified areas both are enabled and limited by the range of potential use 
qualities embedded in the architecture of these areas. Such an approach raises 
questions such as: How can patterns in individual ways of thinking and acting 
be related to specific aspects of architecture? How do patterns in individual 
dispositions and practices interact with patterns in architectural 
transformation? To investigate how such patterns emerge within urban 
landscapes as a result of interplay between architecture and ways of life, 
requires a more thorough theoretical understanding of how architecture and 
ways of life interrelate. 
 
On treasure hunting in epistemological gaps 
The different academic traditions that focus on socio-spatial interrelations can 
be said to operate with analytical concepts that seem to function well within 
the premises of each tradition. But such concepts are not easy to transfer or 
translate from one tradition to another: Homophonic key concepts such as 
“space”, “place”, “form”, “practice”, etc. are understood and discussed quite 
differently within different disciplines and traditions. Also the general 
theoretical models of which interrelations that are most important vary very 
much. Both the tradition of urban (social) theory with its related empirical 
studies of urban social change, and the tradition of urban (architectural) 
theory with its related empirical studies of urban architectural development 
are established academic traditions. In general, each of these two traditions 
seems to omit those aspects of socio-architectural interrelations that are 
focused by the other tradition. But this does not imply that those aspects of 
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interrelations that are missed out in analyses in one of the traditions, is 
covered by the analyses carried out in the other tradition. Thus the lacunas 
between different analytic approaches to urban dynamics represent a main 
challenge for conceptualizing socio-architectural interrelations:  
     There are gaps between approaches that either see the socio-spatial 
environment as a pure social construct or see the urban landscapes as pure 
architecture.  
     There are also gaps between structural approaches to processes of societal 
change and approaches focusing on patterns in individual socio-spatial 
practices. This makes it difficult to see dynamic interrelations between 
structural aspects of urban environments and developments of multiple 
patterns in individual practices.  
       
 
My research strategy 
The intricate and dynamic nature of the study object (socio-architectural 
interplay) implies that it is not possible to find one overall analytic model that 
can be used to explain all observable phenomena in relation to each other. 
The ambition of this thesis-project is therefore not to find a way of filling the 
abovementioned gaps, but to explore a way of maneuvering within them, by 
making partial analyses that are more specifically tailored to inform other.  
     One way of doing this could have been to make a more specific theoretical 
review of different kinds of analyses of current urban transformation.8 
Discussions of what different analytical approaches can do and not, and how 
different analytic concepts are used and understood differently within 
different traditions, are in general interesting and useful. I am, however, even 
more interested in figuring out how to combine elements of different 
approaches to socio-architectural dynamics, and, furthermore, to try out what 
such a combined empirical analysis can reveal of socio-architectural interplay 
in concrete case studies.  
     On this background my aim is to develop an architectural analysis that can 
be combined with an analysis of social practices, in order to carry out an 
empirical investigation of which aspects of socio-architectural interplay such 
a combined analysis can reveal. Therefore I have in this project chosen to 
explore ways of investigating socio-architectural interplay along two 
different paths: one theoretical and one empirical.  
     With the purpose of making a combined empirical analysis of social 
variables in architecture and architectural variables in social life, the 

                                                           
8 Others have successfully produced various kinds of almost encyclopedic overviews and critiques on different 
analytic perspectives on related topics. Among others both Jens Tonboe and Pier Giorgio Gerosa provide 
interesting critiques of the existing academic discourse on respectively “social space” within sociology and 
cultural geography, and “urban space” within different traditions of urban analyses.   
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architectural analysis as well as the analysis of socio-spatial dispositions must 
come out of a theoretically informed understanding of important dimensions 
in socio-architectural interrelations. Post-structural (urban) theories address 
issues of interplay and interrelated dynamics that cannot be grasped by the 
structurally based theories and their analytic models on transformation of 
respectively architectural or social structures. Contrary to structurally based 
theories and methods, however, these are analytic theories that don’t provide 
analytic methods or models for empirical investigation. I believe that post-
structural (urban) theories on interplay, differences and dynamic interrelation 
can sensitivize our use and ways of combining aspects of different 
structurally based methods for empirical investigation of urban 
transformation. And furthermore, that this also can help us reveal aspects of 
socio-architectural interplay that we are not able to see neither with 
structurally based analyses alone nor totally without them.  
     In the theoretical part 1 I will present a ‘conceptual tool box’ for 
investigations of socio-architectural interplay that in different ways can work 
as a basis for my empirical analyses in part 2. The discussions throughout the 
three chapters (chapter 1-3) are meant to constitute:  

- A basis for programming the architectural analysis, by discussion of 
which aspects of what kinds of interplay the architectural analysis 
shall be designed to grasp – and, furthermore, to discuss what kinds 
of methodological implications this leads to seen in relation to other 
kinds of empirical approaches (such as for instance the structural-
morphological tradition and Dag Østerberg’s socio-material 
analysis). 

- A programmatic basis for the analysis of socio-spatial practices, by 
discussions of what kinds of socio-architectural interrelations the 
analysis shall be designed to grasp – in relation to Bourdieu’s and 
Lefebvre’s complimentary theories on social space production. 

- An analytic basis for interpreting interrelatedness within socio-
architectural patterns of various kinds that are to be investigated in 
the empirical analysis. 

 
When I talk about putting together and presenting a ‘conceptual tool box’ the 
intention is to use discussions of different analytic approaches on aspects of 
socio-architectural interplay as a kind of ‘clearing up-operation’ when it 
comes to how we can understand and investigate various aspects of socio-
architectural interplay. When doing so I will make use of different theoretical 
texts for different purposes:   
     Some of the theoretical texts will be used to find both analytic concepts 
and an interpretative framework for how to investigate and understand 
complex and dynamic socio-spatial interplay: My discussions of texts by 
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Lefebvre, De Certeau and Bourdieu will in different ways be used to provide 
insights of important dimensions in processes of socio-spatial interplay, and, 
furthermore, to clarify the interpretative framework and strategies that will 
form the basis for empirical investigations. 
     As mentioned earlier, Aldo Rossi has for a long time been quite central for 
my theoretical understanding of urban landscapes and their dynamics. By 
discussing Rossi in relation to theoretical perspectives on complex and 
dynamic socio-spatial interplay the intention is to explore analytic limitations 
and potentials in using aspects of Rossi’s approach in a more combined 
analysis of socio-architectural interplay. 
       Some other of the texts are mainly used as inspiring ways of thinking in 
terms of ideas and perspectives that can help me out in the ‘clearing up-
operations’. This particularly goes for the analytic theories of Deleuze and 
Guattari, but partly also for De Certeau and Lefebvre: Their manner of post-
structural criticism of theoretical foundations, for instance as the ones (i.e. 
structuralism and Marxism) one can find in Rossi’s (and in Østerberg’s) 
analytical approaches to urban landscapes, address ways of understanding 
complex dynamics related to interrelatedness and interplay between different 
kinds of human spatial agency.  
     Other theorists will be used to exemplify and clarify aspects of discussions 
of analytic concepts and issues related to interpretative strategies or 
framework (for instance Mayol et al., Choay, Panerai et al.). 
     I will also present theoretical perspectives that first of all will be used to 
clarify how analytical approaches that seek to merge social and architectural 
issues of urban landscapes (for example Østerberg), to a little extent can 
inform investigations of socio-architectural interplay, although they provide 
other useful insights. 
      
In the empirical part 2 I will carry out case studies in three specific study 
areas in Oslo. The overall focus will be on relational patterns in architectural 
transformation (structural elements, morphological systems, morphological, 
micro-morphological and iconographical transformation) as well as on 
patterns in individual socio-spatial dispositions and practices. By combining 
different part-studies I intend to investigate how different observable socio-
spatial patterns interrelate. 
 
With my academic and professional background, I found it natural to take 
architectural analyses as a starting point. Therefore the focus in 
methodological discussions will be how to develop an architectural analysis 
that can work as basis for carrying out part-studies of socio-architectural 
interplay. This of course also reflects that my theoretical training and 
practical experience first of all is related to the traditions of architectural 
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urban analyses. But if I had had a background as a social scientist, I would 
probably have started in quite another end.  
     Since this PhD-thesis has been a part of a larger interdisciplinary research 
project (I will soon come back to this), the project plan of the latter gave me 
some conditions for the succession and design of different part studies. Time 
consuming data-collection, especially related to our prospect of analyzing 
individual social practices (cf. the interview survey that I soon will come 
back to), had to be started relatively early in the project period. The other 
researchers in the project group, with academic background from social 
sciences, were responsible for the design of the interview guide. My method 
for analyzing this data material was therefore to come out of the interview 
material I had at hand, in relation to both the theoretical discussions of how 
socio-architectural interplay can be conceptualized and the architectural 
analysis.  

      
The structure of the thesis 
This thesis is organized in two parts, one theoretical (chapter 1-3) and one 
empirical (chapter 4-6). My use of diverse literature in the theoretical 
discussion in the first three chapters, and my use of empirical data material 
(architectural surveys and interviews) in the last three chapters, is to be 
understood as interrelated and equally important paths for investigating 
socio-architectural interplay in urban transformation.  
     In the first part (chapter 1-3) I will discuss analytical concepts and 
interpretative frames for investigation and understanding different interacting 
aspects of socio-architectural dynamics.  
 

1. In chapter one I will explore different theoretical perspectives on 
socio-spatial interplay. The main focus in this chapter is to examine 
more overall approaches for understanding the transforming power 
of urban life, seen as aggregated patterns of individual practices that, 
somehow, are dynamically related to production of patterns in 
architectural landscapes. 

2. In chapter two I will, on the basis of the more general discussions in 
chapter one, establish and discuss an approach for analysis of social 
space production that incorporates ways in which architecture plays 
an important role. 

3. In chapter three I will, on the basis of the approach discussed in 
chapter two, establish an analytical method for analysis of 
architectural characteristics that can function as a basis for 
investigations of social patterns and socio-architectural 
interrelatedness. 
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In the second part (chapter 4-6) I will carry out case studies of socio-
architectural patterns and interplay in the three study areas. The analysis is 
divided into three parts, which build upon each other. Each of the three part-
analyses investigates different kinds of interrelated socio-spatial patterns: 
  

4. In chapter four I will investigate how the general architectural 
characteristics of the three study areas historically have been 
developed in relation to the transforming urban landscape of Oslo. I 
will here focus on aspects of how architectural systems and elements 
are designed to work as socio-spatial tools-kits for urban life. 

5. In chapter five, that builds on chapter four, I will investigate recent 
patterns of architectural and iconographical developments and 
characteristics in the three study areas. I will here focus on how new 
and established architectural forms and patterns interrelate. 

6. In chapter six, I will investigate patterns of practices and 
experiences as described in the interview material. I will here focus 
on how these patterns relate to or play upon architectural forms and 
features examined in chapter four and five. 

 
In the final discussion called “Zooming out” I will present some more 
concluding reflections on the outcomes of these two parallel investigations. 
 
A thesis-project related to the larger research project: Immigentri 
My thesis-project has been related to a larger research project at Oslo school 
of architecture and design (AHO), financed by the Norwegian Research 
Council (NFR) during the period 2001-2005: Urban transformation: urban 
form, gentrification and immigration – Oslo as an example of European city 
development (“Immigentri”).9 The overall aim of the Immigentri-project was 
to investigate the relations between physical urban form and socio-cultural 
practices by case study analysis in three study areas in Oslo. 
 
The main purpose of the Immigentri-project was to examine the 
interrelationship between physical transformation and processes of 
gentrification and immigration. Instead of focusing on structural causes of 
gentrification and immigration, the project focused on the effects these 
processes have on the physical fabric of the city, and vice versa, what kinds 

                                                           
9 Project group (at department of urbanism, AHO):  Professor Ed Robbins (project leader and anthropologist), 
Jonny Aspen (cultural historian), Elin Børrud (architect), and myself. Internal resource group: Karl Otto 
Ellefsen, Lars Haukeland and Gro Bonesmo (all architects). The project also had an international reference 
group: Prof. Eric Clark (Lund University), prof. Michael Keith (Goldsmiths College, London), prof. Arnaldo 
Bagnasco (University of Turin), prof. Carlo Trigilia (Univ. of Florence), prof. Neil Smith (Rutgers University), 
prof. Anne-Vernez Moudon (University of Washington), ass. Prof Rodolphe El-Khoury (University of 
Toronto),  researcher John Pløger (NIBR).  
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of effects the physical fabric could be said to have on the processes of 
immigration and gentrification. Another central issue was to see these 
processes together: To develop a theoretical approach for understanding the 
interaction and interrelation of gentrification and immigration and their effect 
on the physical fabric of the postmodern city.  
 
The project was summarized in a final research report to NFR in December 
2005. Central findings and issues were also discussed in articles by the 
different project group-members, in Jonny Aspen (ed.) 2005: By og byliv i 
endring. Studier av byrom og handlingsrom i Oslo, Oslo, Scandinavian 
Academic Press. 
 
Both during the project period and thereafter I was given more or less full 
liberty to define and design my own PhD-project in relation to the 
Immigentri-project. The leader of the research project, professor Ed Robbins, 
who also was my main adviser during the project period, encouraged me to 
follow my own curiosities rather than worrying about how my thesis-project, 
as it developed, would provide outputs that matched the Immigentri-project’s 
initial description. As a member of the project group I was also able to 
influence the profile of the data that were to be collected. Thus I’ve had great 
benefits from having access to a wide range of collected data.  
 
The data material feeding the empirical analyses 
The data material that is to be used in the empirical analyses (chapter 4-6) 
consists of historical data and a number of new registrations in addition to 
secondary sources that will be referenced. As mentioned above, being 
associated with the larger research project – representing resources to hire 
student research assistants to carry out a number of quite time-consuming 
registrations – I’ve had the privilege to be able to be quite extravagant in my 
uses of data material. The most important historical data that will be used in 
the empirical analysis are historical city maps (listed at end of the 
bibliography), architectural drawings of different types of buildings in the 
study areas,10 historical photos (from Oslo City Archives) and historical 
registers of businesses and enterprises. Of the material that was gathered in 
the Immigentri-project, I will first of all make use of the following: 
 
Regular surveys in all three study areas: 11  

 Systematic and yearly photographic registrations of façades, signs 
and shop-windows in five key streets,  

                                                           
10 Gathered from the archives of Oslo municipality, Plan- og bygningsetaten. 
11 Carried out by architect-student research assistants in the summer of 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005. 
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 Photographic registrations of a large selection of space interiors in 
all five key streets,  

 Photographic registration of streetscapes, street-life, park life, 
furniture in public space, signs, shop windows, backyards and open 
shared spaces in all three study areas.  

(Totally this represents a photo-database of approximately 30,000 pictures.)  
 
Interviews in all three study areas:12

 Home-interviews with 104 inhabitants focusing on dispositions, 
practices and experiences related to living in and using the different 
study areas.  

 Interviews with 66 shopkeepers in key streets focusing on 
commercial and architectural strategies.  

  
The three study areas: Grønland, Grünerløkka and Furuset 
The three study areas have different development histories, locations in the 
urban structure and architecture:  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The three study areas in the urban landscape of Oslo (figure-ground-map highlighting the shape 
of buildings) 
 

                                                           
12 Carried out by ethnology-student research assistants 2002-2004. 
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Grønland is located near the city’s historical and current transport junction 
and has architectural fragments from all of the city’s historical development 
phases. Grünerløkka is a uniformly planned classical urban area that was 
developed in the period of industrial urban growth from the 1870s and 
onwards. Furuset is a modernist satellite-town from the post-war welfare 
state urban growth period, as a “third generation” satellite town, Furuset was 
planned and realized after, an as a response to the massive critique of 
modernist urban planning in Oslo.  
 
All three areas are in different ways involved in socio-cultural processes of 
change, which among other issues implies that they are put to use in other 
ways and by other social groups than previously. All three areas are currently 
experiencing significant gentrification and/or immigration, but in relatively 
different ways. The ways that these areas are involved in the processes of 
gentrification and immigration, will make it possible to study some of the 
more important mechanisms of urban development in contemporary Oslo: 
Grünerløkka is today associated with gentrification, while Grønland is 
associated with ethnic diversity. Population statistics from SSB13 show that 
the immigrant population from both Western and non-Western countries is 
gradually increasing in Oslo. From 1997-99 the non-Western immigrant 
population has increased in most of Oslo’s 25 districts, apart from in more 
homogenous western districts of the city. Of districts with the highest 
percentage of immigrants, there in the inner districts is some decrease in 
Grünerløkka-Sofienberg and some increase in Grønland/Gamle Oslo, while 
the satellite towns of Furuset, Stovner and Søndre Nordstrand are about to 
develop as Oslo’s new immigrant districts, whereas the ‘older’ immigrant 
areas in inner parts of the city are becoming more and more gentrified. Both 
Grünerløkka and Grønland, as previously run down and working class 
dominated areas, have in recent times received significant public investments 
through urban renewal programs, increased commercial activity related to 
“urban recreation”, and an increased number of relatively young, ethnic 
Norwegian inhabitants. Like many other suburban satellite towns in Oslo, 
Furuset has in the last ten years received an increasing number of non-
Western immigrants, both from central urban areas like Grønland and 
Grünerløkka, from abroad, and from other places in Norway. Simultaneously, 
the commercial businesses at the satellite town centre are suffering from 
competition from both regional shopping centres and central urban areas – 
such as Grønland.  

