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We started the research in 2003 – 2004 with a study of a place and space that we called “the uses of the park”. The next year we enlarged the topic and disposed the park in the network of urban places - a spatial analysis and the park in the frame of the urban and society changes and modernization in a local context. The period of the work was almost long as a period for a PhD thesis accomplishment and, on the final stage, we saw how many things we have done and how many are still waiting to be continued.

As far as the goal of the chosen topic was to allow us to use different pedagogical strategies in teaching and making a research, the presented results are not a homogeneous report, but show different voices of the students from our team, their own distribution and their own development during the years.

As for the development, we can say that during that time, three of our first team accomplished their BA programs, one of them is in MA, and the other finished MA and now is a doctoral student. Other three of them are going to complete their last year as BA students.

From the very beginning we hadn’t a clear idea what we will found as final results and how we will achieve and direct the research – that was a new topic not only for us, but also for our Romanian partner – Petruta Mindrut but, despite of the work from distance and thanks to the regular meetings during the years we succeeded to have comparable results. We really hope to edit a volume with our students and, if it is possible, with text from the park of Cluj.

As a research strategy, we chose the following steps – first to explore the place and space and second to put it in a larger temporal and spatial context of the city of Plovdiv – to study different discourses and social practices.

We kept the report from the first year research almost not unchanged. It shows the logic, steps and paths of our work during the first year, when we did the exploratory research; try to find the concepts and frames of the research and to make our first analyses. 

I. THE ‘USES’ OF THE CENTRAL PARK OR URBAN GARDEN  – 

ANTHROPOLOGY OF URBAN PLACE

We researched the problematic on several levels: 

· The morphology of the Central park in an ecological manner and its place in a larger context of parks in Plovdiv as referent data;

· Observation in different sites in the space of the park;

· Questioned different groups and individuals “inhabiting” the park from the point of view of different identities realized there;

· We observed and explored the Park as a common urban place and appropriated “own” place for different communities and groups there – generations, subcultures, groups, based on common activities and interests;

· We collected and analyzed different visual materials and oral narrations in order to explore the different images of the park – public and individual.

1. METHODS AND METHODOLOGY:

To achieve our objectives from the first year of the research, we combined different methods: participant observation, inquire with 50 individuals, semi-structured interviews with people in the park (it was very useful in our meeting with elder men), free conversations, especially with youth subcultures, analyzing the visual materials – new made by us photos and old ones from the archive, editions of TV emissions on the topic, discussions with the people from the State archive – Plovdiv and the director of the Historical Museum Plovdiv who had made in the year 2000 an exhibition – The Parks and Gardens of Plovdiv. The interviews are transcribed and the inquiaries are analized.

The results from the fieldwork are not translated into English, and that is the reason that our CD presentation consists mostly pictures and a short video (non professional) that can be called One-day walk in the park of Plovdiv. In our archive we also have video materials from special emissions for the park of the Plovdiv Public TV: Broenitza and Remember Plovdiv!.

The following report is a combination from personal reports of the team. We are taking onto account that it is not a homogeneous text, but the tasks of the members of the team were different, according to their level of study. At he BA students from first to last year composed the team at the beginning.

That is our attempt to present the Park in its ambivalence, mosaic structure, places and artifacts. 

The results of the first year were used in the next steps as pedagogic and a research strategy. After the first thick description of the park we continue with a study of the discourses and politics towards the park as well as some new events as results of urban policy.

2. PRELIMINARY THEORETICAL NOTES:

We choose as a research approach to the park the methodology of Urban sociology, proposed by Yves Grafmeyer and the school of urban anthropology and sociology in Lyon, Isaak Josef, Jean Metral and others who on one hand are very tentative researchers and translators into French of the School of Chicago and adapters and appliers of the different approaches by classical authors as William Thomas, Robert Ezra Park, Ernest Burgess, Louis Wirth, Robert Redfield and others. We used some ideas of Jean Remy and Liliane Voyé, Maurice Halbwachs, Manuel Castells, Francis Godard concerning the city and urban way of life, the culture in the city and, the urban memory and heritage. 

The synthetic approach of Ulf Hannerz is useful for us because it helps to answer the question: “How we can “explore the City”?, using different tools and ideas how to penetrate the problematic of the park as a topic of urban anthropology, anthropology of modern complex societies, anthropology at home and anthropology of spaces, places and communities constructed around one of the central urban places. Considering the urban park as a public space we has to think in the dichotomies such as public-private, natural cultural/social that directs us towards the sociological tradition of the questions of modern publicity in the terms of H. Arendt J., Habermas, M. Foucault, P. Bourdieu, etc.

3. RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS:
We consider the Central urban park as a central urban public space with its own specific status quo, place in the city, shared space not only by the local population but by the strangers too. It is a place, codified by rule, but which provides opportunities for different “uses” as ways of appropriation of places, as manifestation of different activities and identities and creation of different types of communities. And last, but not the least – we used the diachronic approach on purpose to try to make a genesis of the park in a way of creation of the different images of the park which correspond to the different stages of the development of Bulgarian society. We followed how the park was used in the different discourses of the local and national governance, how it was and become a place of common memory and stake of symbolic struggles.

The attempts to use the only one viewpoint are preliminary unsuccessful because of the ambivalence of the park: it is an urban space, but not at all, it is a natural space but not naturally constructed, there are places, appropriated by different groups and individuals, but, at the same time it belongs to all. We can continue the list with many dichotomies like these and to try to see what stays behind. What are the characteristics of that space that allows its different uses, different images and at least, how the park fits to the urban situation and urban way of life. On one hand, the park is ‘proposed’ to the local people as a physical space, ‘natural’ place, but, on the other, it is socially and symbolically constructed and fulfilled with different meanings. This eternal tension between the social and cultural reflects in many theories trying to answer the question what the city is – a system with different actors, a body, an organism, a mosaic structure or network of interactions.

Our research tried to combine several approaches and here we are presenting the results in several topics: 

· The Park as a socially constructed space – different images and concepts of the park in a diachronic plan; 

· The park as a morphology – the significant places from the point of view of its ‘inhabitants’; 

· The sites of the park as appropriated by different communities and groups and the park as a common memorial place – local, national.

One of the main dimensions of the Park, coming from the model of the West-European Park is as a mark of modernity. The sociological line considers the public park as a particular place – result of the division of working and leisure time, coming from the division of labor. On the other hand, anthropologically said, the Park is a metaphor for humanized nature in the “artificial” space of the city. In Slavonic languages the ‘garden’ (gradina) and ‘the city (grad) have one and the same etymological roots.  