 

                                                           
13 Statistisk sentralbyrå (Statistics Norway). 
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To relate urban practices to patterns of material and cultural 
consumption 
In a footnote to the introduction to chapter 2 in Distinction – “The Social 
Space and Its Transformations” – Bourdieu presents his study as total and 
exhaustive, dealing with “the whole range of” material and cultural 
consumption:   

The extension of the survey to the whole range of material and 
cultural practices, legitimate or not, which can give rise to 
judgments of taste – cooking and art, clothing and music, 
cinema and decoration – was intended to provide the means of 
examining the relationship between the dispositions generally 
regarded as aesthetic and the dispositions which constitute the 
habitus.163

 
The study is in many ways exhaustive, but, as I see it, not exhaustive enough 
to include a thorough analysis of social practices in urban public space.  
Though symbolic consumption of objects, food, literature, music and other 
forms of art is included, symbolic consumption of urban spaces, as one can 
see in a broad range of urban socio-spatial practices and individual narratives 
related to consumption of place identity, is not.   
     In processes of gentrification, as most classical descriptions of 
gentrification show,164 the physical and social urban environment become 
objects of consumption, and urban practices and domestic choices become 
indicators of life style. Even though resemblances can be found, there are 
some important differences between urban areas and other issues of 
consumption: Unlike different types of music and entertainment that go out 
of fashion, clothing styles that come and go, different types of food and other 
mass produced articles that (temporarily or not) go out of production, or 
design objects that change symbolic value, urban areas are not that easily 

                                                           
163 Bourdieu 1984, footnote 1 to page 99.  
164 The classic description of gentrification describes a process of socio-demographic, socio-economic and 
socio-cultural transformation in three phases where an urban area changes role, function and image in relation 
to other urban areas. These changes again are related to demographic changes, and changes in urban practices 
and user groups: In the first phase the centrality of a run down working class neighborhoods attracts a new 
generation of inhabitants and city-users that possess more cultural capital, but not necessarily more material 
capital, than former inhabitants did (students, artists). In the second phase the change of image that was 
produced in the first phase, attracts a next generation of inhabitants who possess more material than cultural 
capital (“young aspiring professionals”, middle class groups, academics etc). In the third and last phase the 
gentrification processes in the former phase is consolidated. Often fringe areas of the neighbourhood 
(containing for instance former industrial sites) are made attractive for larger urban development projects 
initiated by private investors and entrepreneurs. When this happens though, most of both the original working 
class inhabitants, and also the first generation of new inhabitants, have to a large extent been replaced by new 
middle class inhabitants. At this point the gentrifying avant-garde of the first phase have moved on to new and 
exotic run down areas, which are about to go through the same phases. The physical transformation in the third 
phase is usually described as a consequence of the preceding two phases in which the image of the area has 
been transformed, likewise the users and the patterns of use of the area.  Se for instance Loretta Lees 2000: “A 
reappraisal of gentrification. Towards a ‘geography of gentrification’.” In Progress in Human Geography, No. 
24, 3, pp. 389-408. 
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abandoned: in spite of changes in the symbolic economy of the city, they 
sustain as living areas for people and somebody’s part of the city. When 
somebody moves out of an area, someone else (almost always) moves in. The 
same goes for the uses of, and the function and role of urban areas: Even 
though shifting attractiveness drives forces of investment and disinvestment, 
the physical environments of urban areas are rarely totally reconfigured, 
neither are they totally abandoned. Therefore, Bourdieu’s perspective must be 
supplemented with perspectives from Lefebvre’s and Rossi’s. 
 
The material (object) and its use value 
Bourdieu describes the status of objects which are given function and 
meaning through practice, how objects are ascribed value through use (i.e. 
use value), and how the quality of objects are embedded in the consumers’ 
perceptions and lived experience. If we apply this perspective on material 
(architectural) urban environments, Bourdieu’s argument can be stretched to 
say something about the relation between architecture and the transformation 
of social space. Urban practices are, in the same way as consumption of 
goods, embedded into processes of appropriation. And in the same way as the 
consumers help to produce the product they consume,165 users of urban space 
help to produce the places they consume through their dispositions acquired 
over time. 
     Bourdieu discusses the difference between the limited conception of the 
use value of material products among professional producers (and marketers) 
of objects, and the perception of the objects’ useful properties and use values 
that are created by the consumers or users. Although both De Certeau and 
Lefebvre distinguish between (urban) spaces and other products, both of 
them also discuss the gap that exists between the professional, analytic 
conception of how “things are supposed to work” and the individual, lived 
perception of possibilities and qualities, function, use-value and meaning 
produced through dispositions and practices.166 But if we sustain the 
perspective on urban, architectural space as an object of consumption (or 
rather as a structure of objects of consumption), Bourdieu’s critique and 
discussion gives us further guidelines for what a science of the use value of 

                                                           
165 “[C]onsumption of goods no doubt always presupposes a labor of appropriation, to different degrees 
depending on the goods and the consumers; or, more precisely, that the consumers help to produce the product 
he consumes, by a labour of identification and decoding which, in the case of work of art, may constitute the 
whole of the consumption and gratification, and which requires time and dispositions acquired over time.” 
(Bourdieu 1984: p 100)   
166 I’ve discussed this more thoroughly in relation to material, urban environments in chapter 1. Both De 
Certeau and Lefebvre – as also Bourdieu – argue that the full and whole knowledge of space – or objects – 
depends on an understanding of how these two different perspectives work together, i.e. of how aspects of the 
professional conception of what is produced, in different – and certainly not always in expected ways – give 
some premises for what is produced through individual practices in real and lived life. 
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objects (or in my case: a “science” of the use value of differentiated urban 
environments) should include.167

     Bourdieu questions the value of the professional’s (as an opinionated 
person) judgments on issues related to the lived experience (“le vecu”), as 
different users might perceive the objects differently and have different 
dispositions – and as this even might change over time. Bourdieu’s argument 
about how to understand processes of “appropriation of the object,” has many 
similarities to the kind of differences in architecture which I am trying to 
reveal through the analysis of the interviews with the different users of the 
urban areas I am investigating: Investigations of the relationship between 
different tastes and the products, as exhaustive definitions of the products 
need to include investigation of the multiplicity of the consumers’ 
differentiated experiences with the objects, but also an understanding of “the 
use or function for which it was designed”. In relation to my research 
question of how aspects of architecture affect the production (transformation) 
of social space (in an urban landscape), I find Bourdieu’s recognition of the 
necessity to include “the use or function for which it was designed” very 
much related to morphological studies of urban environments. Both the 
panopticon, the grid, a monument, the satellite town and the urban node are 
designed to serve certain functional purposes – and these functional 
intentions might, or might not, be recognized by the user, but they are still 
embedded into the object (or into the spaces) – as they may explain aspects of 
design characteristics. 
 
Architecture and urban areas as objects of taste and consumption 
Bourdieu’s structure of social space is defined by distinctions and 
homologies produced by individual choices in consumer practices which, in 
the next round, are used to define a “we” in relation to a structure of different 
“others”. Choices made by the individuals within the range of freedom of 
choice given by their cultural and material capital, and their access to objects 
and activities, are used to identify, confirm, or move their position within the 
social landscape away from groups that they want to distinguish themselves 

                                                           
167 “Economists, who never jib at an abstraction, can ignore what happens to products in the relationship with 
the consumers, that is, with the dispositions which define their useful properties and real uses. (…) Objects, 
even industrial products, are not objective in the ordinary sense of the word, i.e., independent of the interest 
and tastes of those who perceive them, and they do not impose the self-evidence of a universal, unanimously 
approved meaning. (…) What science has to establish is the objectivity of the object which is established in the 
relationship between an object defined by the possibilities and impossibilities it offers, which are only revealed 
in the world of social uses (including, in the case of a technical object, the use or function for which it was 
designed) and the dispositions of an agent or a class of agents, that is, the schemes of perception, appreciation 
and action which constitute its objective utility in a practical usage. The aim is not, of course, to reintroduce 
any form of what is called ‘lived experience’, which is most often merely a thinly disguised abstract projection 
of the researcher’s ‘lived experience’; but to move beyond the abstract relationship between consumers with 
interchangeable tastes and products with uniformly perceived and appreciated properties to the relationship 
between tastes which can vary in a necessary way according to their social and economic conditions of 
production, and the products on which they confer their different social identities.” (Distinction, p 100) 
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from and towards groups they want to be identified with. Their consumer 
practices are, by Bourdieu, described as an exchange where leisure time and 
money spent in the different practice-patterns are transformed into symbolic 
capital in a structure of symbolic value systems.  
 
To apply such a perspective on the analysis of the interviews with inhabitants 
and users of three different study areas in Oslo, presupposes a focus on how 
urban socio-spatial practices are ascribed symbolic value, and how 
preferences in socio-spatial practices can help to discover distinctions and 
homologies between different groups of urban landscape-practitioners. This 
means to investigate how the informants’ narratives of their urban practices 
can be read as necessary parts of individual identity-production, and how 
their stories about where they do what and with whom include descriptions of 
parts of the socio-spatial landscape from which they distinguish themselves, 
and other parts towards which they include themselves. 
 
In this perspective, the distinguishing use-value of the material environment 
is related to aspects of differences in the material environment that are used 
in production of symbolic value. The recognition of symbolic values related 
to geographical, architectural or morphological places or areas in the city can 
then be identified as qualitative aspects of the socio-material environment 
which influence the production of social space (through patterns of practices) 
both aesthetically, functionally and symbolically.  
 
For my analysis of architectural differences it is therefore necessary to find 
an analytical method for identification of aspects of architectural differences 
that may be ascribed meaning that is flexible to both differences in 
interpretations of meaning and different individual projects of identity-
production.  
 
Summing up: In the following analysis of individual narratives, i.e. of socio-
spatial dialectics in socio-cultural urban transformation (chapter 6), I will 
make use of central constituents in Bourdieu’s approach. Central issues will 
be:  

 How qualitative elements of the urban environment are ascribed 
symbolic values by the informants’ urban practices and 
consumption of urban space.  

 How individual narratives of urban life contain homologies and 
distinctions related to their appreciation of such qualities.  

 
In other words, I will use the inspiration from Bourdieu to look for 
similarities and differences in the informants’ description of respectively 
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esthetical, functional and symbolic qualities in the areas they live (or use), 
and, furthermore, how such descriptions of environmental (spatial and social) 
qualities of the neighbourhood in which they live can be related to 
descriptions of various positions in a space of lifestyles.  
 
T H E  R E L E V A N C E  O F  L E F E B V R E ’ S  P E R S P E C T I V E  
The social space, and the space of lifestyles, as discussed by Bourdieu, is a 
structure of homologies and distinctions: A structure in transformation, 
according to its intrinsic laws of transformation – which all circumscribe the 
dialectics of habitus. Social space, as discussed by Lefebvre, is a structure of 
encounters of differences through social practice in physical environments: A 
(both mental and tangible) structure in transformation, according to intrinsic 
laws of transformation – which all circumscribe the dialectics of practice and 
encounters of differences.  The focus in Lefebvre’s approach to the 
(continuous) production of social space (through individual social practices) 
differs at important points from the focus in Bourdieu’s perspective on the 
production of social space.  

 
Urban social space: not only homologies and distinctions, but encounters 
of differences  
While Bourdieu’s social space is produced from individual projects reaching 
out, manoeuvring, in shared space, Lefebvre’s social space is produced by the 
meeting of differences in public space (reaching ‘towards’ the individual). 
Lefebvre’s social space contains a multiplicity of practices, simultaneity and 
encounters merging together in the collective, but sometimes also 
impersonal, urban space.168 From his earliest writings on social space to his 
last pieces of work, Lefebvre kept reminding us that social space is not only a 
                                                           
168 “Urban society stems from encounters; it must exclude segregation and be distinguished by the fact that it 
affords the time and the place for individual and collective meetings, the coming-together of people from 
different classes, with different occupations and different patterns of existence. This urban society – which is 
already more than a dream – is based not on the abolition of class distinctions, but on the elimination of 
antagonisms that find their expression in segregation; it must involve differences and be defined by these 
differences.” Henri Lefebvre 1971: Everyday Life in the Modern World, London, Penguin Press (English 
translation by Rabinovitch, 1968: La vie quotidienne dans le monde moderne, Paris, Editions Gallimard), p. 
190.  
Once again I would like to comment upon the English translation of the French theorists that I make use of: I 
read the message in the French original text slightly different from the way I read the message in the English 
translation. The French text points at transforming potentials and possibilities related to the urban society – it 
does not at all mention dreams – and there is no “it must” in it. This is a general impression of this particular 
translation (of the whole book) that almost consequently makes me read the French original more as an 
analysis and the English translation more as an agitating imperative: “La vie urbaine se compose de recontres; 
elle exclut la segregation et se définit comme temps et lieu de rassemblement entre individus et groupes encore 
marqués par la division du travail, du classes, entre modèles (patterns) de vie differentes. La société urbaine 
désormais possible se base, non sur la disparation des classes, mais sur la fin d’un antagonisme qui se traduit 
précisément par la ségrégation. “(La vie quotidienne dans le monde moderne: p348) – Another translation of 
this French quote could have been something like: “The urban life is composed of encounters: it excludes 
segregation and defines itself as time and place of coming-together of individuals and groups still marked by 
the division of work, classes, between different models (patterns) of life. Nevertheless, the urban life enables to 
base itself, not on the disappearance of classes, but on the termination of antagonisms expressed through 
segregation.” (my translation). 
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mental space, but a space of behaviors, attitudes, conducts, and reactions – 
and that it is through these practices, not through their representations that the 
social realization of mental space is produced.169

     And while Bourdieu’s social space is defined by distinctions and 
homologies in a social space produced by consumer practices, Lefebvre’s 
social space is produced by encounters of differences in physical, tangible, 
more or less public environments, where the ludic can conquer the 
materialistic.170  
     The social meetings, the diversity of encounters – limited by 
circumstances and structured by elements of shared understanding among the 
participants – are the material that produces society. Modern urban societies 
are characterized by a complex diversity of encounters with foreigners, 
neighbours, friends and others. Through these encounters social spheres are 
produced, and our perception of characteristics related to “us” and “them” are 
based on experience or expectations of encounters: of confrontation, 
interaction and integration. Although much attention is directed towards the 
development of new virtual social spheres, provided by recent technological 
developments, physical face-to-face encounters between individuals that 
meet in public, at the same time, still represent an important source of social 
experiences. These encounters take place in physical environments. Physical, 
tangible environments can be ascribed different contextual qualities – 
affecting both the repertoires of encounter situations, and the socio-material 
transactions related to such encounters. 
  
Rhythmanalysis revisited – a triadic approach to encounters and 
differences 
To Lefebvre, the encounters and the differences, the different encounters and 
the encounters of differences, are what characterizes the urban, and what 
makes the city a privileged place to be, and also such an important factor in 
the development of society. But Lefebvre’s critique of modern urban 
planning171 (the professional production of spatial environments related to 

                                                           
169 “Still, it is not useless to strongly remind that the social space is not only mental space, but space of 
conducts. And that it is through these conducts (practice), not in their re-presentation, that the mental realizes 
itself socially.” (my translation) Lefebvre 1969: p. XLVIII, French quote: “Il n’est d’ailleurs pas inutile de 
rappeler avec force que l’espace social n’est pas seulement espace mental, mais espace de comportements. Et 
que c’est dans le comportement (pratique), non dans la re-présentation, que le temps mental se réalise 
socialement” 
170 “The city’s uninhibited self-expression and creativity (morphology, setting, shaped and moulded sites, 
adequate space and spaces) will restore adaptation so that it prevails over compulsion and sets a limit to make-
believe, restriction and imagination to style and works of art, monuments, festivals, so that play and games will 
be given their former significance, a chance to realize their possibilities; urban society involves this tendency 
towards the revival of the Festival, and, paradoxically enough, such a revival leads to a revival of experience 
values, the experience of place and time, giving them priority over exchange value.” Lefebvre 1971: pp. 190-
191. 
171 Including The right to the city (Le droit à la ville, 1968), The urban revolution (La revolution urbaine, 
1970) and Production of Space (La production de l’espace, 1974), but also articles like “L’urbanisme 
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advanced capitalism172) is not an argument for a return to earlier spatial 
codes; neither does he claim that the quality of the differences is a static 
entity which could be planned. Lefebvre’s critique does not contain any 
normative-prescriptive aspects of spatial determinism.  
     The qualities of urban social space are dialectically defined by differences, 
i.e. not only by the encounters of differences in a particular urban place, but 
by the urban access to a differentiated repertoire of spaces, relationally 
defined by their differences in relation to each other; these again are 
produced by interplay between the material (which also include architectural 
differences) and the social (differences in how spaces are perceived and 
practiced).   
 