The images and concepts of the park also were changed during the 20th century. The Park as an urban place ‘replaced’ the private garden in the era of modern ages after the era of Ottoman Empire. In Plovdiv the process of creating and designing ‘humanized’ nature into the City was and is a mark of modernity. The changes could be followed throught the changes of the names of the Central urban park – The Garden of the First Exhibition, The garden of Tzar Simeon, The City Garden during the socialism and Tzar Simeon’s Garden again after the changes in 1989. 
The next dimension of the park is The Park as a symbolical capital in Pierre Bourdieu’s sense and as a place of common urban memory as well. Another line, which goes through the centuries, is the concept for the nature in the city as a heritage. The first look of the park as a fenced, carried place for promenades, dances, and social contacts corresponds to the ideas for the museum from the very end of 19th century in Bulgarian society. The designed nature is exposed in the park as an object of patrimony. It can be enjoyed in an aesthetic manner, but for a real walks and contact with nature Plovidiviots used to go outside of the city – on the King’s Island of Maritza River or in the Rhodopi mountains nearby. They went there in the weekends to escape from the summer heat, to make their picnics and barbeques and to spend some time in-the nature. 

In the later development of the park that concept was changed with the constructions of different sites for ‘specialized’ activities for the leisure time – dancing, fun fairs, playgrounds, etc. Instead of the simple sitting or lieing on the grass, different artifacts as benches and tribunes were offered to the visitors.

4. MORPHOLOGY OF THE PARK
The morphology of the park and its ‘inhabitants’ is presented in the visual part of the report on the CD.
The strucuture of the CD in breaf:

1. Morphology of the Park:

Water in the Park. The lake and its ‘uses’

· ‘Natural’ lake – ‘Artificial’ lake – the interwar period

· Places for entertainments

· Places for sport

· Around the ‘new lake’

· Fountains

· The Lake with the Bear

· The Lake with the ‘Fisher boy’

· The small lakes

· Fountains – the borders of the park

The Alleys: walking space / transitory space

· An alley towards the Bear
· An alley along the Lake
· An alley towards the Playground
· An alley towards the entrance
· An alley 
· The central Alley
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The ‘uses’ of the Bench

· Dating

· Meeting

· Relaxing

· Sleeping

· Observing

· Hiding
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The Sites

· Playgrounds

· Dog Area

· The high Park – LAIKA

· Restaurants and cafés
· Toilet
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The Inhabitants
· Elder men and women

· Couples

· Mothers and children

· Workers

· Walkers

· Homeless

· Observers
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Places of Memory

· National memory – Botev, Rakovski, Petleshkov, Prof. Bezenshek

· Local memroy – The Bear, The Girl and the Boy, Momotara from Okiyama

· Art
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The Natural Sites
5. PARK INHABITANTS:

After the study of the morphology, the next year we continued with the space syntax of the sites in the park as a network and the park as a topos in the larger network of urban places.

From a study of places, in order to understand how the park is appropriated and to go further trying to say some words about the type of urbanity in Plovdiv in the years 2003-2006, we studied many cases of appropriation of spaces by different communities. In the following lines we listed several of them. That typology is based on very rich field materials and a long lasted participated observation. For these few years we succeeded to cover all seasons, days of the week and events, happened there. The relatiotionships public/private from the point of view of the activities, realized in the park, public norms and its transgressions is analized by Kalina and Elitza and included in this final report.

The inhabitants of Tzarsieonova gradina (Tzar Simeon Garden) can be arranged in following two main groups. Elena Odjakova and Yuliana Trendafilova did the greater part of the work on that topic and the report is based on their notes:

5.1. Real communities:

· Teenagers who can be arranged in three subgroups:

 - Heck players, skaters, bikers etc.

 - Football fans

- Friends and Couples – they prefer end parts of the park – near the city square and the lake Symphony
The so-called youth subcultures here are presented from the point of view of appropriation and “uses” of certain sites and places of the Park. Such kinds of places are not only their own, they are not temporary communities and they are also related by the interests and links “out of the park”. The most of their activities are connected with the sport but also with other interests – music, life-style and etc.


The Central City Park or Gradskata gradina is a space, preferred by many youth groups. Despite of a great variety of such kinds of communities in the park, there are two main places, which are appropriated in a specific way by their “inhabitants”. They are situated in two very ends of the park, in its outskirts: The Symphony – a fashionable café nowadays and a kind of Casino in the past, the lake and – in the borders of the Park with the Central City Square – thus they use both - the Main Street and the Park. 


Besides of relatively permanent visitors in the park, there are young people who “use” the Park as a meeting place on the road to the concerts and football matches, techno parties, etc. from and to the Central railway station.


In general, the youth subcultures are distinguished by their musical preferences – mostly alternative music and by their dresses. The heck players, skaters and bikers wear free and comfortable cloths, the football fans (who call themselves football hooligans) wear the t-shirts of their favorite football team (mostly of the two main teams of Plovdiv) and other accessories as badges, scarfs, etc. which identify them as community members.


Despite of the fact that the park is a public space and it is considered as a public, the heck players are thinking the place as their “own”, as belonged to them. The territory is “marked” in an imaginary way and there are rules of “use”,: the place is rare used by others and it is nonverbally reserved for them.
· The heck players


The choice of a place – half in the park, half on the main street - at first sight, is a kind of manifestation of community and identity: all people, walking and passing on the main street can see them – they are “seen” and “heard” constantly. But behind that apparent visibility they are a closed community. They are “open” towards the people with common interests, but it is very difficult for the newcomers to penetrate inside the community. They don’t “push” the new people out; they are friendly with them, but skeptical. 

The group created their own rules and forms of communication and behavior, they have their own codified language and slang and they often look strange in the other people’s eyes.

The play of heck, at the first sight, is the only thing that gathers them together. The game really do it but usually a great number of members don’t participate in the game – they watch, and share the emotions and the group. The relationships between the members are not based only on the “heck”. They spend almost their entire free time together – during the weekends and till late in the evenings. Rooted in the common musical preferences in the beginning, their relationships were going deeper and they share many every-day life activities, their meetings became habitualized activities in the sense of Burger and Luckman
.

The subjects of their conversations are not for everyday topics. They like to talk about music, sport, concerts, school (most of them are schoolmates and students, there are some workers too) and funny topics as well – urban stories, local urban news, jokes etc.

The heck players often interact with skaters. Two years ago they had appropriated another urban place, in a different direction of the city, but the Municipal security service dispersed them. 

The age is not the main constitutive factor here – the members are between 13 and 26 years old and the structure of community is not hierarchied – they have not well manifested leaders and ringleaders.

The heck players use the park more as a place for cultural and social communication than as “nature in the city”. Such kind of space is absolutely transparent and they can be sanctioned in any moment if they do something wrong “against the order and rules of society”.

· The football fans
The otherAnother youth community – the football fans - uses another place in the park – the space around the lake and the Symphony. They prefer the inner site of the garden. Sometimes they use some “hidden” benches and the space around them for their meetings. Normally they are not connected with an exact place, considered as fixed and “reserved” as their own. As we mentioned above, they use the garden as a place for appointments on the road to or from the football match. 