The differences in focus in Bourdieu’s and Lefebvre’s theories on how social 
space is transformed (or produced) by socio-material dialectics identified 
here are, as I see it, complementary, but not contradictory: The focus or the 
‘main character’ in Lefebvre’s Production of Space is the encounters of 
differences (not the formation of group habituses among “like-minded” 
people as distinguished from “others”). Thus Lefebvre focuses on the 
importance of the (sometimes coincident, unexpected and sometimes 
expected) encounters between groups and individuals being at the same 
(physical, architectural) place at the same time – making social space a space 
of differentiated collectivity and simultaneous activities in tangible 
environments (not a mental space socially realized through consumer 
practices). Lefebvre’s description of the individual perception of these 
encounters of differences and the individual mental “spaces of 
representation” informing the individual spatial practices (which in turn are 
perceived by others, producing functional and symbolical differentiation of 
social spaces), is epistemologically closely related to Bourdieu’s habitus. But 
in Lefebvre’s conceptual triad the dialectic between “spaces of 
representation” (~ habitus) and differentiated practice is only one of the 
‘dimensions’ in the triad. Another, equally important, dimension in the triad 
is the dialectic between professional actors (architects, urban planners) 
mental conception of space (“representations of space”) and their spatial 
practice: the production of differentiated architectural urban environments. 
The third dimension is the dialectic between both of them; the pivot point in 
                                                                                                                             
aujourd’hui, mythes et réalités”. Les Cahiers du Centre d’études de socialistes 72-73, 1967, pp.5ff, and 
“Propositions pour un nouvel urbanisme”. Architecture d’ajourd’hui 132 (June/July 1967), pp. 14-16.   
172 In the third tome of Critique de la vie quotidienne (1981), Lefebvre argues that “the spatialisation of 
advanced capitalism” (the 20th century zoning, segregation and hierarchisation of spaces for production, spaces 
for consumption and spaces for reproduction and recreation) reinforces the alienation caused by the 
spatialisation of the earlier capitalism (the 19th century spatial  segregation of classes in working class 
neighborhoods and bourgeoisie neighborhoods). The “how and why the spatialisation (or the results of the later 
regimes of urban development) could be blamed”-part of the critique is elaborated and developed as a more 
general analytic perspective in Lefebvre (1992): Eléments de rythmanalyse. Introduction à la connaissance des 
rythmes, Paris, Editions Syllepse.  
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Lefebvre’s theory of social space (production) is the practice, or the 
encounter of different practices.   
     Urban transformation expresses the development of society (economically 
culturally, technologically and socialy) in complex physical environments. 
Urban areas change role and function in different ways: by being rebuilt, by 
being used in new ways by new groups of users, and by that people’s desires, 
expectations and images of what happens where (in the urban landscape) are 
changed through narratives that are communicated either by media or 
individuals, but also through people’s different experiences of encounters in 
different socio-spatial situations. While Bourdieu distinguishes homologies in 
a social space of consumer practices, Lefebvre distinguishes homologies of 
encounters in his reading of the rhythms of the city: In his essay on “rhythm-
analytic” interpretation of urban life: “Seen from the window”,173 Lefebvre 
describes the different rhythms as differences in the streams of encounters, 
and as differences in the time-sets of practices: tourists, shoppers, 
commuters, people passing through, neighbours’ everyday activities, 
motorized traffic, etc.  
 
Spatiality – space-time-practice as rhythmic differences in energy and encounters 
In a city people come together in different ways (interaction, confrontation, 
and just parallel co-use of same space at same time), and in different socio-
spatial situations – at different physical places with different spatial 
configuration. Architectural spaces (urban physical form) are designed and 
configured differently in places having or meant to have different functions in 
the urban landscape. Different morphological systems (architectural spatial 
systems) are, and have been, produced in different urban societies (historical 
and geographical variations) in order to serve as environmental tools for 
different kinds of more or less public or private, culturally differentiated 
social situations (urban social form, social morphologies). Studies of the 
subdivision of our social world and the spaces we inhabit as public and 
private spheres, degrees of exclusiveness and openness, modes of social 
encounter and associations with space have been discussed in diverse 
literature on how urban architecture and urban design does, could or should 
provide spaces for differentiated encounters – at different levels.174  
 
Contrary to such studies that present typical, almost universal categories of 
elements of socio-spatial situations or urban encounters (although with 
cultural, historical and geographical variations), Lefebvre presents the 
contextual spatial differences (within an urban landscape and also between 
different urban landscapes) as rhythmic differences in spatial encounters: The 
                                                           
173 Lefebvre 1996: p. 219-227, (1992: 41-53). 
174 Cf. for instance Madanipour 2003, Gehl 1971, Rapoport 1994, Kostof 1991, Alexander 1977 and 1979, etc. 
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rhythm of encounters and energies, or the difference in flows of present and 
past practices in different spaces (areas, streets, squares, parks) of the city are 
related to differences in spatial contextuality: the morphology of the 
neighbourhoods, but also their relation to the dynamics, centralities, 
monuments and collectivity of the city as a whole.  
 
By this, in Lefebvre’s rhythmanalysis, the urban landscape is not only 
conceived as consisting of different (in terms of configuration and practice) 
more or less public or private (impersonal, collective, shared and individual) 
spaces, but as a structure of contextual socio-spatial differences. And to 
Lefebvre (as also to Aldo Rossi (1984)) such structures of contextual 
differences in how the relation between the private and public is mediated 
represents the dynamic potential of urban landscape, culture and society: 
essential not only in regards of how urban areas develop in relation to each 
other, but in regards of how urban structures (landscape and society) develop 
in relation to each other: The rhythms or the complex and dynamic socio-
spatial context is related to both the composition of architectural elements 
(spatial contextuality) and the past and present practices they accommodate 
for (have accommodated). The rhythms of an area represent a structure of 
possibilities and constraints both for architectural and individual socio-spatial 
projects.  
 
Rhythmic differences in socio-spatial practices can thus be related to both 
patterns in the architectural landscape, as well as to patterns in dispositions in 
individual projects that interact in the differentiated architectural landscape: 

- On the one hand: aspects of the socio-spatial situations may affect 
the local composition of practices. We can for instance imagine how 
functionally specialized, homogenous, and spatially segregated 
environmental systems can be related to a more limited range of 
users and a more narrow repertoire of time-space-energy relations 
than what can be find in functionally mixed, heterogeneous and 
spatially integrated environmental types (I will return to this in the 
next chapter).  

- On the other hand: individual variations in time-space perspectives 
related to being in a here-and-now situation reflect different patterns 
in dispositions, attitudes, experiences, etc. Such differences in 
“time-space-energy” relations can be seen as patterns in dispositions 
that selectively play upon specific aspects of the socio-spatial 
situation involved. They can be seen as aggregated patterns 
producing a certain repertoire of social spaces (I will soon come 
back to this).  
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Lefebvre discusses differences in individual rhythms as differences in 
dispositions, reflected in variations of practices and attitudes towards space, 
place and others in socio-spatial situations. Differences in the time-space-
energy relation aspect of practices create different rhythms or repertoires of 
practices: 

- As shifting time-space-energy relations of shifting activities in 
individual everyday routines at different hours of the day, at 
different weekdays, and related to seasonal variations,  

- as shifting time-space-energy relations of various aspects of 
human life: sickness and health, moodiness and crises, 
excitement and joy, desires for activities, adventure and others – 
but also desire for calmness, privacy and withdrawal,   

- as shifting time-space-energy relations of different phases of a 
lifetime (childhood, adolescence, career and family life, 
retirement and elderliness), 

- but also as difference in time-space-energy relations reflecting 
different ways of life (related to different modes of production), 
shifting regimes of spatial practices, coexisting in an urban 
situation – some aspects more dominant than others.  

In other words: differences in individual “time-space” projects form patterns 
in dispositions that can be directly related to a range of encounter situations 
and socio-spatial practices that different groups of individuals have chosen to 
involve themselves in.  
     In my empirical investigation of how differences in dispositions interact 
with an architectural differentiated landscape of possibilities and effects, 
differences in time-space perspectives will be a point of entry to discuss how 
groups of dispositions play out and interact in different areas.  
     To illustrate how such differences in attitudes towards space produce 
different repertoires of social spaces, I will, as analytical reference points for 
my own empirical analysis first go on and present two studies that can be 
seen as examples of contrasting ideal-types of different time-space-related 
patterns in dispositions, related practices, the social spaces they produce, and 
how they are related to particular repertoires of physical spaces.   
 
Analytical reference points: two ideal types of time-space-relations: the neighbour and the 
traveller  
Both Marc Augé175 and Michel De Certeau176 describe particular sets of 
spatial practices (or changes in practices; new sets of socio-spatial practices) 

                                                           
175 Marc Augé, 2000. Non-Places. Introduction to an Anthropology of Supermodernity. London: Verso. (1st 
French edition 1992: Non-lieux. Introduction à une anthropologie de la surmodernité, Paris, Ed. Seuil). 
176 Michel De Certeau 1984: The Practice of Everyday Life, Berkeley, University of California Press. 
(Translation of 1974: Arts de faire, 2nd ed. 1994 with comments) 
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and the characteristics of the (movement-related) social spaces produced by 
these practices and as such making the individual able to escape the spatial 
boundaries of a particular place or locus. Both the space of Augé’s traveller, 
and the space of De Certeau’s walker in the city, could be described as series 
of sequences or a linearization of the practice of each place on the trajectory. 
De Certeau describes walking in the city as tactics, challenging the spatial 
strategies and their embedded limitations in the spatial environment.  

First, if it is true that a spatial order organizes an ensemble of 
possibilities (e.g. by a place in which one can move) and 
interdictions (e.g. by a wall that prevents one from coming 
further), then a walker actualize some of these possibilities. In 
that way he makes them exist as well as emerge. But he also 
moves them about and he invents others, since the crossing, 
drifting away, or improvisation of walking privilege, transform 
or abandon spatial elements.177  

 
Both Augé and De Certeau discuss linearization as, on the one hand, 
liberation from the claims of a physical locus, and, on the other hand, as loss 
of place or place-bound identity.  
 
In a study conducted by De Certeau and a group of his former students under 
the leadership of Mayol,178 the social spaces produced by (everyday socio-
spatial practices of) the inhabitants in the Croix-Rousse neighbourhood, are 
of a more cyclic character than the social spaces of Augé’s traveller: The 
components of which the neighbouring is constructed – or the practices 
producing the social space of the neighbourhood – are all related to cyclic 
(daily, weekly, seasonal) repetitions of local socio-spatial practices, activities 
and contacts between those who inhabit the neighbourhood. Mayol et al. 
describe the neighbourhood as collective organization defined by the cyclic 
repetitions of encounters related to the individual trajectories in places “close 
at hand”, and related to the routines of everyday life:  

The neighborhood is thus defined as a collective organization 
of individual trajectories; it involves places “close at hand” put 
at the dwellers’ disposal in which they necessarily meet each 
other in order to provide for their everyday needs. But the 
interpersonal contact that takes place in these meetings is itself 
random, not calculated in advance; it is defined by chance 
comings and goings involving the necessities of everyday life: 

                                                           
177 De Certeau 1984: p. 98.  
178 Michel De Certeau & Luce Giard & Pierre Mayol 1998: The Practice of Everyday Life. Volume 2: Living 
and Cooking, Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press (English translation by Timothy J. Tomasik from 
French: 1994: L’invention du quotidien, II, habiter, cuisiner, Paris, Editions du Gallimard). 
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in the elevator, at the grocery store, at the market. By going out 
in the neighborhood, it is impossible not to come across 
someone you “already know” (a neighbor, a shopkeeper), but 
nothing can say in advance what who or where (on the stairs, 
on the sidewalk). This relationship between the formal 
necessity of the encounter and the random aspect of its content 
pushes the dweller to behave as if “on guard” within precise 
social codes, all centered around the fact of recognition in the 
sort of indecisive collectivity – thus undecided and undecidable 
– that is the neighborhood.179

 
The homologies in the regulars’ chitchat with their shopkeeper (“and so for 
shopping, there’s always Robert”180), and their selective choice of bread or 
shared “gastronomy of poverty”, is analyzed less as a basic food and more as 
a basic “cultural symbol”,181 cooking is analyzed as “gesture sequences” – 
shared patterns in the way possible choices are calculated, evaluated and 
improvised182 – and together with other sets of everyday practices they 
express shared values: 

The neighborhood appears as the domain in which the time- 
space relationship is the most favorable for a dweller who 
moves from place to place on foot, starting from his or her 
home. Therefore, it is that part of the city that a limit crosses 
distinguishing private from public space: it is the result of a 
walk, of a succession of steps on the road, conveyed little by 
little trough the organic link to one’s lodgings.(…) As a result 
of its everyday use, the neighborhood can be considered as the 
progressive privatization of public space. It is a practical device 
whose function is to ensure a continuity between what is the 
most intimate (the private space of one’s lodging) and what is 
the most unknown (the totality of the city or even, by 
extension, the rest of the world.183  

 
The focus of Mayol et al.’s study of the everyday practices in the Croix-
Rousse is the neighbourhood, and all that makes it a “neighbourhood” – 
which is the shared values and social spaces produced by the everyday 
trajectories of the neighbours, and their frequent (not predictable but still 
expected) encounters with someone they know, or at least recognize. In this 
neighbourhood study “the others” exist at two levels, first those that are 
                                                           
179 Ibid, p. 17 
180 Ibid, p.115 
181 Ibid, p.84 
182 Ibid, p.200 
183 Ibid, pp.10-11 
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external to the neighbourhood, i.e. those that can be used to distinguish an 
‘us’ here and now, and secondly as the repertoire of “others” outside the 
family or the household, but within the unit if the neighbourhood.   

The neighborhood is the middle term in an existential dialectic 
(on a personal level) and a social one (of the level of a group of 
users), between inside and outside. And it is the tension 
between these two terms, an inside and an outside, which little 
by little becomes the continuation of an inside, that the 
appropriation of space takes place (…). It is less an urban 
surface, transparent for everyone or statistically measurable, 
than a possibility offered everyone to inscribe in the city a 
multitude of trajectories whose hard core permanently remains 
the private sphere.184

 
Mayol et al. investigates the rhythms in the practices producing a collectivity 
of a certain place: the micro-histories of the subtle tactics of resistance and 
private practices – the art of living or “making do” –moving from the private 
(dwelling, cooking, home-making) to the public sphere (the experiences of 
living in a neighbourhood). But the inhabitants of Croix Rousse do not spend 
all their time in the collective rhythms of their neighbourhood – most of them 
go to work outside the neighbourhood – and by this, the linearity of their 
modern lives is practiced elsewhere. In the Croix Rousse study these 
practices (linearity, elsewhere) becomes a difference that dialectically defines 
the everyday collective rhythm of Croix Rousse.  