The most important base of their relationships is the feeling of strong attachment and belonging to the group. There are two main “fighting” champs – the fans of Botev and Lokomotiv Plovdiv
. The main base for constructing their sense of community is the love to the football game but beside that they created their own norms, mythology, language, shared memories and experience and they behave in the group in a way, different than with the other people and groups in the society.

Their own reflexion on a specific identity and presentation as a community and through the community can be seen in many answers from our interviews and questionnaires. Some of them are: we are different, we are hooligans, and the society is against us. On the other hand, from an external the outside point of view, the community members are recognized as asocial.

The symbols of the communities and symbolic (and not only) fights and relationships with other football fans groups:

* As the most visible way of expression of their identity we can mention the accessories of the group, their own folklore and mythology. On the level of behavior, they are aggressive, they often have conflicts with the police and use alcohol in the park – something forbidden for such kind of central urban and public spaces. 

* In conclusion we can say that the heck players, the football fans and other youth groups use the park not only and not firstly as a way to be “in the nature” but as a space – opened, accessible, in the center of the city, transparent and hidden at the same time. There they can express their own collective and/or personal identity and to appropriate their own places and sight for that.

5.2. Other “inhabitants” of the park can be classified and typologied as:

· Mothers with children 


This is a group that can be divided into two subgroups (mothers and children) but they do not exist separately although the communication in each of them is with its own principles. It is interesting: there cannot be constructed groups parents with children or fathers with children because there are no any fathers. Favorite places of this group are open-air playgrounds – two in the park – there are many game installations and the park staff always keeps them clean. About communication and relations in this group we can say much but they are typical of open-air playgrounds in neighborhoods in the whole city – there come mothers and children from central part of Plovdiv. 
· Pensioners 

They can be divided into two absolutely separated (physically and mentally) groups:

· Pensioners - men – they usually inhabit the place called Laika, which is symbolic for the park – this is a round space around the fountain near the City Square.

· Pensioners - women – they usually inhabit the main alleys where they get together in small groups (between 2 and 5 persons). Actually this is the most walking group, they sit down on the benches only for a short rest – the conversations are kept out during the stroll. This group uses the park as an aesthetically beautiful place suitable for free of charge meetings. Most of ladies know each other from before – previous work, neighborhood, schoolmates etc. Relations in the group can be compared with these ones in cafes and bistros.

· Park staff 


This is the group of gardeners, cleaners, municipal guards, etc. This is very important group but the park is their working place

· People with dogs 


Walking with dogs is forbidden in the park but there is a special enclosed place where dog proprietors get together. This group does not go out of this space. The identity of its members is connected with their pets – most of them are people who live near the park. 

5.3. Visitors in the park (the following groups are not communities because there are no relations between their members):
· Visitors in the city 


They are usually families with or without children. Their way between Central railway station and city center, where the most of the shops are, leads trough the park. They use the park as place where they can eat their home-cooked meal, ice cream, hamburgers and etc., or just to relax after a long walk in the city. They prefer the main alleys of the park because they do not know the place.

· Passers – we can divide them into two groups:

· People who live or work near the park

· People who move between main toposes in central part of the city – City center, Central post office, universities (University of Plovdiv and Technical university), Central railway station, etc. 

They use the main alleys and this makes a big stream of people there in some periods of the day. In that sense we consider the main alleys as transitory space.
· Dating unknown persons 


There is a place in the park (Plovdivdiviots called it The Bear - it is a stone sculpture of a bear near a small lake, see the photo in the CD), which is symbolical for the park, and all people in the city know it. People who have met each other by Internet or newspapers arrange their dates there because there are not many people and they can recognize each other. This place is a public but it is not public so much as the Central square in front of the Central post office (one of the urban places, considered as a dating place). Who knows, may be awaited person is not fit to be seen.
· Unemployed people 

 They use the park as a place where they can read at ease newspapers with advertisements and then they can go to the post office for a call. 
· Foreign tourists 


They come in the park because it is one of the most beautiful and central places in Plovdiv. They do not know about it before passing by the park because Plovdiv tour operators do not include the park in the touristic itineraries. 
· Jogging people 


They live near the park and this is the most suitable place for jogging. They can be seen either early in the morning or late in the evening.
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6. The park as an urban space public/private, natural/social (cultural)
Elitza Stoilova, Kalina Hristozova
Introduction

The Central Park of Plovdiv is a typical city space but it has its own specific functions and specific uses. We will consider as ambivalent space consisting definite visions of public and private, of natural and cultural. The norm of the modern anonymous publicity is spread in it and it constitutes it and defines its uses. On the one hand this space is separated from the other city spaces (for example the central city square, the Main Street, the buildings of the institutions) and on the other hand – it alone settles “invisible” boundaries, whose function is to mark the definite sites as playgrounds, fountains, gardens, alleys, lakes, dog area as well as pavilions, cafes and restaurants. It is important to accent on the one hand the main function of the Park – filling the leisure time (in opposition of the working time), and on the other hand – the figures corresponding to this free time.

The relation  “public – private”

The Central Park is a specific public space as far as it allows each public individual a free access. The public individuals we define as inhabitants of the park or actors who have the sense [or acquaintance] of the proper uses of this space. These uses are supposed by the public norm. The norm itself has the function to make the social beings, our actors, to submit to its ‘rules’ out of question. That is because they exist in their everyday attitude rather than the critical one. The individuals have incorporated the ‘rules’. The meaning of the term ‘rules’ that we consider comes to the point of a behavior that the actors accept as usual, normal. Originally the free access for anyone at any time is guaranteed, but in fact this is not the situation we have in reality. There are ‘shoved out’ individuals whose presence is sanctioned. These are the so-called ‘deviating’ or ‘departures from the public norm’ individuals such as prostitutes, drug addicts, beggars, homeless, thieves etc. They are sanctioned by the anonymous public look, which belongs to everyone and to no one, so everyone is in the meaning of every citizen using the space of the Park properly according to the norm. At the same time, the divagations are sanctioned by the representatives of particular institutions (police officers, county guards). The space of the Park is normed and normative as well, and here it does not make any exception from the rest of the city spaces.

We could outline two essential aspects of how we put the space of the park. It is open and lightened. These two characteristics guarantee the optimum visibility in it. 

First, the Park is an open space. This concerns the fact that the different seasons affect this space, moreover, the changing of day and night also affects it. Our observations showed that the “rush-hour” of using this space and being in there is the day rather than the night, and the visits are mostly during the summer and the spring rather than the winter.

Second, it is open in the meaning of the free access (considered as a principle, not as a practice in fact). The free access as a principle means most generally that everyone is allowed without a requirement of ritual or legitimating his/her personality (as showing an identity card for instance). 

Third, it is open in the meaning of something uncovered, something that is the opposite of ‘hidden’, something permitted according to everyday practices – because this space is an everyday one where the sacred does not present and even if we could find a number of “ruins” of symbolic actions (as putting flowers on a memorial), these traces concern the routine acting. 