The neighborhood is also the space of a relationship to the 
other as a social being, requiring a special treatment. To leave 
one’s home, to walk in the streets, is right away to commit a 
cultural non-arbitrary act: it inscribes the inhabitant in a 
network of social signs that preexist him or her (proximity, 
configuration of places, etc.). The relationship between 
entrance and exit, inside and outside intersects with others such 
as between home and work, known and unknown, (…); this is 
always a relationship between oneself and the physical and 
social world; (…) 185

 
In this study social space is a practiced place, in which a certain feeling of 
identity is produced by those who share something, at a specific place (in the 
neighbourhood). The encounters of more dramatic differences, glances, hasty 
meetings with more foreign strangers at the subway and in urban centres, the 
volatile and un-demanding contact between individuals being at the same 
                                                           
184 Ibid, p.11 
185 Ibid, p.12 
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place at the same time, though on completely different trajectories, belongs to 
another time-space practice than the space-time practices at Croix Rousse. 
The former are mainly described as something which might happen after you 
leave and before you return home to your neighbourhood, as contrast 
neighbouring practices:  

By contrast, the relationship that links home to the workplace 
is, most generally in the urban space, marked by the necessity 
of a spatiotemporal coercion that requires travelling a 
maximum of distance in a minimum of time. Everyday 
language here provides an extremely precise description: 
“jumping out of bed,” “eating on the run,” “catching one’s 
train,” “diving into the subway,” “arriving right on time” (…) 
Through these stereotypes, we see what “going to work” really 
means: entering into undifferentiated, indistinct city, sinking 
into the magma of inert signs as in a swamp, guided only by 
the imperative of being in time (or late).186  

 
The French ethnologist Marc Augé is occupied with a different mode of 
social space production, belonging to a different time-space-practice relation 
than what Mayol et al. investigates at Croix Rousse. In Un ethnologue dans 
le métro187 and NON-PLACES188, Augé discusses how the perception of 
place, self and others related to “super modern” practices and spaces of 
transit results in a profound alteration of awareness – as modern individuals 
spend an increasing portion of their lives in transit through non-places like 
supermarkets and shopping-malls, airports and hotels, motorways, in front of 
TVs, computers or cash machines. Augé distinguishes between place – with 
historical monuments and creative social life, and non-place – to which 
individuals are connected in a uniform manner and where little organic social 
life is possible. The practice of “supermodern” spaces – compared to, in a 
Baudelairean sense, “modern” spaces in which the old and new are 
interwoven – is by Augé characterize as:  
 
(1) text-mediated – the places-experiences are produced through the names or 
images of the places, rather than the other way around:  

The link between individuals and their surroundings in the 
space of non-place is established through the mediation of 
words, or even texts. We know, for a start, that there are words 
that make the image – or rather images: the imagination of a 
person who has never been to Tahiti or Marrakech takes flight 

                                                           
186 Mayol et al. 1998: p. 13 
187 Marc Auge 1986: Un ethnologue dans le metro, Paris, Ed. Hachette. 
188 Marc Augé, 2000.  
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the moment these names are read or heard. (…) Certain places 
exist only through the words that evoke them, and in this sense 
they are non-places, or rather, imaginary places: banal utopias, 
clichés.189, 

 
and (2) self-contained and movement-based rather than place-based:  

Space, as frequentation of places rather than a place, stems in 
effect from a double movement: the traveller’s movement, of 
course, but also a parallel movement if the landscapes which he 
catches only in partial glimpses, a series of ‘snapshots’ piled 
hurriedly into his memory and, literally, recomposed in the 
account he gives of them, the sequencing he imposes on his 
entourage when he returns. (…) there are spaces in which the 
individual feels himself to be a spectator without paying much 
attention to the spectacle. As if the position of the spectator 
were the essence of the spectacle, as if basically the spectator 
in the position of a spectator were his own spectacle.190  

 
Marc Augé (2000) and Mayol et al. (1998) focus on different sets of practices 
(time-space-relations) in order to investigate different aspects of the social 
production of space. The described differences in the practices of Augé’s 
traveller and Mayol’s neighbourhood regulars are related to their different 
attitudes towards space, place and others. This affects their practices (maybe 
not necessarily how they walk, but their expectations and their choices, how 
they perceive places and people they pass on their way, their gestures, 
reactions, and actions) and thereby the production of social spaces, and the 
qualitative differences of their encounters with other. The two studies 
exemplify and illustrate two different time-space practice rhythms (one more 
cyclical, one more linear) which could be related to different sets of social 
practices in concrete space191 and also to typical socio-spatial situations 
(qualitatively different sets of encounters, perceptions of place and others) in 
typical locations (a neighbourhood defined in contrast to the world outside, 
and spaces of transit). 
 
The way I read Lefebvre his rhythm-analytic perspective on the transforming 
power of urban life (simultaneity, differences, encounters) imply a focus on 
how such different rhythms (trajectories, time-space-relations, and their 
production of  space) merge together in different ways in different places in 
                                                           
189 Ibid, p.95. 
190 Ibid, p.85-86 
191 “Concrete space is the space of habiting: gestures and paths, bodies and memory, symbols and meanings, 
the difficult maturation of the immature-premature (of the “human being”), contradictions and conflicts 
between desires and needs, and so forth.” (Lefebvre: Urban Revolution 2003 (1970): p.182). 
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an urban structure. These can, on the one hand, be studied as different groups 
of practices (or urban landscape practitioners), and, on the other hand, as 
different sets of places (with different qualities, possibilities and constraints) 
to practice (to produce social spaces in interaction, confrontation, and co-use 
with others). And in this perspective, one essential difference between one 
specific urban area and another urban area is how the spatial organization of 
different areas allows, or invites, different rhythms of practices to take place, 
related to the temporalities of different user group (patterns of dispositions) 
which affect the local composition of encounter situations. This also includes 
how aspects of the spatial contextuality of an area (the composition of 
architectural elements and the encounter situations they accommodate) may 
be ascribed symbolic value of use in social transactions (as discussed by 
Bourdieu). While both Augé and Mayol focus on a particular set of 
temporalities in a particular set of spaces, Lefebvre focuses of different sets 
of combinations:  
 
Augé’s traveller – or tourist – doesn’t spend all his time in airport lounges, in 
his car at the motorway or in shopping malls; he might just as well stay in a 
remote Provencal village for a while and appreciate the authentic and 
picturesque everyday life he has expected to find there: A main point in 
Augé’s “anthropology of supermodernity” is that the traveler’s attitude 
towards place, space and others keeps him from integrating. His fascination 
for authenticity is a paradox, as it is related to his distant role as a spectator 
and how he stages himself as a consumer of it. The main value of visiting a 
place is not to live in it, but to tell his friends back home afterwards. The 
social transaction of the returning traveller’s Provencal holiday experiences 
can be related to the symbolic values he ascribes his own practices in the 
spatial contextuality of his holiday destination, transformed into social capital 
in the transactions of his encounters with those back home.  
 
Mayol’s neighbour also has a life outside Croix Rousse: he goes to work in 
the city and the commuting brings him in contact with a world outside the 
neighbourhood (and there might even be some strangers passing by the 
neighbourhood now and then – at least some ethnologists obviously must 
have spent some time there once). But the overall focus of the Croix Rousse-
study is on the neighbouring: on the social transactions between the 
neighbours and the integrating practices producing the social space of this 
particular (rather homogenous working class) neighbourhood – dialectically 
defined as a contrast to the world outside.  
 
The rhythms of the Croix Rousse neighbourhood – as described in Mayol et 
al.’s study – are predominantly cyclic, while the rhythms of the 
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‘supermodern’ spaces described by Augé, are mainly linear. The two studies 
illustrate quite caricatured ideal types of cyclic and linear sets of practiced 
spaces. In most urban situations however such different attitudes towards 
space or different sets of dispositions would probably often be found at the 
same time and place, producing a co-presence of different practice-sets or 
rhythms.  
 
In my case study of socio-spatial practices in the three study areas, I will 
endeavour to investigate how the different time-space perspectives described 
by the informants is reflected in their descriptions of socio-spatial practices, 
experiences and attitudes towards the landscape. Furthermore I will examine 
how clusters of such more or less linear or cyclic practices interact with 
different sets of possibilities and constraints in relation to architectural 
characteristics and differences. 
 
S U M M A R I Z I N G  R E M A R K S  
I have in this chapter discussed two complementary approaches (analytic 
concepts and interpretative frames) to examine complex socio-architectural 
interplay in processes of social space production:   
     With departure in Bourdieu’s approach aspects of architectural meaning 
and function can be integrated into the analysis when it comes to in what 
ways architectural differences are ascribed symbolic value, influence 
domestic choices, and choices to use particular elements of urban areas in 
particular ways. Changes in aesthetical preferences or changes in how certain 
functional or aesthetical architectural characteristics are associated with 
certain life styles, may also affect the spatial distribution of different social 
groups and their socio-spatial practices within the urban landscape.  

With departure in Lefebvre’s approach, Mayol et al., Augé and De 
Certeau, architectural differences can be related to rhythmic differences in 
past and present socio-spatial practices: Through their everyday life in the 
differentiated urban landscape people get exposed to different encounter 
situations and experiences that produce differences in social space.  

 
In the following chapter I will discuss an approach to architectural 
differences in complex and dynamic urban landscapes. On this background I 
will develop an analytic method for examining morphological and 
architectural issues that a wide range of socio-spatial practices interrelate to.  
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3. A method for architectural 
analysis of interrelated patterns 
 
I N T R O D U C T I O N  
Architecture, architectural form or patterns in architectural differences can be 
studied as tangible manifestations of architectural strategies. As discussed 
earlier, architectural differences are not only arbitrary differences in material 
form: they are products of public and private strategies for the specialization 
of elements of architectural environments in order to serve as specialized 
environmental tool-kits for urban, social and productive life. Both 
architectural patterns that are produced by aggregates of individual 
incremental changes, and architectural patterns that are produced by more or 
less explicit public strategies can be analyzed in relation to intentionality and 
judgments of possibilities and constraints in the given situation.  
 
In the previous chapter I’ve discussed two analytic perspectives related to 
how qualitative aspects of material structure can be said to be involved in 
production of social space: Lefebvre’s perspective on the dynamic rhythms of 
encounter situations, and Bourdieu’s perspective on how material elements 
are ascribed symbolic qualities in production of homologies and distinctions 
in social space. I’ve also argued that the theoretical models of socio-material 
dialectics presented by both Bourdieu and Lefebvre can be used to discuss 
how differences in architecture modulate patterns in socio-spatial practices – 
architecture understood both as environmental tools for social interaction and 
as a differentiated repertoire of material objects that can be ascribed symbolic 
value. 

Lefebvre’s and Bourdieu’s theoretical approaches address different socio-
material dialectics in which different aspects of architectural affect are 
involved in social-spatial differentiation. The symbolic qualities that can be 
associated with architecture as material objects for social distinction are 
though not only related to uses of purely aesthetical differences, such as 
stylistic elements, signs and symbols. Distinguishable patterns of 
architectural differences are also related to various aspects of socio-spatial 
differentiation: Architecture can for instance also be ascribed symbolic 
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qualities when architectural differences understood as accommodation for 
different rhythms of everyday life and ways of life are recognized. Likewise, 
geographical variations in exposure to encounter situations are related to the 
customers’ and users’ recognition of symbolic qualities of program, function, 
role and meaning of places, in relation to other places as well as to how 
architectural spaces are organized to serve as a tool for social life. Since all 
these aspects of architectural affect in socio-spatial dialectics are interwoven, 
they should not be analyzed as related to completely separate mechanisms. 
The challenge is therefore to develop a analytic method for identifying such 
patterns in different aspects of architecture, as a precondition for a further 
examination of how combinations of architectural patterns interact and work 
together, and of how these patterns interrelate with patterns in social 
practices. 

 
In this chapter I will, related to both of the above-mentioned theoretical 
approaches, first discuss methods and analytical strategies for architectural 
analysis that can be used to identify relational patterns in architecture. The 
intention is to enable identification of architectural differences that can be 
said to support variations in repertoires of encounter situations and distinction 
of architectural differences related to symbolic identity production. Such an 
approach involves studies of structural, typological and semantic192 issues of 
urban architecture. I will conclude this discussion by specifying a method for 
investigation of diverse patterns of architectural differences in complex and 
dynamic urban landscapes. 
 

                                                           
192 Architectural semiotics as discussed by among others Charles Jencks (1969), and Françoise Choay 
(1967/69) implies studies of architecture as a system of symbols and signs – as a non-verbal system of 
signifying elements (but not a language). Architectural semiology was inspired by structural linguistics, and 
architectural semiologists often refer, to quote Ferdinand Saussure, to semiology as “a science which studies 
the life of signs in the middle of social life” (Ferdinand Saussure , Essais de linguistique générale, and Cours 
de linguistique generale). References are also often made to Roland Barthes, for instance his statement that 
“the aim of semiological research is to restore the functioning of systems of meaning other than language” 
(Roland Barthes, Elements of Semiology and Writing Degree Zero). The linguistic inspiration is used as an 
analogy: architectural systems are compared with linguistic systems, but this does not imply a belief that 
architecture works as a language. The semiological triangle is not used to clarify the meaning of architectural 
elements, but rather to discuss in what way there is a relation between intentions of meaning, physical form 
and interpretations of meaning, i.e. how patterns and systems in architecture are cultural expressions that 
(among other issues) also can work as mediators between systems of intentions and systems of changing 
interpretations of meaning. Architectural semiotics developed in the 1960s and 1970s, as a critique of 
modernist architecture and analysis of what was described as a semantic loss related to modern urban 
development.   
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M E A N I N G  A N D  S O C I O - M A T E R I A L  C O M P L E X I T Y  
In the article “Urbanisme et semiologie”,193 the French architectural theorist 
Françoise Choay discusses194 how architecture can be studied as systems of 
elements that work as carriers of “meaning”:  
 

(…) whether urban environment can be considered, as have 
other human products, as a semiological system. In other 
words, whether we can study the urban scene with a method 
derived from general linguistics and consider it as a non-verbal 
system of meaningful elements, the structure in which in a 
given society is linked to that of other cultural systems.195

 
Choay describes a “semantic loss” 196 in the development from a situation of 
“pure” systems, in which the architectural system supported and reflected one 
specific cultural and social system, to a situation of “mixed systems”, in 
which the architectural systems no longer works as an unequivocal system of 
signifying elements. Reading Choay’s discussions of “pure” and “mixed” 
systems, the essential question to me is not whether or not, where or when, 
such a shift has taken place, but the methodological implications of 
considering socio-spatial structures as respectively “pure”197  or “mixed”. My 

                                                           
193 The article “Urbanisme et semiologie” was first published in Architecture d’aujourd’hui June-July 1967, 
later in a translated and edited version, “Urbanism & semiology” (with comments, in the margin of her text, 
from the other authors of articles in the same anthology) in Charles Jencks & George Baird 1969: Meaning in 
Architecture, and three years later it was published in a longer and further developed version in the French 
edition of the same anthology: F. Choay et al 1972: Le sens de la ville  (“The meaning of the city”, my 
translation). 
194 This is a fairly old article. Today, 40 years later, some of her arguments can be considered outdated. Since 
then some of the central issues and concepts that were discussed by Choay also have been further developed by 
others. Anyway, I find good reasons for making use of Choay’s article, especially since it provides a basic way 
of understanding the relation between architectural morphology and (the production of) meaning. I have not 
come over any other or later theorist that does this as clear and distinct as Choay does in her article. Choay 
presents her basic analytic model in order to explain how the relation between architectural morphology and 
meaning has become increasingly ambiguous. But the model can also be used to identify aspects of 
architectural morphology involved in differentiated meaning-production.  
195 Choay 1969: 27. 
196 The critical perspective of a “semantic loss” related to (modern, capitalist) urban development is also a 
main issue in a number of articles and lectures by Henri Lefebvre in the late 1960s and early 1970s. In one of 
them, “Propositions”, published together with Françoise Choay’s article in Architecture d’ajourd’hui, June-
July 1967, Lefebvre relates the “semantic loss” to alienation, the change of focus from ‘use value’ to 
‘exchange value’, spatial segregation, zoning, and “commodification” of aspects of urban life. His 
“propositions” is a list of (normative and not methodological) suggestions for an alternative approach to 
(understanding and discussing) value and meaning in urban environments. The main argument behind Choay’s 
perspective of a “semantic loss” is that the accelerating modern development has radically changed the relation 
between society and its architecture, and thereby architecture has lost some of its former implicit semantic 
power.  
197Examples of studies of what was conceived as “pure” morphological systems: Levi Strauss’ Bororo village 
(Tristes Tropiques), Bourdieu’s Kabylian village (1972: “The Berber House or the World Reversed”), 
morphological studies of antique and medieval cities, and even in children’s literature such as Thorbjørn 
Egner: When the Robbers Came to Cardamom Town. In all these examples the built up architectural system 
supports and reflects a well-defined stable social system – there seems to be some kind of consensus between 
conventions for architectural production of the environmental tool-kit and conventions for socio-spatial 
practices, related to a system of power-relations, values, rites and symbols – and neither past/future nor the 
world outside the system seems to disturb the clarity of the system.   
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focus is on the epistemological – and not the normative and qualitative – 
differences between “pure systems” and “mixed structures”:  “Pure” is a 
question of conceived low complexity, and not opposed to “impure” or 
“contaminated”: In that sense I am not interested in speculating on whether or 
when environmental production was involved in a decline or a “fall of man 
from divine grace”, or whether or how potential losses related to such a “fall” 
could be compensated or repaired with alternative architectural strategies.198 
My perspective is that patterns of architectural differentiation within the 
urban landscape reflect differences in how environmental tool-kits are 
functionally and aesthetically specialized to work as tool for urban life. In a 
mixed structure, perceptions of good or bad may vary between user groups 
and over time. In this perspective an investigation of how groups of 
architectural elements are specialized in relation to other groups of 
architectural elements in the urban structure will necessarily be open to 
diverse judgments of “for better” or “for worse”.  