This main characteristic of the Park is important because as a public space it is controlled and observed all the time. Or at least it is supposed to be. Here is the whole ‘system of visibility’ – the lamps, the searchlights, even the torches of the guards patrolling at night. In the Central Park it is impossible to exist places that are not showed, hidden places because they could concentrate the mentioned ‘deviating individuals’.

The Park is individually used. These uses are strongly connected with the publicity and even then they are projections of particular private visions of this space – as far as it is a place for free appearance, free manifestation. 

The inhabitants act as in a public space and at the same time as in a private space, but this is not a controversy. Unless the actors “cross the line”, which means the normal limits of the way they act being normal citizens. And as we mentioned above, the limits of the normal acting/normal action are defined through the public norm. Here is our outlook about the constituted ‘degrees of the action’. The behaviors are considered through degrees of ‘normality’, ‘permission’, ‘proper using’ – what is ‘normal’, ‘permitted’ and ‘proper’ in the public sphere. 

Here are two examples: if a love couple sits on a bench and the partners are kissing each other, this action includes the both actors in the normative orders outspread through the Park, which are constructive elements. But it does not concern partners having sex on the bench there. Or, as you could notice on one of the pictures – the woman on the playground who is taking off her sock – this is absolutely allowed action, but if she takes off all her clothes, in this (public) space this action would be understood as breaking the “rules” of the normal practice, i.e. as breaking the order. There are many examples like these two and they point at the ‘degree of allowance of the penetration of the private (intimate) into the public’ – interweaving which are possible in the boundaries of the Park only as far as they are realized in the normal degrees.

The relation “natural – social (cultural)”

How the Park has been constituted as a park is a problem that can be considered from different points of view. One aspect is the genesis of the city parks as one of the rest of the city spaces. Another aspect is the development of the park, for instance, that it is linked to the general development of the modern city as a whole. 

A special interest for us is the relation between what we call ‘nature’ and what we call ‘culutre’. We have reduced these terms to the following uses: 

First, for the purposes of the project we do not make a distinction between ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ because this is not necessary for our analysis. We would like to explain more about the term ‘nature’. 

Nature is the reality, which we see all around us in its simplicity. We own a specific sense of it, at the same time it exists in a specific way within us as human beings. However, this specific way is in accordance with the social perception of nature. It is something that we are disposed to see, imagine and conform to. As social beings we perceive as natural the things that are produced socially, i.e. that are products of the socialization, of the ‘living-together’ structures, of the social practices. These ‘things’ create the meaning of nature for us, as far as they are part of the social world – things that we depend on, that we deal with, which belong to us, or to which we belong.

We found it useful to set this accent on the problem in order to define our general thesis that in fact the Park itself is not the nature itself. It is a tamed, socialized nature. The Park is an artificial construction, an artifact that we explain with the metaphor “nature-born-in-the-heart-of-the-city”. We can call the Park something like ‘unnatural nature’.

The Park is a space where the natural and the social correlates in a way, which the individuals accept as given. It is not necessary to separate the one from the other. If they do this, they will lose the magic of being within the boundaries of the city and at the same time beyond them. The Park is a zone of the incessant link between the individuals and the nature out of the town, between them and the city itself. This relation is implied in the free time activities – meetings, conversations, dates, walks, relaxation, games etc. 

As we mentioned, the city park is artificially constructed. Every natural thing there has been developed to an artifact. Undoubtedly nature remains the basis – in the form we know it as wild nature. However the space of the Park is simply a part of the city. This fact distincts the Park from the nature out of the populated areas and from the city itself, because not everything in the Park is a social product. There are trees, bushes, flowers, grass, stones, water….’the real nature’, but it is socially maintained and controlled. It exists in the frames of a common culture, it is also aesthetic – it is not allowed to live in its natural state. 

Nature in the Park is instrumentalized.

This anesthetizing and controlling appears according to a number of artifacts. Here we attach artifacts concerned to the ‘shaping’ of the Park space:

· Alleys

· Gardens

· Fountains and artificial lakes

· Benches

· Playgrounds

· Restaurants, bars – these are marginal

· Dog area

· Statues and sculptures

· Monuments 

All of these are the elements of constructing this space as social (or cultural). The artifacts of lightening are also included in the list. 

According to this we set the following conclusion: in the Park there is natural light together with the artificial one; the plants are artificially framed and ordered; the water is stored in artificial basins; the soil and the flowers are regularly shaped, watered, cut and dug. The artifacts are placed in such a way that they have become an organic part of the ‘city’ nature. Here occurs the care for the nature not as nature itself, but as a part of the city. For example we observe the same care in the cases in which the officials keep the streets clean, grow more trees and grass, and provide the city lights. 

Finally, the Park as a specific city space is only a big artifact.

The city park is projected and planned. 

It has its “architects”. It is an act of planning where and how the alleys and the gardens will be placed, where the benches will be put – every single thing is arranged in advance. This makes the space of the park maximally ordered. Moreover, the order comes from the anonymous public look, which the inhabitants of the Park exercise, on themselves and on the others, is not the only one. 

Another order exists and it comes from the official discourse and which we can roughly define as institutional. The power of discourse appears in the very act of giving name of the Park. During different periods the Park had been called Tzar Simeonova Gradina (Garden of Tzar Simeon), Gradska Gradina (the City Garden)… The changing of the official name as well as the changing of some memorials (the replacement of some of them that are not actual anymore, signs of the previous political regime) indicate the way the discourse functions. The discourse is supported and legitimated in the public sphere by the responsible institutions. 

We should confess the ambivalence as a constitutive element of this space. Even if it consists of social orders it implies something like contra-orders. Practically in the Park somehow find place individuals who belong to the mentioned ‘deviating’ groups. Besides there are young people manifesting violence for example skin heads or just ordinary teenagers who have their own area of public expression. For instance, these are boys and girls who are representatives of many different subcultures (playing heck, skateboarding etc.). Another social group, which is not exclusion, are the elder retired people, who have plenty of free time. A number of practices, which are not allowed easily, find place in the Park space – smoking marijuana, drinking alcohol, and even fighting.

7. High Park – the community around the fountain

Lina Gergova


This is The Second Parliament, The parliament of Plovdiv, as pensioners say. You can find them there always when the weather is good – when it is rain they move into the foyer of The Central City Post office that is near the park. Anybody Nobody can say since when this place exists as a topos in the city space but the traditionalism is obvious. Actually there do not come only pensioners but and all loafers from Plovdiv as the words of them. They define their place as reserved only for them – the place is in the most eEastern end of the park, very close to the Central City square, and consists of some benches, arranged in circle, with a fountain in the middle. In the past that was the place where poor strata of the Plovdiv society had a fun – there were a dancing floor and an orchestra pit – only on Saturdays of course. 