According to Choay cities, in situations seen as “pure systems”, have 
derived their characteristics from implicit principles taken for granted by both 
social individuals and architects, relating to the city and its landscape as one 
syntagmatic199 system. It was a relatively closed system with a limited range 
of elements, acquiring value and meaning in relation to other elements. The 
theoretical situation of “pure systems” can thereby be described as a situation 
of consensus between conventions for social practices and conventions for 
architectural production.200 Approaching socio-spatial structures as “pure 
systems” implies an understanding of the socio-spatial landscape as a 
relatively stable and determinate system of social and architectural forms.201  

                                                                                                                             
     The examples from the literature emphasize the clarity of the “pure” systems. But may be the examples that 
here are analyzed were not quite as pure, stable and determinate as presented in this literature? Many European 
medieval cities contained structures or at least ruins of ancient Roman or Greek cities. Cities are per definition 
not autonomous entities; as long as cities have existed, they have been networks of exchange and interaction 
between cities. Historical cities were also dialectically related to their countryside, backland or rural 
counterpart. 
198 “Loss of place” related to modern societal development and the moral responsibility of architects to assist 
the alienated man in reclaiming contact with place is an essential issue in Christian Norberg-Schulz’ theory of 
place. That is a different project. In general, phenomenological theories, and analytical approaches searching 
an understanding of The Meaning of place, are difficult to apply in a project intending to investigate how 
different architectural aspects of a situation (place) is involved in different individual projects of identity-
production.  
199 In a discussion of syntagms (1967/in Jencks 1969) Choay refers to how “the word [syntagms] is borrowed 
from linguistics who, following Saussure [Cours de Linguistique Générale, 1970, part 2, chapter V], have 
differentiated two fundamental kinds of relations between linguistic elements: i.e. spatial contiguity and 
similarity (which semantically corresponds to two forms of mental activity: conjunction and association).” 
Choay further explains that “[r]egarding my own use of the word syntagmatic (I could have used metonymic) if 
‘placed in a syntagm a term acquires its value only in opposition to preceding or following terms, or both’.” 
(1969:37).  
200 A situation in which concepts describing architectural conventions related to social conventions for use of 
buildings and environmental structures makes sense – such as “byggeskikk”  (Norwegian normative concept 
describing a local or regional building tradition or architectural tradition). 
201 Stable in the sense that, if at all, only little and very slow transformation can be discovered. Determinate in 
the sense that it seems within reach to describe the whole socio-spatial system as such and once and for all: 
both social forms, architectural forms and how they are related.   
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In the first part of the previous chapter I discussed Pierre Bourdieu’s 
study of a Kabylian settlement.202 In this study Bourdieu analyses The 
Meaning203 of spatial arrangements: the determined social, cultural and 
symbolic meaning of manifestations of architectural conventions in and 
around the Kabylian house. In order to analyze The Meaning of spatial 
arrangements of material elements, Bourdieu must have conceived the 
Kabylian settlement as a “pure” or determinate socio-spatial system. As 
mentioned earlier, Bourdieu himself later described this study as his “last 
work as a happy structuralist”.204  If we abandon the idea of the city as a 
“pure”, stable and determinate socio-spatial or spatio-symbolic system, we 
also have to leave the ambition of being able to identify The Meaning of 
spatial arrangements and architectural elements. This does not though 
necessarily imply that there are no connections at all between material, 
architectural elements and production of meaning. As discussed in the 
previous chapter, both Bourdieu and Lefebvre describe how individual 
dispositions are sensitive to, and affected by, qualitative differences in the 
socio-material:205 Development of patterns in social practices involves socio-
material dialectics in which differences in meaning and identity are related to 
both aesthetical and functional aspects of the environmental tool-kit.  

According to Choay, in the contemporary situation of “mixed systems”, 
both architects/planners and individual users of the city have a reflexive 
relationship to the city and its historically aggregated landscape: To enable 
communication of “meaning” and instructions for use in increasingly 
complex and dynamic urban landscapes, Choay argues that modern 
architecture has become increasingly dependent on supplementary systems 
such as signs, symbols, information boards, etc. Choay’s concept 
“supplementary systems” is though, I will argue, relatively under-explored. 
Some years later the issue was more thoroughly discussed and elaborated by 
among others Robert Venturi.206 But the simple clarity and the usefulness of 
her epistemological argument, makes me though indulgent towards the 
perspective of a “semantic loss”, even though it is both an under-elaborated 
concept and normatively whining: Choay argues that architecture works as 
carriers of meaning in that observable differences in architectural systems or 
                                                           
202 Second chapter of part one of Esquisse d’une théorie de la pratique (1972). The first chapters of part one 
(the ethnological studies of the Kabylians) is not included in the English edition, Outline of a theory of 
Practice (1979). The article (“La maison ou le monde renversé”, ch.2 in Bourdieu: Esquisse d’une théorie de 
la pratique, Editions du Seuil, 2000, p. 61-82) was first published as part of a homage to Claude Levi-Strauss’ 
60th birthday in 1968. (English translation: “The Berber House or the World Reversed” in Mary Douglas (ed.) 
1971, Rules and meanings, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 98-110).     
203 By The Meaning I here refer to a determined, once and for all conception of meaning, in contrast to 
“meaning” understood as more general reflexions of issues of meaning.  
204 Bourdieu 1980: p.22. 
205 Because the socio-material is recognized as such: as socio-material products and not just as arbitrary 
material objects. 
206 Venturi, Robert 1988: Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture, (2nd revised edition, 1st edition 
1977), London, Butterworth Architecture 
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in spatial organization, and observable differences in “supplementary 
systems” or patterns in uses of visual means, communicate or acquire 
meaning by being involved in syntagms.207

The “mixed” systems of an urban structure do not contain one 
determinate set of forms: it contains multiple morphological systems of both 
social and architectural forms. The “mix” is a result of historical development 
and transformation, indicating that even further development and 
transformation can happen in the future. The “mix” implies a diversity of 
conventions, both for socio-spatial uses of, and for architectural intervention 
into, the urban landscape. And these conventions themselves are constantly in 
transformation: The urban landscape manifests a diversity of present and 
historical socio-spatial conventions that represent a qualitatively 
differentiated range of possibilities for interpretations, dispositions and 
practices.  

In her discussion of syntagmatic socio-spatial relations in analytically 
conceptualized “pure systems”, Choay illustrates that urban architecture can 
be studied as a semiological system. But how can elements of such an 
approach be elaborated as a framework for analyzing dynamic “mixed” 
systems? As discussed by Choay, contemporary man – both architects and 
social individuals – do not relate to the city as one syntagmatic system in 
which the meanings of all elements of the city are universally accepted and 
understood. To understand the urban landscape as a structure of mixed 
systems implies that we accept that individuals have different dispositions 
that are played out in an action field of possibilities and constraints. In 
people’s judgement of situations, elements of the urban landscape are 
ascribed meaning in relation to other elements, patterns and systems. Thus 
what is here at play is not syntagmatic relations between elements in one 
determinate, stable system, but syntagmatic relations between patterns of 
elements in an open and dynamic socio-material structure.  

In Østerberg’s analysis of the socio-matter of Oslo,208 the urban landscape 
is presented as a sum of historical layers representing different socio-
material-symbolic systems – as systems of imprints of historical social codes 
added upon each other, and as systems that in the present situation exist side 
by side as socio-material imprints of different regimes. In Østerberg’s 
analysis the urban landscape is analysed as a sum of “pure” systems, in which 
the symbolic meanings of architectural elements are treated as stable and 
determined entities. 

                                                           
207 References to, and term-borrowing from, structural linguistics were frequently used by a whole generation 
of architectural theorists in the 1960s and 1970s, among others by Aldo Rossi, as discussed in chapter 1. 
Neither Rossi nor Choay make claims though that architecture is a language. The analogies between linguistic 
structures and architecture is for both of them limited to studies of “grammar” in architecture, i.e. to how 
architectural elements relate to each other in architectural structures and systems. 
208 Cf. presentation and discussion in chapter 1.  
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My perspective is that each of these systems can be identified as 
relatively pure architectural systems containing internal socio-spatial logics. 
At the time of origin they provided new ways of conceptualizing architectural 
solutions and ambitions. Each of these systems were developed and designed 
to serve as a supplement to improve the existing environmental systems. By 
seeing the urban structure as a mix of systems, contrasts and association 
between the distinguishable systems can be said to work as elements of 
syntagms, as I will elaborate upon quite soon. Users of contemporary urban 
landscapes relate their dispositions to a landscape of mixed systems where 
aspects of image, role and meaning associated with aspects of one system is 
produced in relation to aspects of other part-systems. In other words: socio-
spatial interplay involves distinction of patterns in architectural differences as 
well as phenomenological aspects of the architecture per se. Furthermore, we 
must take into consideration that interpretation of meaning changes over 
time: 21th century post-industrial interpretations of meaning in the spatial 
ensembles of the 19th century industrial city differ radically from how these 
spatial ensembles were experienced and interpreted in the industrial era that 
produced them. My overall perspective is that interpretation of meaning, role 
and identity of socio-material ensembles are relationally produced by 
associating and contrasting them with other spatial ensembles available for 
comparison. Patterns of dispositions of different groups of individuals also 
involve, as we shall see in the chapter 6, social distinction of places, practices 
and users – in relation to each other. To enable a discussion of how 
observable patterns in architectural differences (this chapter) can be related to 
analyses of patterns in dispositions and practices in chapter 6, we need to 
clarify not only the architectural characteristics that make us recognize and 
distinguish different architectural systems, but also functional differences 
between the architectural systems as environmental tool-kits for social life. 

As I see it, the “mutation” that Choay describes – from “pure” to “mixed” 
systems – does not primarily imply a loss of meaning, but a shift in how 
meaning, function, image and role of areas or elements within urban 
environments are discussed and understood: From seeing The Meaning as a 
constant, being reproduced and transferred, to a situation in which 
meaning(s) are diverse and dynamic and continuously being produced and 
transformed.  

To enable investigation of how contemporary urban dwellers make 
choices and act according to judgements of qualitative differences within an 
urban landscape of different socio-spatial morphological systems, we need to 
take into consideration that dispositions reflect liberty of choice and mobility, 
and that judgements reflect recognition of differences in relation to modern 
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urban dwellers’ knowledge and experience of global space,209 historical 
time210 and simultaneity.211  
     Individual dispositions related to everyday life – domestic choices, leisure 
activities, ways of using the city, etc. – are influenced by judgments of how 
qualities of the urban environment can support, and enable fulfilment of, 
desired life conducts and lifestyles. These more or less conscious or rational 
grounded judgments can involve both pragmatic considerations of how the 
architectural environments can be used as functional environmental tools for 
a desired way of life, and aesthetical considerations of how such choices can 
support a desired life-style. Also city users and dwellers that are more or less 
unaware of choices and architectural differences are exposed to geographical 
variations in repertoires of socio-spatial situations affected by architectural 
differences. Elements of urban architecture do not work as carriers of 
meaning only because of their spatial configuration or architectural design as 
such, but also due to how they are designed to work in relation to other 
elements in the urban structure. 
 
If we are able to identify architectural patterns that are related to repertoires 
of practices and encounter situations, and if we are able to identify 
architectural patterns that may be ascribed symbolic value, it should also be 
possible to register and analyze such architectural patterns also in the three 
study areas. But how should we organize such registrations? And how can we 
make a systematic analysis of differences in a complex and dynamic urban 
landscape?  
 
Analysis of differences in complex and dynamic landscapes 
The crucial issue, then, is which aspects one selects and includes in such an 
analysis – and how they are combined: The theoretical approaches discussed 
in chapter 2 are descriptions of two interwoven socio-spatial processes in 
which patterns of socio-material differences are involved in current 
differentiation of social space. I will use elements of methods for 
architectural analysis to identify architectural, contextual characteristics 
related to repertoires of encounter situations, and to discern and identify 
architectural characteristics designed to enable aesthetical or symbolic 
distinction of places, buildings and streets, in relation to others of a similar 
                                                           
209 By global space I here mean that the dispositions, experiences and practice patterns of contemporary 
mobile urban dwellers relate to a geographically wide action-field in which perceptions of function, role and 
image of areas and elements of a city are defined in relation to a variety of other places. 
210 By historical (linear) time I here mean that interpretations of historical development and expectations of 
future developments flavor our judgments of areas and elements of the city. Observation of present patterns in 
practices are often both associated with and contrasted to historical practice patterns of the same place. But 
both association and contrast imply a reflection upon a historical situation – not only a continuation or 
confirmation of it. 
211 By simultaneity I here mean that individual dispositions also relate to homologies and distinctions in 
coexisting patterns in practices within the same geographical area, as parallel or interacting social systems. 
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kind. To my knowledge, there does not exist one particular method for 
architectural analysis that explicitly combine all such issues.212 What does 
exist though, are different kinds of architectural approaches to urban studies 
that contain elements that can be used to reveal important aspects of the 
issues at stake and how they are related (I will soon return to this more 
specifically). But in order to analyze interrelations between patterns of 
architectural differences and patterns of differentiated socio-spatial practices, 
I will need to set up analytic approaches to architectural differences that will 
enable such analyses. For this purpose, the synthetic rhythmanalytic mode of 
analysis provides a useful approach to socio-spatial dialectics. Such a mode 
of analysis will enable me to combine very different kinds of knowledge, 
insights, observations, registrations, and analyses. 
     My intention is not to grasp the whole complexity of all aspects of the 
everyday life rhythms in the actual study areas,213 but to discuss and 
investigate manifestations of architectural patterns that reflect and affect such 
rhythms. I am not intending to analyze rhythms, repertoires of encounter 
situations nor image or identity-production as such, but aspects of 
architecture that support different repertoires of socio-spatial practices, and 
aspects of architecture that reflect changes in the rhythms of socio-spatial 
practices. This can be illustrated by an analogy: 

 
An analogy: architecture as tools 
The architecture of the city can be seen as the tools of a workshop for social 
production of space. At a certain historical stage, the workshop has a certain 
repertoire of tools. As the workshop grows, more tools are needed, and 
variations of the existing repertoire of tools are reproduced to enable growth 
and development. Gradually, the workshop develops, and by discontent with 
the performance of existing tools, by technological development, by 
influence from other workshops, or by new ideas or changes in the 
management, new tools are developed, either as supplements or replacements 
of some of the older tools. But even without replacement of the older tools – 
even if they technically speaking remain intact and still are used in the same 
way as earlier – the situation of the older tools has changed (seen in relation 
to the new ones they are no longer just tools, they become “the old tools”, 
maybe even the department of old and thrifty tools). As time goes, both the 
management and the workers experience difference in performance of the 

                                                           
212 As discussed earlier: issues related to different kinds of urban dynamics, to qualitative and quantitative 
differences in repertoires of encounter situations, to mediation between private and public, to spatial 
segregation or integration of practices and activities, patterns in past and previous practices and issues related 
to image that can be involved in identity-production. 
213 As illustrated by Lefebvre’s essayistic examples, his own rhythmanalysis of urban spaces are limited to 
observations from the windows of his Parisian apartment at a certain moment of time (1981: 41-53/1996:219-
227) and to rhythmanalysis of Mediterranean cities (1981: XXXX, 1996:228- 240). 
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various tools of the workshop. Old tools need maintenance, some are just 
repaired, some are modified and some get replaced. As the workshop 
continues to develop, whole series of new tools are introduced, as responses 
to conceptions of new demands, and ideas of how development of new 
supplements may influence the total production of the workshop. In periods 
of rapid growth, whole collections of specialized and mass-produced new 
tools are put into production, with slightly unexpected results – although 
extremely rational and efficient in some regards, the new collection is 
criticized for lacking the qualities of the former and more expensive tool-
models. Some of the old tools may be considered totally outdated and unfit 
for production the way it has developed, but still valuable as tangible 
witnesses of the long and proud history of the workshop – consequently they 
will be taken care of, exhibited on a shelf, or used for new and more 
specialized purposes. Sometimes, new series of mass-produced tools are 
designed to look like the old home-made tools. Other old tool-kits may be 
restored, adjusted, supplemented and modified in order to serve the new 
situation of production, without loosing the good feeling of older tools. In 
general, both the workers and the management seem more indulgent towards 
tools that have been with them for a while, than towards products of the 
strange notions of the last management in charge.  

During the course of time, maybe the workshop will transform into a 
factory or a consortium of more specialized workshops, but still, at any 
moment of history, the workshop will have a certain structure of tools: some 
are old, some are newer but still quite old, some are quite or very new, and 
some look old although they have been dramatically modified. The different 
tools are ascribed function and meaning by distinction of differences related 
to how they are designed to work – in relation each other and in relation to 
the performance of the whole structure of tools.  

Lefebvre’s rhythmanalysis aims, as we have seen, at distinguishing 
dynamic patterns (“rhythms”) in the social production of space: in a 
particular department of the workshop, in relation to its history and other 
departments of the workshop, and in particular types of workshops in relation 
to their historical and current differences from other types of workshops. 
Lefebvre is very much aware of the significance of tools and how they are 
related to production, but he is even more interested in the collective project 
of the workers at the workshop. But the workers are not only interested in 
collective projects. What makes Bourdieu’s Distinction useful is that he 
describes how the workers, as part of their own identity-production, are quite 
selective in their choices of tools, and that this is an important factor in the 
ongoing changes in the production of the workshop. In comparison Rossi’s 
project is to study the workshop by way of its tool-kit, i.e. to investigate the 
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structure of patterns and differences in the tool-kits aggregated throughout 
the history of the workshop.  

What I am trying to do in this project is to investigate how changes in the 
production of three departments of a particular workshop (i.e. three study 
areas in Oslo) are related to differences in the tools of the three respective 
departments. Within each of the three departments ongoing changes in the 
production of social space affect what kind of function, role and image each 
department has, both in relation to each other and in relation to the workshop 
(i.e. the city) as a whole. The current composition of tools in each department 
is historically produced by way of adjustments of older tool-kits and 
introduction of supplementary and new tool-kits. To be able to reveal how 
differences in the composition of tools are related to differences in production 
and differences in function, role and image of each department, we must 
recognize how the tools of a specific department dialectically are related to 
the development of the whole structure of tools: the function of each tool can 
be related to how it is designed to work in itself, but also in relation to other 
tools of the workshop at the time it was developed. The way a tool functions 
today is, furthermore, defined by its relation to other tools that have been 
developed later on.  