On principle in the end parts of the park get together these groups, which want to be seen and use the park for social contacts and manifestation of an identity and self-personality. The round shape of the pensioners’ space is not accident – on the one hand it is a necessity – to facilitate the contact. On the other hand – the benches physically enclose the place and isolated it from the other part of the park. 

So called in Plovdiv Laika
 (or Laikuchka) is a typical city male space by tradition of the forum in Ancient Greece where the communication is absolutely constructed and goes under certain rules. The name is connected neither with the herb nor with the dog breed but comes from Bulgarian word laya
 which in old slang means scold, bawl. There come only men, the subjects of their conversations are social important and they think it is inaccessible for the women and its discussion is crucial and needed. It is important to differentiate this space from the pub that is a male space too but it is not connected only with the city and there the principles of the communication are different and not so much formalized as there. 

The borders of this space change in the time. Before 1989 the men told only about football because of tabooing of the subject “politics”. In Plovdiv there were always two big football teams (Botev Plovdiv and Lokomotiv Plovdiv) and their fans were opponents – the eternal argument between them kept their persistence to come there and join in life of the place. The adherence to one of two teams was destining for identity of the inhabitants of this place although all of them knew everything about everyone – about their life and work, their families, their daily round. Today is the same but the football is often replaced by the current political and social problems in Plovdiv and Bulgaria. The new identity of the eternal opponents is defined by their adherence to big Bulgarian parties which until recently were two (United Democratic Forces and Bulgarian Socialistic Party) and now they are three (plus National Movement Simeon II – the leading party in the moment). 

Why eternal opponents – the argument is what constructs the interrelations in this space. And the argument has its own rules and mechanism. Each of the groups has informal leader whose position is constructed to such a degree that within the framework of this space is impossible to have a long conversation with some other member because the leader immediately replaces him. Only the leader has rights to inform, to have an opinion, etc. – and he expresses that in behalf of whole group, often in behalf of whole community.

The mechanism of the argument is as follows – the opponents are separated in two groups (between 5 and 10 persons), the others are spectators. Every group unwittingly detaches a spokesman – the first is never the leader of the group – he joins in the hottest moment when his side needs not only substantial reasons but also a dignified leader. Second orator limbers up joining the argument before first one goes to finish his reasons – in beginning they speak together and then the second spokesman completely replaces the first one. In the opponents camp the situation is the same. In this way the argument comes to its height when it is time of the leaders – then everything goes down quickly. Furthermore all the time the real participants are standing. A necessary condition for starting the argument is the fact that all men, before come there, have red whole national and local press. They can do that in the Public library Ivan Vazov, near the park – there they use a reduction of price – 2 instead of 10 levas for a year.


Of course except the arguments there are also normal conversation, which are about the daily round and memories of inhabitants, but they are not important for the analysis of this space because they are typical of gardens in neighborhood, pub and queue in shop. 

The members of this community are absolutely different in their profession, education, residence, birthplace, etc. There get together doctors and builders, university educated and uneducated people (for example – the leader of the group of the National Movement Simeon II is a turner); and does not influence on the hierarchy of groups and community. The initial expectations most of men to be from Plovdiv did not come true, in the opposite – most of them are from different Bulgarian villages. But that is typical of the totalitarianism when the peasants come to the cities to work in new factories – this, in one hand, changed the town but, on the other, included the coming masses in established borders of the city and they derived its images and toposes. It has not happened only to the Laika but and to the whole Tzarsimeonova gradina
, which in that time was known as Gradska gradina
. To come people from all parts of Plovdiv helps the fact that the town is not too large and that the pensioners use big reductions in city transport. 

These differences are not a cause for division – everybody knows them but they are not realized in usual way – in the opposite – they are a cause for requiring of opinion on some problems from the most competent person; i.e. in this case the difference is an welcome variety. But this variety is in fixed borders – age and sexual. The interviewed say that there come only women who have gone off their heads. There is not a practice to expel someone, there ate not unwelcome guests – each public is desired but anyone cannot occupy their place because there is not in Plovdiv such big community. And most people do not want to enter in the space, which is not only a place for social contacts but for manifestation. 

The manifestation is what defines the leaders – they are the best orators – and this is typical of place like this since Antiquity. All that is a reason for the following conclusion – Laika is a public space but its publicity is limited to a certain extent because of the mentioned reasons – so this space remains on the borderline between the public and the private (because of the relative freedom of manifestation). In spite of that it is less private than the other spaces in the park because of the constructed relations. 

Why this community has find its space right there, in that park – actually that is not connected with the nature – in other Bulgarian towns space like this is situated on the square or other central place but not in the park. Possibly the nearness to the city center and the shape of the place is more important. This is one community of the park, which in winter just moves elsewhere but does not disintegrate. 

But in warm months this community is inseparable part of the park. Furthermore – it is the most constant and the biggest community, with the longest tradition – so it is necessary to analyze it in details. On the other hand this community can be compared with the skaters, for example, who inhabit in the opposite part of the park but they also use it as a place for manifestation and social contacts (in this case it is a competition) and are not interested of the nature. They use park as a combination of artifacts, just like pensioners and loafers. 

CONCLUSIONS:

· The park has been always a significant for any city urban space. There are not parks in the villages. The concept and idea of the park in the villages does not exist. Even during the socialism, when many parks in the villages were created they were constructed and designed just like in the city.

· Any city has it’s own park and vise versa. Despite the common idea for the park as a humanized natural place or nature in the city, the meanings and significant of the parks are given by the inhabitants.

· The park is a transparent and free access space: transparent and free because the “eye” of the power, because of the artificial lights on one hand and  - of the public norm, on the other. 

· The park from anthropological point of view is an ambivalent space. The interrelations between social, cultural and natural always put the stress on the tension and dominations of different concepts and perceptions for the park – more as a nature or as more as an artifact. An artifact as the city is or nature as the men see it – aesthetic.

· The research of the “uses” of the park and its “inhabitants” is a research of it eternal tension between the dichotomies and takes down the doubts coming from the attempts to define a park as one or as another. 

· The cases that we presented in the report can be multiply in a comparative perspective which can allow us thought the “possible” uses and appropriations of the park or through the different discourses to try to say something about our own societies.

· Everybody has his own park, one can say in the plan of the personal memories; everybody has its own ‘park experience’. The park educates the city dwellers in urban way of life and the city dwellers multiply the park in the neighborhoods, balconies, yards and etc. 

· The aspect stayed out of the report was the aspect of the Park as a place of the collective memory, but some memorial sights are presented on the CD.

THE CENTRAL PARK - INNOVATING PRACTICES AND NETWORKING IN URBAN MILIEU
1. Theorethical premises 

The theoretical debate, that we used to create our own concept and a way to study the park was the entire tension between geographically and cultural-historically orientated approaches in urban anthropology, came mostly from the ecological school in urban anthropology and the ‘society-milieu’ relationship came from Durkhaimian school in French social sciences and humanities.