The perspective here described by way of an analogy has consequences 
for how I will go about to organize the empirical investigation of the current 
composition of tools in the three study areas. 

 
A  M E T H O D  F O R  A N A L Y S I S  O F  F U N C T I O N  A N D  
“ M E A N I N G ”  R E L A T E D  T O  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  
D I F F E R E N C E S  
In her discussions of semiology and urbanism,214 Françoise Choay suggests a 
“scheme”215 for semiological analysis of urban architecture that I will 
elaborate on, as a way of organizing and doing a combined empirical analysis 
of architecture and socio-spatial rhythms. The scheme contains three aspects, 
levels or elements:  

 
 Architectural systems (spatial organization, minor and major 

elements) 
a. Typological analysis of architectural systems as 

environmental tool-kits 
b. Major elements of symbolic value, 

                                                           
214 The same article “Urbanisme et semiologie” (1967/1969/1972) 
215 I have chosen to interpret her propositions in the directions of a scheme. And that scheme can be used to 
organize the analysis in chapter 4 and 5. I’m aware that I’m stretching her argument, but as I got the idea of the 
scheme from reading her article, this reference to Choay is more to express gratitude than to make her 
responsible for the consistence of my analysis.  
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 Supplementary systems (signs, symbols, surfaces etc.),  
c. Iconographic analysis of architectural uses of visual means,  

 
 “Syntagms” (rhythms in dynamic, structural relationships at different 

levels in which the meaning of patterns and elements are defined in 
relation to each other – and in relation to the whole structure). 

 
While the first aspects (architectural and supplementary systems) imply 
studies of observable architectural patterns related to understanding 
architecture as environmental tool-systems, the third – which is produced by 
patterns in differences within and between the first two – implies an analysis 
of rhythmic patterns in the way that these patterns develop and relate to each 
other. In an analysis of “pure systems”, syntagms can be described and 
summarized as a synthesis of observed patterns at the level of architectural 
and supplementary systems. If we though see the urban landscape as a 
structure of mixed systems, the analysis gets more complicated. But, what we 
can do is to observe and identify productive differences or décalages216 in the 
produced architectural landscape at different levels of architectural analysis, 
as patterns of architectural differences that can or may be involved in 
syntagmatic relations and thereby be related to aspects of function and the 
production of meaning and identity within and between the study areas.    
      In this way, the third “syntagmatic” aspect is not meant to be understood 
as a separate level of architectural analysis, but as an analytic framework that 
guides my way of looking when conducting the analysis of observable 
patterns in architectural differences at different levels (I will come back to 
this).   
     In the following I will first describe what kind of architectural differences 
that can be investigated and revealed in each of the architectural aspect-
analyses (cf. “a”, “b” and “c” above) – and how these are involved in 
differentiated social-space production. These presentations also contain 
discussions of a few theoretical examples, in order to give illustrations of 
analytical intentions of relevance for my own analysis, in addition to some 
historical examples of socio-architectural situations, in order to illustrate 
what such analyses can reveal. For each analytic level I will then describe 
how I will go about to do my own analysis later on: i.e. what kind of 
empirical material I will make use of in order to investigate which questions. 
Thereafter, I will discuss how observable patterns in architectural differences 
may produce “syntagms”.  

 
 
                                                           
216 I have earlier discussed and explained these two dialectical, relational concepts – Lefebvre’s productive 
differences and Roncayolo’s concept décalages (discrepancy in time and/or space) – in chapter 1. 
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Architectural systems and primary elements (a + b) 
The first level is an analysis of embedded functional characteristics related to 
spatial organization of architectural systems as environmental tool-kits for 
social life. Choay describes how architectural systems contain both a system 
of minor basic elements and related semantically weighted elements. She 
uses Freiburg as an illustration of a typical217 European medieval city: The 
minor basic elements of the medieval city were the streets and the urban 
houses and their system of limited variations, or limited heterogeneity in how 
they are spatially organized. The semantically weighted elements of the 
architecture of medieval Freiburg are, according to Choay, the urban wall, the 
church and the castle – which are related to power-relations in the medieval 
city. Together, the spatial organization of the minor elements and their 
relation to the semantically weighted elements, form an environmental tool-
kit, architecturally specialized to serve the socio-spatial logic of the medieval 
rhythms of everyday life.  
     The first step of my analysis will therefore be to identify the socio-spatial 
characteristics of such tool-kits in the three study areas: first by relating the 
initial design of environmental tool kits to the societal conditions that 
produced them, secondly by investigating patterns in later modifications of 
these architectural systems. 
 
a) Typological analysis of architectural systems as environmental tool-kits 
Building-typologies and environmental types represent recognizable 
architectural sets of solutions to recognizable sets of socio-spatial tasks: they 
have a name, and their name refers both to the spatial logic manifested in the 
architecture, in addition to the range of practices they are designed to 
accommodate. The type refers to a morphological system – a system of 
forms: both social and architectural forms. The relationship between the type 
as architectural form and the type as tool for social purposes may be explicit, 
but usually it’s not. Typological variation – like for instance geographical and 
historical variation in the production of environmental types – can be related 
to variations in rhythms of everyday life.  
 
As a background for my own effort to accomplish an empirical typological 
analysis of architectural systems, I will in the following elaborate a bit further 
on some historical-theoretical insights that have influenced my 
methodological choices.  
     Panerai et al. (1999) distinguish between two different types: implicit 
historical types and explicit (plan) types:    

                                                           
217 It should be possible, as I see it, to identify geographical variations of Choay’s scheme related to variations 
in power relations between the Church, the feudal system, and the urban society.  
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     (1) Implicit historical types: The gothic cathedral, the French park, the 
Roman villa, the amphitheater, the pre-industrial urban block, etc. are all 
established time-honored types in the sense that at a certain time, in a certain 
society, they represented a kind of consensus between architects or builders 
at one side, and their clients and the public, on the other side. The consensus 
represented a correspondence between a set of spatial dispositions and 
stylistic elements (architectural conventions), and a set of uses (social 
conventions both for concrete uses and symbolic practices) integrating these 
two sets of conventions. Such forms of consensus or correspondence between 
architectural and social conventions were common for both monumental and 
vernacular architecture (cf: “pure” systems). 
     Typological variations can furthermore be studied as related to regional or 
cultural particularities, which has been a central issue in typo-morphological 
studies, as for instance in Muratori (1959), or in monographs of particular 
cities – often related to successive sets of esprit de temps.218 Most often both 
the studies of typological variations between different cities and the 
monographs on typological transformation within a specific urban structure 
reflect relatively stable geographical, cultural and historical variations in 
rhythms of everyday life: The focus of the first kind of typological studies 
can be related to studies of the characteristic rhythms of everyday life and its 
environment in a particular culture or region – presented as for instance the 
rhythmic particularities of Mediterranean cities.219 The focus of the second 
kind of typological study can be associated with studies of the composition of 
“other time”-rhythms in a specific place: the characteristic space-time-rhythm 
in former historical periods, represented by and recognized as typical 
architectural products, and related to the time-specific rhythms of everyday 
life. 
     Speaking of historical cities, these stable types, established through 
history, did for a long time constitute an implicit structure in the production 
of architecture. A certain building task (a site and a program) then implied a 
limited range of architectural choices: The implicit types, recognized as 
homogeneousness in pre-industrial environmental production, caused by a 
long sedimentation of uses and techniques, did not however obstruct that a 
large variety of objects could be produced. The localization of the implicit 
types remained precisely inscribed, with a determined relation to the spatial 
structure of the city, reflecting a standardization of the types.   
     (2) Explicit (plan) types: With the industrial revolution both the ways of 
life, the modes of production, the configuration of cities and the conception 
of urban space – as well as the role of architects – were radically transformed. 

                                                           
218 Francastel, Pierre 1968: Paris, un heritage culturel et  monumental, Paris, La Documentation francaise, 
Notes et Études documentaries no 3483. 
219 Lefebvre and Régulier 1996  
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Urbanism was established as both a profession and an academic discipline. 
All this implied a new conception of types, not only as implicit socio-spatial-
symbolic conventions, but explicitly proposed as tools for environmental 
production: as socio-spatial prototypes or inventions. New plan types220 (new 
socio-spatial systems) were developed as theoretical, abstract models, 
including both new building types and new types of open areas, designed to 
serve new ideals of productive and reproductive life in the urban landscape, 
reflecting the rapidly changing rhythms of everyday life. 

 
But how should one go about to identify environmental types as socio-spatial 
tool-kits? Environmental types221 can be described as systems of both built 
form and more or less public open spaces. Environmental types represent 
theoretical models or sets of ideas, or socio-spatial logics, organizing a 
system of more or less private and collective spaces. The types are 
recognized by their form,222 related to different ideals for urban life. All of 
this is expressed by the functional principles of spatial organization defining 
the type. By recognizing the different types of environmental elements as 
related to a set of ideals of spatial functionality – i.e. as ideals of how the 
architecture of an area is designed to work – we can, without having to ask 
each and one of the architects involved in the production of the 
environmental tool kit, gain insights into aspects of common intentionality. 
Such a form of typological analysis of environmental tool-kits will include 
descriptions of: 

- the characteristics of the spatial configuration (the physical form) 
which makes us recognize the type, 

- how spaces are related (to each other and to the urban spatial 
structure as a whole – more or less directly, more or less 
hierarchically), and  

- how functions are spatially integrated/segregated (the range of 
socio-spatial practices that are invited). 

 

                                                           
220 One could of course object that there also existed pre-industrial plan types, representing abstract ideas and 
ideals (the renaissance grid, classicist and baroque urban ensembles etc.), but the distinction is still valid: The 
professionalization of environmental production represented a shift in how plan types were developed as socio-
spatial technocratic solutions for accommodating urban life for the masses. The pace of urban growth related 
to industrialization, and the gradual industrialization of environmental production, represented a shift in how 
large, relatively homogenous urban growth belts where laid out. 
221 A type is here understood in the way Rossi uses the concept with reference to Quatremère de Quincy: “The 
word ‘type’ represents not so much the image of a thing to be copied or perfectly imitated as the idea of an 
element that must itself serve as a rule for the model (…) Everything is precise and given in the model; 
everything is more or less vague in the type.” (Rossi 1984:40)  
222 As mentioned earlier, all typo-morphological analyses imply studies of architectural form: patterns in form, 
studies of variations and transformation of form, and discussions of “the lowest common multiple” 
characterizing the type (defined by formal characteristics). But form as such is not the aim of my study of 
types and their form. 
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Aldo Rossi describes types as both means of classification in concrete urban 
studies, and as ideal Platonic types – as represented by theoretical 
‘architectural models’.223 Theoretically, an architectural type relates to a 
morphological system – a spatial logic – that can be studied as a set of 
dialectic relations between built form and open spaces at different structural 
levels: building/plot, block/street system, study area/primary elements, and 
city/region.  

To discover the embedded functional intentionality of the environmental 
types as architectural systems, we have to study how the architectural 
manifestation of the local urban development relates to recognizable 
‘architectural models’ or socio-spatial prototypes: The architectural 
characteristics of the environmental type – at the time it was designed and 
built – is empirically accessible through studies of historical maps, 
architectural drawings and photographs/pictures, but also by way of surveys 
and registrations related to the existing architectural structure. To recognize 
architectural models implies to relate the successive architectural patterns we 
can observe to architectural and urbanist discourses on ideals and ideas for 
how these architectural systems were designed to work.  

Within the French tradition of urban morphological research one can find 
examples of systematical studies of the historical development of ideas 
related to development of European environmental types. For my 
investigation of environmental types in Oslo, the French studies have been an 
important inspiration. Some of the elements I will make use of in my own 
approach are lent from the French tradition, and some of their findings will 
be used as a basis for comparison of, and reflection over, what we can 
observe in Oslo. 
     Panerai et al.’s study of the development of European urban block 
typologies224 illustrates how the discourse on spatio-functional issues related 
to the development of the urban society refers to a set of abstract ideals for 
spatial organization. Such ideals are reflected in the development of 
successive spatial prototypes. Before this first study by Panerai et al. (1974), 
another major systematic typological study addressed the genealogy of 
European urban planning ideas. In Pierre Lavedan’s general history of 
urbanism the genealogy of urban planning ideas were represented by types of 
spatial strategies, as I’ve elaborated upon in chapter 1.225 The study by 
Panerai et al. was based on, or inspired by, Aldo Rossi’s discussion of 
architectural models. Lavedan addresses mainly symbolism (power, politics) 
and aesthetic ideas related to monumental spatial ensembles, while Panerai et 
al.’s main interest are issues of urban everyday life and socio-spatial practices 

                                                           
223 Rossi 1984: pp 34-45 & pp 72-82. 
224 Panerai et al.: 1974, 1997, 2004 
225 Lavedan: 1926b, 1941  
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related to different typologies of urban residential areas (representing a 
critique of the consequences of the European typological developments 
between 1850 and 1950). For my study of how differences in architecture 
affect social production of space, I find their perspective on environmental 
types especially interesting – understood as reflections of different sets of 
spatio-functional characteristics affecting the interface for encounters 
between different social categories of users, and affecting the repertoires of 
socio-spatial situations that are or have been available for local inhabitants. 

Investigations of architectural systems as historically produced imprints 
of power relations or regimes of urban development,226 of historical doctrines 
in the production of urban form,227 or of historical architectural models228 
most often imply a structural understanding (often with Marxist inspiration) 
of environmental types produced by societal conditions. Oslo’s historical 
development is, as in the case of most European cities, characterized by 
concentric growth zones produced at different historical stages. A structural 
Marxist perspective is helpful to clarify the spatio-functional logic embedded 
in the architectural layout of urban areas produced by different historical 
conditions. But in Oslo, as in most other European cities, urban development 
in the wake of processes of deindustrialization in the 1970s and 1980s has 
foremost been characterized by transformation and reconfiguration of 
existing urban areas, in contrast to the production of new urban growth zones 
in previous periods. If we faithfully (or stubbornly) pursue the structural 
perspective, such a development can be conceived as a new regime of urban 
development producing systems of fragmentary imprints in the differentiated 
urban landscape. But the complexity of the recent development can also 
make us rethink the characteristics of urban dynamics by conceiving the 
ongoing processes as changes produced by dynamics of differences within 
the existing urban landscape – i.e. as interplay between effects rather than 
logics of cause and effect. Anyhow, in order to discover how processes of 
transformation change the spatial logic of the environmental tool-kit, we need 
to examine the characteristic patterns of observable changes in the 
architectural system. And such patterns can most easily be discovered by 
investigating the architectural transformation at different structural levels 
separately.229   

Since the main purpose of this part of the architectural analysis is to 
clarify socio-spatial logics as patterns in which different environmental tool-
kits have been designed to work, I will make use of the simplifying 

                                                           
226 Østerberg 1998. 
227 Johan Rådberg 1988: Doctrin och täthet i svenskt stadsbyggande 1875-1975, Byggforskningsrådets rapport 
r11:1988, Stockholm. 
228 Panerai et. al 1974/2005. 
229 As structural transformation related to primary elements and as morphological transformation of 
architectural systems (morphology, typology and micro-morphology). 
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abstraction of the structural model and focus on the architectural systems as 
“products”:  

Firstly, I will make a description of the architectural systems of the 
succeeding growth zones seen as historical products of the situation wherein 
they were laid out.  

Secondly, I will make a description of how the architectural systems later 
on have transformed, by way of identifying aggregated patterns of 
morphological change. 

 
My perspective is that the spatio-functional logic embedded in spatial 
organization represents systems of possibilities and constraints for different 
conducts of life, affecting repertoires of socio-spatial practices and encounter 
situations. The term socio-functional logic refers to the way architectural 
elements are spatially organized as systems to define repertoires of more or 
les private and public spaces, and integration and segregation of activities and 
social categories of users – both between and within different scale levels: 
dwelling units, buildings, blocks, neighbourhoods, urban areas, city or 
region. Different architectural systems have different ways of dealing with 
spatio-functional integration, both in terms of ranges of functions/activities 
(integration/segregation) and social categories of users at different 
geographical levels (spatio-functional hierarchies):  

Architectural spaces can be functionally integrated in different ways, at 
different levels. Apartment layouts are, for instance, spatially organized in 
different ways to integrate or segregate the activities of the household 
residents: In an open plan apartment, activities like cooking, eating, 
children’s play, work/homework, discussions, relaxation, etc. take place in 
the same architectural space – although more or less organized in zones. 
Bathroom-activities are usually segregated from the activities of the main 
shared space of the apartment, but both bathroom- and bedroom-spaces and 
activities may be more or less integrated with the main shared space, 
depending on how they are organized in relation to each other and how doors 
or sliding walls are placed and designed. In other kinds of apartment layouts 
activities may be completely segregated: separate kitchen, dining room, 
living room, study room, children’s room, etc. The configuration of the 
different rooms may also be more or less functionally specialized, making it 
more or less difficult to switch uses and activities. Apart from the size of the 
apartment and the number of residents (which may be similar in two 
apartments with different layouts), the functionality of the more or less 
shared spaces of the apartment will also be affected by the residents’ 
possibility of laying activities to other spaces, for instance within the vicinity 
of the apartment. The different principles of spatial integration illustrated by 
differences in spatial organization of apartment layouts reflect different ideas 
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and ideals of how an apartment should work as a spatial tool for the internal 
social life of the household. Corresponding principles can be investigated at 
other scale levels: buildings, blocks and urban areas in relation to shared 
private spaces, street systems, park systems, etc, reflecting at other scale 
levels the same kind of ideas concerning ‘spatial tools for social life’. By 
investigating the environmental types as architectural systems I do not intend 
to investigate the functional integration of all the existing spaces in each of 
the study areas, but rather to focus on systematic differences in principles of 
functional integration that permeate the systems and are observable at 
different scale levels.   
 