In the presentation of the short history of the Tzar Simeon’s Garden in Plovdiv we tried to point out some moments that confirm and distinguish at the same time the development of the Bulgarian society after the Liberation in 1878 till nowadays in comparison, on one hand, with the city of Cluj-Napoca and Romanian Society and the Western tradition and concept of urban planning and developing, on the other. 

To approach the new points in our research for 2004 – 2005 we did a pilot research in October 2004. It was done mainly in the library and archive in order to make a plan what kind of sources are available there and to prepare a bibliography for students’ work – selecting newspapers, local magazines, memorial literature, books for the city of Plovidv, general bibliography, negotiating for using the archive funds and etc. Having as a base the frame of our work during the previous year, field materials, observation and our own project archive, we continiue the field research with observation and in deapth interviews with representative people and experts and mental maps in order to search different discources for the park.

Our research project for the year 2004 – 2006 was oriented towards two main directions – the Park as in- (re)-novation and functioning the Park in the network of urban places. These dominant starting points allow us to approach the city, the urban community (communities) from one more functionalist point of view. Our Romanian colleague – Petruta Mindrut and we considered the Park as a socially constructed space and as a stake of different strikes, conflicts or consensus. We found that also is a way to try to compare the Romanian and Bulgarian urban situations through the Park and by different discourses towards the Park. That comparative perspective clarifies some aspects of the urban changes. They are not always on the surface and well articulated neither by informants, nor by the official discourses.

As far as the research topic of our last-year project was the “uses” of the park, we have had already an archive of photo and short video documentation, inquiries and deep interviews and some preliminary results, this year we stressed on some specific forms of the appropriation of the different places in the park and their links with other city places and spaces, according to the daily activities of the people – Plovdiviots and “outsiders” and the festive live of the city. As far as we considered the park as a sign of Modernity, we researched it as a place, were the different new ideas and innovations were applied – not only as technical and architectural achievements but also and even more as social practices – in the different periods the Park was “more intensively lived” or “abandoned” by the city dwellers.  

2. Our research questions are? 

Was and is the Park an innovation? How the “Modernity” in its specific way “came” in the Bulgarian society throughout the creations of the parks, public gardens and green areas in the cities and how the concepts, images and policies were created during the different periods. When ‘to be a Green City’ was an important emblem for Plovdiv and for Bulgaria in general.

The second research question is: What are the functions of Park in the network of urban places and spaces? The Central urban park has a particular status among the system of the city places. Being at the end of the limits of Plovdiv in the last decades of 19th century, built on the place of abandoned Turkish cemetery, in the beginning of 21st century the Park takes place in the very center of the city, close connected with the Central square, railway Station, City Hall, main Street, the district of the foreign Consulates, Cinema and etc. The answer and analyses of that question are concentrated in the text of Lina Gergova about the park in an urban spaces network included in the report.
Concerning innovations we have divided them to historical and contemporary. Among the first one are the technical and infrastructure changes and implementing of new discoveries: the old natural lake was replaced with new modern one with ‘singing’ and colors lightened fountains took a stable place in the memories of the visitors of the park from different ages and different countries. The dark night garden became lighted even in the evenings by changing the old alley lamps with electrical lamps. The alleys itself became shaped and asphalted. All these changes and entering of the modernity with everything that it leads reflects directly on the social practices in the park: the practice of promenade in general, the evening walk in the park, visiting ‘singing’ fountains, going there to listen to the music of the city orchestra and dancing, etc. The old lake used mostly for sport activities totally changed its functions and became the most attractive (for people on all ages) place in the garden developed new practices: feeding and latching the swans, rowing the boats, enjoying the fountains, visiting the restaurant next to the lake, dancing, going to the cinema, etc. The development of those practices in stable traditions is clear expressed in the interviews:

Yes we had a tradition. During the week or in the weekends we used to go out in the evenings and… There wasn’t a television, such kind of entertainment. We used to go out, to meet there close to the City garden…

There was a meeting of our relatives, the relatives of my mother, or in the morning they had arranged a meeting in the morning and had lead us there, or family visit it in the afternoon. There was a meeting – in the City garden.









Interview - Milena Zlatkova

And there was…may be because life was calmer and the old traditions for a walk, Sunday walk, were alive.








Interview – Lina Gergova

Technical innovation that have taken place in the garden is the First movie projection  in Plovdiv. One of the most significant is the reason of creating of the garden itself – The First World Trade Exhibition. Another new event that have taken a place in the summer of the same year – 1892: from the Tsar Simeon’s garden flew for the first time a big balloon navigated by a French aeronautical Eougen Godar and Bulgarian editor of newspaper Nikola Genadiev. The copy of the archive picture of that event is available in our archive.

The first zoo in Plovdiv was established in the Central park. After an incident with one of the bears it was moved in the Park near to the rowing channel in another part of the town. It could be said that the Central garden became more ‘city’, public, official garden, and the park to that channel took the more ‘natural’ and sport/physical functions and activities as a park.  

Among the contemporary innovations we found out some initiatives, connected with the new changes in the park that are linked with the changes in the city of Plovdiv – the projects, related with creations of some new “old” memorial places – for instance the Monument of the Creator of the Park – called by Plovdiviots at the time “The Minister of Flowers” Lucien Chevalace; a project for construction of a fence of the park, some new alleys for bicycles and etc. There is an Association “Initiatives for Plovdiv” which is the author of initiative for building of a monument of creator of the park. The occasion is the 165 anniversary from birth of the Swiss park engineer. The desire of the members of association was to send a copy of the monument to the home city of Lucien Chevalace as well.

The following research continues that line – how the new ideas appeared and have been applied in/for the park, what are the social actors (civil associations, local authorities, individuals), how the ideas are promoted from and perceived by the urban community and how the ideas were realized or still in progress of realizing. One of the initiatives is already a fact and it is directed to returning to the old look of the park. The rebuilding of the peaces??? Kakvo imash predvid? on the Main squere with ground, grass, trees and flowers aims to bring back the old vision of that part of the garden. 

In the beginning the City garden starts a bit in…from the main square, exactly in front of the clock. Even there were remains from columns of the gate, big gate, through which people used to enter in the past in the City garden. There on the same line, in front of the Post office there were beautiful knolls with flowers.








Interview - Milena Zlatkova

“I participate” was the slogan put on many postcards the archive photos of the City garden in its previous look and beauty – that was another civic initiative for fundraising addressed to the park. The money gathered from selling of those postcards will be used for maintaining the good vision of the park.

“The returning to the beginning” includes the civil initiative for building a fence surrounding and grading the garden as it was at the first years of its existence.

One of the lessons from the research was that we oriented the research towards the images of the park, created by the people and as a local policy in the frame of the image making of the city of Plovdiv as an emblematic city in the context of the European integration. We found that the parks, gardens and green areas are keeping an important role. The research during the year follows that line too and we try to answer what kind of urban capital is it – a symbolical, social, historical or…?