Architectural spaces also define ways of integrating social categories of 
users230, by ways of mediating public and private spaces:  
 
In an urban area two different kinds of individuals can be said to use the 
system of outdoor spaces:  

1. “local”231 users (of the actual street/neighborhood/area), and  
2. “regional” users, such as visitors or strangers (living or working 

in other parts of the city or even outside the city).  
The system of open spaces can therefore be seen as an interface 

 for relations between the domains of different locals of an area,  
 for relations between domains of strangers, and 
 for relations between domains of locals and domains of 

strangers.  
 
Elements of the continuous system of open spaces can serve as interfaces for 
different combinations of these relations: only or mostly strangers, only or 
mostly locals, or different kinds of concentrations of and more and less 
symmetrical combinations of both social categories. The more that parts of 
the system tend to serve mainly or only one social category of users (either it 
is strangers or local inhabitants), the greater is the segregation of social 
categories. The more that elements of the system tend to serve combinations 
of different social categories of users (strangers and local inhabitants), the 
greater is the integration of social categories.  
 

                                                           
230 By social categories of users I here mean users with different reasons for being in a particular architectural 
outdoor space at a particular moment, and I discern between more or less local users (inhabitants, people who 
work in the area, regulars) and users from outside.  My point is to show how architectural spaces are designed 
to mediate flows of practices and encounter situations in different ways. By social categories of users I do not 
relate differentiation of categories of users by their lifestyle, ethnicity etc.  
231 In a functionally integrated area a local user may be an inhabitant, but also someone working in the area, or 
for instance a regular in a local institution. If the area is functionally specialized, as for instance a purely 
domestic area, the local is an inhabitant.   
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The open spaces of an architectural system are physically delimited by the 
grouping of buildings, with entrance-areas (for private homes, shops, etc); 
secondary boundaries such as gardens, courtyards, etc.; and different types of 
spaces for movement and stay. By differences in spatial configuration and 
spatial organization in systems of open spaces, the interface between social 
categories of users is architecturally defined in different ways:  
- By the size and shape of the open spaces. Bent streets and short 

sightlines are in general perceived as a sequence of spaces, while straight 
streets and long sightlines tend to work as one large space. Historical 
examples of architectural models and systems illustrates how this effect 
deliberately has been used, either by the introduction of larger spaces 
preparing for more social control (cf. the percées of Hausmann’s 
intervention in Paris) or to create more intimacy in neighbourhood 
spaces (cf. Camillo Sitte‘s curved domestic streets with shorter 
sightlines).  

- By how the open spaces are related to the spaces of the buildings that 
delimit them, for instance by entrances (giving more or less direct 
access) to public buildings, shops, private homes, etc. The elements of a 
system of open spaces are controlled in different ways. A traffic artery is 
for instance socially controlled by the glances from travelers and passers 
through, while a cul-de-sac is mainly controlled from the entrance-zones 
and windows of the private homes surrounding it etc.  

- By in what ways the elements of a system of open spaces are related to 
each other, both spatially and hierarchically. Elements of the system of 
open spaces can be more or less232 directly connected with the 
extremities of the interface – the private units and the world outside. The 
way elements of a system of open spaces are segregated (or integrated) is 
a characteristic of the whole system as such. Spatial segregation of social 
categories of users (of interfaces for encounters between only local 
inhabitants or only strangers) implies hierarchies in the systems of open 

                                                           
232 To what degree something can be described as ‘more or less’ can be examined both quantitatively as well as 
qualitatively. In Hillier & Hansson 1984: The social logic of space, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press,  
Julienne Hansson and Bill Hillier have developed a quantitative analytic tool to measure and calculate the 
relation between some central aspects of spatial organization and spatial configuration that affect how the 
system of open spaces work as an interface between different social categories. By way of their “space syntax 
analysis” spatial integration, “spatial depth”, “connectivity”, etc. are calculated as functions of basic 
quantitative values such as how many ‘steps’ one has to walk, corners one has to turn, or convex spaces one 
has to pass through moving between one space and another. The calculated values are represented by 
ideographic diagrams representing measured aspects (spatial integration, spatial depth, connectivity, etc).  
Since spatial integration of social categories of users is only one out of several aspects of architectural 
differences I will investigate in my analysis, and since I want my architectural analysis to be analytically open 
to the possibility that differences in spatial integration may affect socio-spatial differentiation of space in 
various ways, my analytical strategy is to identify architectural characteristics that in different ways may affect 
social differentiation of space, and later on (in chapter 6) to juxtapose the analytic description of architectural 
differences with an analytic description of differences in social practices. By analyzing spatial integration 
qualitatively as a characteristic of the spatial logic of the architectural system, it’ll be possible to focus on 
qualitative differences in how elements of different systems are spatially integrated, rather than on how much 
they are spatially integrated. 

 120



R E A D I N G  S O C I O - S P A T I A L  I N T E R P L A Y                                         P A R T  1  

spaces. Hierarchical socio-spatial systems can be functionally more or 
less segregated and specialized at different levels. But when it comes to 
spaces and activities related to both traffic systems and recreational 
systems, the characteristics of the hierarchy depends upon the spatio-
functional logic of the architectural system as such – of how elements of 
the system are defined in relation to each other. 

 
As mentioned before, the spatio-functional characteristics of architectural 
systems affect repertoires of socio-spatial practices and encounter situations. 
Even more, in some cases, certain environmental types can be associated with 
certain ways of life and even certain life styles. The architectural system as 
such furthermore represents a system of possibilities and constraints – i.e. 
thresholds233 – for architectural transformation: The limited range of 
variation that defines a specific architectural system allows for a range of 
incremental changes within the system. When these are exceeded, the 
morphological system transforms, as well as aspects of function, role and 
meaning of an area. 
 
b) Primary elements 
By investigating how architectural systems are produced we can discover 
contextual functional differences in how environmental tool-kits are designed 
to work. But the spatial logics of architectural systems are in general more 
time-specific than place-specific. An illustrating example: As elements of a 
specific architectural system the 1920s open block that one could find in 
different European cities, all followed almost exactly the same scheme of 
spatial organization. But there are major differences in the various urban 
landscape situations in which these environmental types have been 
introduced, and also in how the architectural systems relate to both elements 
of the existing urban landscape and to “landmarks” in the history of the urban 
landscape.  
     Rossi’s concept primary elements234 provides an approach for analyzing 
the relation between what Choay describes as “semantically weighted 
elements” and the development of the urban structure as a whole. A medieval 
cathedral, for instance, that once represented religious power and regional 
centrality may today mainly represent cultural heritage or a tourist attraction. 
But the spatial configuration of the cathedral and its function and role in 
relation to the urban landscape – as a major monument, landmark, and carrier 

                                                           
233 Thresholds in the sense that the system as a whole, related to the production of patterns of incremental 
changes, undergoes gradual transformation. Incremental changes in various stages of transformation can 
furthermore be said to relate to a system that performs differently at different stages of transformation. 
234 The theoretical framework related to Aldo Rossi’s concept primary elements is discussed in chapter 1, 
where I also discussed the correspondence between Rossi’s concept of primary elements, Lefebvre’s concepts 
of particularities and differences, and Roncayolo’s décalages.  
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of collective memory, i.e. as a major semantically weighted (or primary) 
element – is maintained, although the complex of meanings has changed. In 
the cathedral-example the manifestation of the primary element is the 
monumental building. What makes it a primary element is that it represents a 
constitutive power in relation to the development of an important historical 
layer of the urban structure. Primary elements235 are though not necessarily 
monuments. As discussed earlier (chapter 1) primary contextual elements can 
also be plans, spatial ensembles, events or other major issues related to the 
collective memory, historical power-relations and the dynamics of the urban 
structure. For me a ‘primary element’ is a relational concept: Not all plans 
represent primary contextual elements. And it is not the planning document 
itself that represents a primary element, but the planning principles and how 
they adhere to existing framework conditions in the urban landscape 
situation, and define time and place specific preconditions for the 
development of an architectural system. The way I use this analytic concept, 
primary elements are not a way of identifying primary architectural objects 
per se, but a way of investigating the constitutive logic of sets of spatio-
functional elements, and a way of investigating how they undergo 
transformation in relation to urban dynamics at a more general level. Primary 
elements of non-monumental-objects – as physical manifestation of aspects 
of the historical function and role of an area, representing permanences and 
dynamics – can be even more important than monuments for discussions of 
function, role and image of urban areas.  
     I have earlier (cf. chapter 1) discussed how primary elements are related to 
both the architectural systems produced in a specific period of urban 
development, and to the dynamics of the urban structure as a whole. In 
comparison of cities the primary elements refer to some main characteristics 
of the particular cities involved. And in comparison of areas within a specific 
urban landscape, the architectural systems of the different study areas are 
intimately related to the primary elements that represent the constitutive 
power-relations from which they developed.   

As discussed by Rossi, primary elements can only be identified by way of 
diachronic studies of how the urban fabric has been transformed throughout 
history. One must endeavor to identify the main constitutive elements (cf. 
Rossi), or the main productive differences (cf. Lefebvre) in different periods 

                                                           
235 I here use the term primary elements in a slightly different way than Rossi’s use of the term: To me, this is a 
relational concept, closely related to Roncayolo’s décalages and Lefebvre’s differences. Rossi’s concept is per 
definition positive: elements of major and primary importance in a regional context. In my investigation of 
how different urban areas change function, role and image in relation to each other (both in this project, but 
also in my professional work doing analysis of potentials for regional development in different contexts), it is 
essential to be able to identify tangible aspects of the local landscape situation that can be related to, for 
instance, contextual particularities of a regional underdog situation. To me the term ‘primary’ is therefore not 
restricted to elements of superior status, but refers to elements ‘of major importance’ for understanding local 
contexts.  
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of urban development, in addition to identifying the characteristics of their 
physical manifestation. For this we need to study the local history of urban 
development, including existing historical maps and pictures. In order to 
discover how the primary elements are related to the architectural systems, 
we furthermore need to clarify the spatial logic of the architectural systems. 

In my analysis of architectural characteristics in the three study areas I 
will use the analytic concept of primary elements in two ways: Firstly, to 
identify primary elements in a diachronic study of discernibly different 
architectural systems. Secondly, to investigate dynamics related to the 
identified primary elements in later (recent and ongoing) transformation of 
the architecture of the study areas.236

The morphological analysis of architectural systems and primary 
elements are based on investigations of existing literature on the historical 
urban development in Oslo, literature on development of ideas and ideals in 
urban planning, historical maps and architectural drawings, historical 
photographs and surveys of the recent development in the study areas.   

 
Iconographic analysis of architectural uses of visual means (c) 
Visually observable patterns of differences can be used for aesthetical 
distinction of categories of buildings, spatial ensembles and areas – by their 
visual image. In addition to architectural systems (a) and primary elements 
(b), the next aspect-analysis looks at iconography. That implies analysis of 
patterns and systems in the uses of architectural means to express “style”, 
symbolic content and communicate meaning, in order to specialize or tailor 
elements of the architectural environment for a specific range of practices or 
users.   

 
The iconographic analysis will mainly focus on three aspects:  

- Firstly, in what way iconographic means are used to express or 
support aesthetic ideas and ideals – by surface treatment, use of 
materials and colours, techniques, ornamentation, detailing, etc.  

- Secondly, in what way the different architectural structures in the 
study areas represent “iconographic flexibility”: Specifics of how 
the architectural structure of an area has been produced – as many 
individual projects forming a pattern, or as one or a few larger total 
projects – represent different thresholds for how patterns of 
incremental changes can reconfigure the iconography of a 

                                                           
236 The way I plan to carry out these investigations of architectural and programmatic transformation related to 
primary elements also includes a lending of elements in studies of urban transformation related to structural 
analysis technique that was developed through a series of consultancy research and development projects at 
Asplan Viak AS in the 1990s, lead by Dag Tvilde, assisted by Netten Østberg, Jannike Hovland and Hilde 
Haslum. 
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streetscape or the appearance of (more or less) public spatial 
ensembles.     

- Thirdly, in what way changes in supplementary systems reflect 
changes in activities, user groups, and intensities of use, related to 
for instance changes in function, role, image and “meaning”.  

 
In studies of iconographic flexibility and iconographic transformation related 
to change in activities, users, function and role of urban areas, the often 
quoted distinction between “ducks” and “decorated sheds” – between 
buildings as symbols and buildings with applied symbols – is useful.237  

For buildings that are designed as symbols, the architecture of the 
building – its shape, spatial organization, and its materials – are supposed to 
communicate to the public the function, the meaning, or the symbolic weight 
of the program that the building accommodates. Buildings designed to 
accommodate major, monumental public (or private) programs are often 
designed as symbols. Most specialized building typologies have a touch of 
“duck”, making us recognize their function and meaning (schools looking 
like typical schools, churches looking like typical churches, fire stations 
looking like typical fire stations, mosques looking like typical mosques, etc.). 
Pure ducks are rarer. According to Venturi et al. “ducks” are in general used 
as a negative underpinning of the buildings’ lack of flexibility towards 
adapting other programs than what they initially were designed for. But 
sometimes, programmatic and symbolic flexibility is not necessarily 
prioritized. Examples of celebrated “pure ducks” is for instance the 
Bibliotheca Alexandria238 or the new Opera house in Oslo, both designed by 
the architect office Snøhetta. Ducks are usually not so easily transformed to 
accommodate new programs. Buildings that are designed as symbols are 
designed to be semantically weighted elements, but this does not necessarily 
mean that they work as such. Architects may design buildings as symbols 
even if the buildings are not supposed to accommodate a major public 
program. Sometimes architects with an urge for expression design a duck for 
a minor building task – such as a private home, a shop or a storage building. 
This does not make the building a semantically weighted element, but rather 
an irregularity in the architectural system: Most of us have experienced 
curious expectations related to observing, in the middle of a homogenous 

                                                           
237 This distinction was first introduced in Robert Venturi et al.’s study of the Las Vegas strip (1972/1996), as a 
distinction between architectural prototypes for communication of meaning: The “Duck” refers to the building 
itself as a symbol, exemplified by the Long Island Big Duck, Flanders, New York (a roadside chicken/duck 
barbeque restaurant, formed like a huge white duck). The “Decorated Shed” refers to the building as a generic 
loft in which its aesthetic characteristics derives from its applied signs and/or decorative or iconographic 
surfaces. 
238 The architect office Snøhetta’s Bibliotheca Alexandria has a circular tilted form rising from the ground to 
reveal massive stone walls with alphabetic inscriptions. From the air the form can give associations to a huge 
data-chip, as a deliberate comment to the function of a contemporary library: to store data. 
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housing area, an expressive building looking like a chapel, an intimate 
concert scene or a particular collective building of a kind, and then the 
annoying confusion when it is revealed that what we actually have seen is 
just a pretentiously designed private home.  

In the analysis of architectural systems and primary elements I will 
therefore also focus on integrated issues of monumentality, and try to 
identify, describe and discuss how architectural means are used to express 
issues of monumentality. 

For buildings with applied symbols, it is the applied signs or symbols 
and/or the surface decoration that are supposed to communicate the content 
of the building to the public: when the function changes, the applied symbols 
are simply replaced with others. In some cases symbols and signs can over-
communicate the importance of the program of a building. Identification of 
uses of architectural means for expressing function and symbolic meaning of 
contents of buildings and architectural ensembles means no more than to 
identify uses of means – and should not be understood as claims that they 
work as intended. But patterns in uses of such means can at least signify 
shared expectations among investors, shop owners or the like.  

 
Iconographic transformation can be related to patterns of architectural 
features and elements that require small investments and have a more 
temporary character (such as tagging, posters, etc.). In other instances 
iconographic transformation relates to changes in patterns of elements that 
involve medium investments (such as patterns in a shop’s advertisement of 
goods and activities). Furthermore iconographic transformation can reflect 
changes in the repertoire of collective institutions, by the introduction of new 
categories of specialized typologies, as for instance in cases of larger long-
term investments based on a belief in local consolidation of a market or of 
cultural or religious institutions.  

Studies of visual patterns and systems related to how commercial 
activities advertise their goods and services represent one level of 
iconographical analysis. Analysis of for instance streetscapes can be used to 
describe architectural aspects reflecting patterns in current uses, user groups 
and investors’ expectations.  

Another slightly more subtle level is represented by studies of how 
observable patterns of aesthetic preferences related to housing flavor the 
image of a street or a neighborhood, for instance in the way that visually 
observable patterns of the window exposure of private homes communicates 
what kind of people that live on the inside: Rows of windows with laced 
curtains and potted plants may be associated with elderly people; blankets 
and even towels covering the window surface may be associated with some 
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groups of immigrants or refugees;239 no curtains and exposed stolen traffic 
signs may be associated with student flat share; etc. When we make 
interpretations of such material, there is of course a risk of getting fooled by 
prejudices. Although it is possible to observe some such differences within 
all three study areas, I will (in chapter 5) only present a few examples of part-
studies of such observable patterns (mainly because of its complexity and 
ambiguity).  

In the same way as morphological analyses of architectural systems imply 
that one examines issues of spatial organization and how environmental tool-
kits are specialized to work as architectural tools for social life, 
iconographical analyses imply identification of uses of architectural means 
for communicating meaning, monumentality, symbolism or values. When 
doing so, we should take into consideration that individual interpretations of 
values, meanings and potentials for use are manifold and shifting. Therefore 
analysis of patterns in architectural uses of iconographical means, as well as 
for instance comments on characteristic differences in monumentality etc., 
should not be treated as a basis for firm conclusions on issues of identity and 
meaning. My main intention in this part of the empirical analysis is to 
identify potentials that may be ascribed symbolic value in projects of 
distinction and identification (in one way or any other). The iconographic 
analysis will be based on visual images (photo-registrations). Furthermore 
will the analysis be presented as an integrated part of the architectural 
analysis of patterns and differences. 
 
Rhythmic, relational patterns in architectural development (“syntagms”) 
I have in the previous section suggested three ways of identifying patterns 
and systems in manifestations of architectural strategies: a) architectural 
systems of spatial organization, b) primary elements, and c) iconography: 
uses of visual means for communicating function and expressing aesthetic 
preferences.  

These ways of clarifying patterns represent an overall framework for 
analysis of specific observable aspects of architecture. Each part-pattern 
identified through these suggested partial investigations will reveal patterns 
in aspects of how the environmental tool-kit has been designed to work, as 
partial manifestations of architectural strategies. In other words: patterns in 

                                                           
239 Ed Robbins, anthropologist, professor at AHO, project leader for the Immigentri-project, and one of my 
advisors, once informed me about a research project he had carried out: A group of test-persons were invited to 
visit a well established housing area in St Louis, USA. All the test persons said that this absolutely was a street 
where they could have considered buying a home. After making one little change, the group was invited back 
to visit the street, and most of them changed their mind. None of them could describe why they no longer 
would have liked to buy a home in the street – they just sensed that something was wrong. The change that was 
done was to replace window curtains with sheets in two of the houses – as a sign of people of colour moving 
in.  
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characteristic aspects of form and general, embedded intentions of function, 
related to the latter. 

 
Morphological systems – systems of forms – are defined by how the elements 
and patterns of forms within the system are dialectically related to each other. 
As touched upon earlier in this chapter, Choay uses the term “syntagms” to 
describe the dialectical relations of contrasts and association through which 
the elements of such a system work as carriers of meaning – in relation to 
other elements of the system. 

The way Bourdieu describes the relations between the forms and 
organization of different elements of the Kabylian house/settlement, as 
discussed in chapter 2, is – as I see it – fairly identical with what Choay 
describes as an analysis of “syntagmatic relations”.240 The way I read 
Choay’s use of the term syntagms in relation to urban architecture,241 she 
points at dynamic, structural and relational aspects of production of function, 
role and meaning of elements in the urban landscape – both in terms of 
relational aspects and as an approach for inquiring them – which can be 
related to what I earlier pointed out as missing in Østerberg’s approach,242 
but which I find in the corresponding approaches of Rossi and Lefebvre,243 
and also in Bourdieu’s later discussions of homologies and distinctions.244

My argument is that such dynamic interrelations between differences – 
representing patterns and systems of contrasts and association within patterns 
of architectural differences – also can be identified within complex and 
mixed urban landscapes. But there are some important differences in 

                                                           
240 Cf. the discussion at the beginning of this chapter. 
241 Choay is actually not that explicit, and again, I am aware of the 40-years lag between her writing the article 
and me reading it, and that I therefore might be stretching her argument. During the last 40 years the 
discourses on the dynamics and complexity of urban structures have developed considerably. This 
development has influenced my reading of Choay’s article, but also I believe, opened up for new 
interpretations.  
242As discussed in chapter 1: Østerberg’s socio-material dialectic describes a dialectical relation between, on 
one side, the social and the matter (social conditions producing socio-material environments with monuments 
and symbols reflecting the power relations of the regimes that produced them) and, on the other side, between 
the socio-matter and the social (how individuals experience, or are sensitive to, resonance from historical 
power relations, repression and demands transmitted through historical monuments, but also to experiences of 
burden and relief  related to characteristics in the socio-material environment). Østerberg describes the socio-
material landscape of Oslo as a sum of four relatively independent layers or sediments, produced by four 
different historical regimes of urban development, in contrast to a perspective that sees the landscape as a 
product of dynamic dialectics between (historically produced) differences. Østerberg uses himself – i.e. his 
own knowledge and experiences and his own sensitivity towards his socio-material environment – as a test 
pilot or an indicator of how socio-material environments interrelate with individual practices. I am interested in 
a more general model that can handle variations and changes in individual perspectives. Because of this, 
differences in form that may be open to different individual interpretations of meaning and content are not a 
part of his analysis. 
243 As discussed in chapter 1, both Rossi and Lefebvre describe and investigate dynamic dialectics between 
differences in form. In contrast to Østerberg’s socio-material dialectics that are described as almost universal 
relations between the social and the material (based on the experiences of only one individual test pilot: 
Østerberg himself), Lefebvre’s socio-spatial dialectics are investigated as dialectics between various kinds of 
differences in socio-spatial form(s).  
244 As discussed in the previous chapter: In La Distinction Bourdieu describe how social space is defined by 
homologies and distinctions, in other words by recognition and uses of association and contrasts. 
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studying dynamic interrelations between different forms in mixed structures 
and studying interrelations between forms that are conceived as an integral 
part of a “pure system”: 

- In a mixed structure of architectural patterns and systems, developed 
as it is over time, the patterns and systems of contrast and 
association within the architectural structure of the urban landscape 
are aggregates of historical changes as much as of stable patterns in 
practices.  

- Furthermore, the internal spatial logic of architectural systems of the 
“explicit plan types”245 are manifestations of architectural strategies 
that accommode for expected or wanted change, rather than 
architectural manifestation of historically inherited socio-symbolic 
systems.  

- Last, but not least: In mixed (and transforming) structures, patterns 
of contrasts and association between different architectural patterns 
and systems do not define The Meaning246 of the elements of one 
symbolic system, but constitute a relationally defined system of 
differences in architectural form that in different ways can be 
ascribed meaning.  

 
Such patterns and systems of contrasts and associations within architectural 
patterns at different levels (morphology, typology, iconography) historically 
developed over time is, as I see it, closely related to what Lefebvre discusses 
as differences or particularities, and to what Roncayolo calls décalages,247 
i.e. dialectically defining rhythms of elements of the urban structure in 
relation to each other.248  

In order to discover and identify relational patterns in forms, aggregated 
over time, we need to study diachronically the relational and dynamic 
patterns of contrasts and association relationally produced between these first 
observable sets of patterns: One can for instance examine patterns in how the 
architecture of areas have developed in relation to each other, patterns in how 
new patterns relate to old patterns, and patterns in how different new patterns 
develop both in relation to each other and in relation to the urban landscape 
as a whole. 

                                                           
245 Ref. Panerai et al.’s distinction between implicit historical types and explicit plan types which I’ve 
discussed earlier in this chapter, in the introduction to typological analysis of architectural systems as 
environmental tool-kits.  
246 I have earlier, in the first part of this chapter, given reasons for distinguishing between ‘The Meaning’ 
understood as a determined and once and for all-conception of meaning that exists within a fixed symbolic 
system, in contrast to ‘meaning’ understood as more general reflexions of issues of meaning 
247 I have earlier, in chapter 1, described and discussed both Lefebvre’s differences and Roncayolo’s  
décalages. 
248 As described earlier, both “rhythms” or relational and dynamic patterns in practices, and relational patterns 
in architectural differences, can be studied at different levels. 
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Architectural elements are in general always designed to work in relation 
to a structure of previously existing urban artifacts. By homologies in such 
relations, aggregation of architectural elements form patterns and systems. 
Over time, we can discern changes in the production of architectural 
elements, changes that can make us distinguish new patterns and systems of 
urban artifacts. The development of new patterns and systems change the 
situation of the existing patterns and systems, both in relation to the new 
systems but also in relation to the urban structure.  

 
In the following diachronic investigation of patterns in architectural 
specialization of elements and environmental tool-kits in the urban landscape 
of eastern Oslo, I will identify observable patterns of architectural differences 
developed over time. The architectural differences that I will describe and 
analyze can be observed even though one doesn’t know their genealogy. The 
diachronic approach gives access to architectural projects of homologies and 
distinction – to dynamics in how the development of new typologies 
represent contrast and association with the already existing architectural 
systems – at different levels. These differences in various aspects of the 
aggregated architectural structure are involved in production of function and 
meaning, in relation to each other and in various ways. I am of course not 
able to point out all the interacting relations between differences through 
which elements of the architecture in my study areas can be ascribed 
function, meaning and local identity. But, by investigating how these patterns 
have been developed in relation to the development of the structure of the 
urban landscape, one can construct a basis for assessing how the composition 
of characteristics in the architectural situation of each study area make a 
difference in the current production of social space. The characteristics that 
will be described in these analytic empirical investigations are:   

 Differences in site-specific framework conditions that are 
related to permanences and dynamics (primary elements) of 
particular elements of the urban landscape in relation to the 
urban structure as a whole, 

 
 Differences in how new architectural systems are designed to 

work in relation to each other and in relation to the urban 
structure as a whole: Distinguishable patterns of contrasts and 
association related to how new architectural systems are 
developed in relation to discontent with the performance of the 
existing architectural systems, new ideas and ideals, and 
conceptions of new demands or challenges: 

 

 129



R E A D I N G  S O C I O - S P A T I A L  I N T E R P L A Y                                         P A R T  1  

 Differences in the tool-aspects of architectural 
systems, i.e. differences in how they are designed to 
work as a tool for social urban life: locally and in 
relation to the urban structure as a whole. 

 
 Iconographic aspects: differences in uses of 

architectural means to express meaning and values, 
but also differences in iconographic flexibility, 

 
 Patterns in how architectural developments in an area associate 

or contrast with aspects of the existing architectural situation, 
conceived either as a more or less deliberate accentuation of 
selected aspects of the historical architectural structure, or as 
patterns in replacement or removal of former characteristics: 
Which elements or aspects are replaced, which are restored, 
what are the new patterns of contrast and association introduced 
by the modification of the local environmental tool-kit? 

 
In the diachronic investigation of the development of architectural systems, 
patterns and elements I will make use of more established ways of 
periodizing within Norwegian urban historiography. The distinction of 
different periods of environmental production is based on identification of 
clearly discernable architectural systems that can be observed in the urban 
landscape. My periodization coincides with other works on the history of 
Oslo’s urban landscape, such as Østerbergs’s investigation of different 
regimes of urbanization and the five volumes Oslo history (Oslo bys 
historie). 
     Like many other European cities, historical Oslo has had a concentric 
growth pattern: The historical development of the urban landscape of Oslo 
has produced a historical centre and three concentric growth belts. The basic 
layout of the growth belts are defined by different architectural systems, 
produced under different regimes of urbanization. Due to processes of 
deindustrialization in recent decades, transformation of already developed 
areas has become an overall dominant feature of urban development. In my 
diachronic or chronological approach I will first describe the characteristics 
of the different architectural systems as they successively have been laid out 
and defined new growth belts in the urban landscape (chapter 4), and 
thereafter return to an analysis of how the areas later on have transformed 
(chapter 5). 
 
 
 

 130



R E A D I N G  S O C I O - S P A T I A L  I N T E R P L A Y                                         P A R T  1  

T H E  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  C A S E  S T U D Y  A N A L Y S I S  
 
The empirical analysis of architectural characteristics of the three study areas 
will be presented as two part-analysis. In the first part249 I will analyze how 
the three study areas are situated in an urban landscape of architectural 
differences developed over time. In the second part250 I will analyze patterns 
in recent architectural transformation of the three study areas, and how these 
new patterns both are related to new patterns in socio-spatial practices and 
related to previously existing patterns within the architectural structure.  
 
First step: a diachronic study of the production of differentiated 
architectural landscapes in Oslo 
In the first part of the architectural analysis I will focus on the characteristics 
of the different architectural systems that define the basic layout of each 
historical growth belt. 
     For each architectural system (each period, each growth belt) I will firstly 
describe the situation that produced these new environmental tool-kits: In 
what way and why they were designed to be different from the existing urban 
architecture – and how the new areas were designed to work in relation to the 
existing urban landscape. 
     Then I will investigate the internal logic of the different architectural 
systems: What are the architectural characteristics in spatial organization 
related to how the architectural systems have been designed to work as a tool 
for social life? What are the architectural characteristics that make us 
recognize and distinguish architectural systems and its environmental types 
from other systems and types? 
     By doing a detailed description of the internal logic and the spatial 
characteristics of each architectural system, I intend to elucidate 
characteristics of the system that also can be used to reveal contrasts and 
associations with other architectural systems in the urban landscape of Oslo. 
In addition to analytic descriptions of general characteristics of the structure 
of buildings and outdoor spaces in the architectural systems of each historical 
growth belt, I will focus on the characteristics of how parks, squares and 
open spaces for collective recreation were designed for different uses at the 
time of conception and realization: What were the characteristics of the 
system of collective recreational outdoor spaces related to each architectural 
system? How were they accommodated for what kinds of public, recreational 
outdoor practices? And what distinguished a new system of parks and public 
outdoor spaces from previous ones in regards of what range of practices they 

                                                           
249 Chapter 4: Production of differentiated architectural landscapes in Oslo 
250 Chapter 5: Patterns in architectural transformation 1980 - 2007 
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were accommodated for and how they were designed to work for dense, 
recreational co-presence with strangers?  
 
The purpose of my analysis is to clarify how observable patterns and systems 
in the architecture of the three study areas are involved in processes of 
interrelated socio-spatial differentiation of function, meaning and social 
space-production in a contemporary situation, both in relation to other areas 
and the structure of architectural elements in the urban landscape of Oslo as a 
whole: Due to archaeological discoveries, Oslo has recently celebrated both 
700 years and 1000 years of urban history.251 Despite this, today the 
everyday life of citizens of Oslo take place in architectural environments that 
mainly have developed from the 19th century and onwards. Therefore, my 
timeline starts with a short description of elements and systems that remain 
from historical periods before 1850 (though not with a search for a “year 
zero” in the history of the city). Likewise, I have limited the investigation to 
environmental types, elements and systems that either are present in or 
related to at least one of the three study areas. In addition I’ve examined 
environmental typologies that can be seen as evolutionary steps (cf. the 
growth belt of the period 1900-1945) between the environmental types that 
define the main lay out of the study areas.252

 
Second step: Recent patterns in architectural transformation  
In the second part of the architectural analysis I will investigate patterns in 
transformation of the architectural systems as both observable patterns in 
aggregated architectural differences and patterns in how such new 
architectural patterns relate to the existing architectural structure in different 
ways and at different structural levels. In this part analysis I will identify and 
describe different observable patterns in architectural transformation and 
discuss how they both make use of and affect the architectural situation of the 
study areas. This part-study includes such as transformation in the system of 
outdoor spaces, micro-morphological and iconographic transformation of the 
streetscape at Grünerløkka and Grønland, architectural transformation related 
to introduction of new typologies, symbolic and programmatic 
transformation along the Akerselva River, and systematic and programmatic 
transformation related to development of the main road system. 
 

                                                           
251 Due to recent discoveries (summer 2007) the millennium-celebration might have to be disclaimed. Perhaps 
the city soon will have to arrange a new 900 years anniversary celebration?  
252 Environmental domestic typologies that are typical elements of other (western) parts of the urban landscape 
of Oslo (such as the urban villa type in the area behind the royal castle and the representative villa type as at 
Skillebekk, Frogner, Bygdøy, etc.) are not presented in this study, although they to some extent have affected 
the spatial contextuality of “our” areas, by representing a contrast that domestic typologies in other areas could 
be defined against. 
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