It is difficult to follow here all the innovations and expressions for the park as a mark of modernity, the practices starting by them and all the links and consequences from that. There are just mentioned now and some details and historical premises are developed in the text of Meglena Zlatkova below.

3. Methodology
The research methods that we used were – weekly intensive participant observation in the park during different periods of the days and seasons, taking notes, photo documentation; deep interviews, semi-structured interviews and mental maps.

We also did library and archive research to provide the diachronical aspect and a historical background. Our “innovation” was that one of the students - Lina Gergova made an Internet research – we tried to provoke a discussion and to have some feedback from the Internet users, visiting an Internet site, called Plovdiv24: 

http://www.plovdiv24.com/modules.php?name=News&file=article&sid=770
http://www.plovdiv24.com/modules.php?name=Forums&file=viewtopic&t=25&start=0&sid=6b7310e10787c2b6d263df18309c13a7

The results are not representative, but a sign of the reaction and position of the young people – they are interested of the future of the park and of the history as well.


The Central park of Plovdiv has not been topic of a particular previous research. That can be said for the urban anthropology in Bulgaria too. Just in the last years, there are some articles and books in that field. Students in the frame of the ReSET program presented some of them. That’s why we had as a bibliography on that particular topic only some historical texts and memoirs. We presupposed that it won’t be so difficult to find and use some personal diaries but at that moment we still have not such kind of written sources. That lack is compensated by the autobiographical interviews that we have done with different generations.
4. Results


The results of the fieldwork are number of mental maps, very rich video visual documentation, notes of the observation, interviews and inquiries and bibliography and annotations of publications in local newspapers and magazines.


As scientific results we can list two articles that are accepted by a peer reviewed Bulgarian magazine by Meglena Zlatkova and Lina Gergova. Despite that, our research is quated in another two articles of Bulgarian authors after the public presentations of the results. In general we can say that the adventure with a research of the park we promoted a topic in urban anthropology in Bulgaria, and, thanks to Petruta Mindrut, we hope in Romania as well.

We continued the fieldwork in order to be able to follow the cycle of activities, which are more intensive in that period of the year (spring and summer). On the other hand, the tourist period starts and it will be very important to observe the encounters between “locals” and “outsiders” - each of them with their own cultural patterns. On one hand all parks in the world are similar, but, on the other, the incorporated norms of behavior and attitudes of the individuals are different. As a part of the image of the city, that could “sell” Plovdiv abroad, being near to all central urban places, the park is functioning in and because of that network of different institutions, hotels and places of entertainment, as a transitory space and etc. In the future we would like make more interviews with some representatives of the Municipality in order to have information about the new projects for the park, the subjects that will act in such kind of projects and, on the other hand to observe and question people about the perceptions of that new politics. That is one of the ways to see how the “new” is coming in the city at the beginning of 21 century and how it inherits the urban heritage and habitualised activities.

As for future plans we intend to discuss an eventual publication with Petruta Mindrut in order to try to see some tendencies of development of the urban situation of our two cities in a larger context of the contradictory trends of Europe from the beginning of 21st century. As far as we have thick description of what is going on in the last three years, we can compare that picture with the previous stages, presented in personal memories and literature using sections from the early modernity, interwar period, early and late socialism and the situation after 1989. Of course we cannot make a historical research, but such kind of sections could be helpful to clarify the results that we have from our fieldwork and research. 

5. Park and innovative practices or how the modern and new came in the city?

Meglena Zlatkova

As far as one of the research question is “ Was and is the Park an innovation?”  we tried to study how the “Modernity” in its specific way “came” in the Bulgarian society throughout the creations of the parks, public gardens and green areas in the cities and how the concepts, images and policies were created during the different periods. When ‘to be a Green City’ was an important emblem for Plovdiv and for Bulgaria in general”. What were the innovative social and cultural practices that the parks and gardens evoked in the Bulgarian cities?

Here I shall present one of the ways to approach this topic that I have analyzed in an article that is going to be published very recently in a Bulgarian peer reviewed magazine. Summarized, the article consist the following topics:

1. Central park was chosen as a public space, accessible by everyone – locals and foreigners, associated with the free time and entertainments that provides possibilities for social communication, and connected with special norms of behavior and social and cultural practices. Such kind of public spaces are shared by the urban dwellers; they are results of continuous process of interaction between people and environment and productions of common senses, feelings and local knowledge. That norms and knowledge could be inherited and incorporated by the process of socialization and life in the city.

2. The theoretical frame of the presented research is the study of the Central park in Plovdiv as a socially constructed nature in the city. As such kind of place the Park is a result of negotiations between the city dwellers and local authorities and among the urban people as well that constructs meanings, images and uses. As a public space the Park is a stake of symbolic fights and urban policies. 

3. In that sense the study of the discourses and images of the place is a study of the different urban situations in Plovdiv, forms of urban culture and visions for the city and patrimony. One of the first steps of the local governances in the new liberated Bulgarian state after 1978 is creation of public parks and gardens in the main cities. This is not just an attempt to modernize and Europeanize Ottoman cities but also it is a mark of the ongoing changes in the Bulgarian society. The current situation in Plovdiv is presented with the background of the previous capitalist and socialistic ones.

4. For that purpose the park is presented as a result of construction from above: activities of the local authorities, civil initiatives and infrastructure changes in the part Park as a patrimony of the city. The second part The Park as a patrimony of the city dwellers presents the construction of the place from bellow: analysis of the uses of the park, inhabitants in the park, appropriation of the sites, and communities around significant places.  The article is based on an ongoing field research, started in 2003.

5.1. The Park of the city
The Urban park is one of the universal marks of the modern city. By the definition, the city is that place where the division of labor and working and free time appeared with the rise of Modernity in West Europe.
From the anthropological point of view the social and cultural practices can be studied through the research of such kind of places, connected with the leisure and spending of the free time in the city. Such kind of public spaces are socially constructed and they are representative for visions of the society for its own. The investigation of parks as social spaces constructed, depicted and used for leisure and recreation contributes to the understanding of the development and experience of urban modernity in its particular case – the parks in Plovdiv and Cluj. 

An “archeology”
 of the parks, in a peculiar manner, could give the clue that links the creation of the archetypical divine garden on the Earth, mysterious or mythical place, Arcadia, a courtyard of an medieval Christian monastery or of a nobleman’s palace, a scenery for a romantic love story and to reach the public parks in the Modern times, that presents the nature in its extremely rationalized and aesthetic version and are linked with the fashionable ideas for the society at that times. The relation nature – culture (social), a man and environment are a meeting point and a crossroad of the different positions in the theoretical debate about the “nature” in the cities. 

One possible approach is to study parks and gardens as a cultural landscape – a concept, appeared in the late 19th century. The debate between cultural geography and sociology and, in particular, the Durkheimian School is directed to the interaction between the human and the environment. This relationship is based on the concept, elaborated by Souer. In his monograph (Sauer 1963) he combines both geographical and sociological approaches. He contests the statement that the culture shapes the environment and produces a “cultural landscape”. According to him the cultural landscape is a shaping of the natural environment by a particular cultural group. The culture is the agent; the natural area is the mediator and the cultural landscape is the result of that interaction (Sauer, 1963: 343).

Another line in the study of the relationship “humanized” nature – man is this one, coming from the social physiology. The relationship people-nature can be conceptualized as socially structured identities and sentiments of the people and their environment (Shotter 1986: 199). That relationship is in creation in the stream of activities and interactions between people and environment. The shared sentiments and identities arise out of “common places” and throughout shared moments from this stream of these social activities and create common competences and sensitivity. These feelings arise out of already existing circumstances. In the case with the parks and gardens that is the preliminary created and constructed physical space. 
The approaches in the study of places could be defined as stationary, where the aim is to reach cartography but not the specificity of the place and constructivist, which study the place with its meanings and images. Gell (Gell 1985) combines these two viewpoints, incompatible on the surface, and proposes an interactionist approach and highlights the meanings of the everyday life activities as orientation in the space depending on that to which extend the individual or the community are connected or not with the place. The critic of the objective approach in the studies of the space makes Pierre Bourdeau. He notes the importance of the fact that the culture sometimes is described as a “map”, it is analogy of the foreigner, who has to find his way in unknown environment and compensates the lack of the knowledge local with the practical skill to use the model in all possible ways (Bourdeau 1977: 2). 

In order to research the innovative social practices, connected with an urban place, the common feelings and knowledge of the communities and individuals, one of the most universal places in the modern city was chosen. Central park was chosen as a public space, accessible by everyone – locals and foreigners, associated with the free time and entertainments that provides possibilities for social communication, and connected with special norms of behavior and social and cultural practices. Such kind of public spaces are shared by the urban dwellers; they are results of continuous process of interaction between people and environment and productions of common senses, feelings and local knowledge. That norms and knowledge could be inherited and incorporated by the process of socialization and life in the city. The study of particular places gives opportunities to understand what the different models were in time and in the current social and cultural situation in Bulgaria. On the other side, the similar research made in Cluj-Napoca allows to compare the different cultural perceptions of the “coming of the public parks” in Bulgaria and Romania.  

For that purpose in the entire research project different levels were studied in order to research the different discourses for the park and city. Who, when and how and for what purpose (s) uses the park and why the park can be used for different causes? Despite the fact that the park is a universal symbol, it is a part from the local knowledge that is received in the process of the socialization. The different everyday practices of the different groups were studied in order to be analyzed how the social norm starts to be embodied and what are the relationships between the individuals and community (es)?


One of the main dimensions of the Park, coming from the model of the West-European Park is as a mark of modernity. The sociological line considers the public park as a particular place – result of the division of working and leisure time, coming from the division of the labor. On the other hand, anthropologically said, the Park is a metaphor of the humanized nature in the “artificial” space of the city. In Slavonic languages the ‘garden’ (gradina) and ‘the city (grad) have one and the same etymological roots.  

The attempts use to the only one viewpoint are preliminary unsuccessful because of the ambivalence of the park: it is an urban space, but not at all, it is a natural space but not naturally constructed, there are the places, appropriated by different groups and individuals, but, at the same time it belongs to all. We can continue the list with many dichotomies like these and to try to see what stays behind. What are the characteristics of that space that allows its different uses, different images and at least, how the park fits to the urban situation and urban way of life. On one hand, the park is ‘proposed’ to the local people as a physical space, ‘natural’ place, but, on the other, it is socially and symbolically constructed and fulfilled with different meanings. This “eternal” tension between the social and cultural reflects in many theories trying to answer the question what the city is – a system with different actors, a body, an organism, a mosaic structure or network of interactions.

In that sense, the study of the different discourses for the park is a study of the different urban situations and visions of urbanity. One of the first changes that appear in the cities and towns after the liberation of Bulgaria in 1978 is the creation of the public parks and gardens (Georgiev 1979). That is not just an attempt of local authorities to “make” former Ottoman cities and towns - European, but also shows the different trends in the society development.

1. Short history of the place – the green “heritage” of Plovdiv or how the park “came” into the city
The park is a gift to citizens of Plovid

By the Knyaz Ferdinand 

And their own care

The creation of the modern public gardens in Plovdiv is a part of the first urban planning and construction actions of the Temporary Russian governance in so-called Eastern Romelia
 in that time. The first Public Park and garden in Plovdiv is the garden of Knyaz Dondukov-Korsakov
. This garden becomes a legislative resource not only for new authorities but also for the town of Plovdiv as well as a new, European and modern city in opposite with its Ottoman look. Chronologically speaking, the park designing and planting of the Bulgarian cities starts from Plovdiv in the spring of 1878. The place inherits old abandoned Turkish graveyard in the Orta Mezar mahala (neighbourhood)
. In the next year a so-called Garden of the Knyaz was created around the previous Turkish konak (town-hall). The idea for that private garden was of the Knyaz Aleko Bogoridi – a governor of Plovdiv in that time, but it was open to people of Plovdiv any Thursday afternoon. In that day they combined the shopping on the market place nearby and a favorite promenade in the garden. That became a social practice, one the first, connected with the leisure time and parks and gardens. Few years later two among of the seven hills in Plovdiv were planted to avoid the summer heat in the city, according to the park designers. But according to the urban legends, because of the very sharp temperature amplitude, the stones of the hills produced very strong noise and that created a lot of mythological fearful personages and stories. All of them disappeared when the electricity came in Plovdiv and the hills were planted.
2. “The Minister of the flowers” or how the new came in the local community with a person?

Despite of the fact that the parks are considered as a common urban places and spaces, in the case of Plovdiv they are connected with a concrete person – Lucien Chevalas
. All gardens and green-design activities after the Liberation were done by him – the Garden of the Knyaz, the Dondukov’s garden, Tzar Simeon Garden, or so called by us Central Park, the parks on the hills and some others. With adoption of new green public areas, plovdivians “adopt” and new social and cultural practices came in Plovdiv thanks to one foreigner.

 
The public parks and gardens come in Plovdiv with the foreigners (even nobles are foreigners) but they become to “belong” to the local community of the people of Plovdiv very fast. As far as the one of the research question was “How the new comes in Plovdiv and how the Plovdivians accepted the changes?” One of the main hypotheses was that this is one continuous exchange and negotiations between foreigners and the local community that happens on the both on the level of urban politics and on the level of everyday practices. The short history, wrote above was necessary to provide a context of that relationship between we and others and the dialogue urban situation when the different cultural models meet each other in a place that is a central for the city nowadays. 

The public parks and gardens came to Plovdiv with the electricity, automobiles, radio, the cinema and etc. – all those changes are happening in the context of restructuring of the Bulgarian society. The adoption of the “new” happens on a symbolical level through a round of activities and negotiations, aiming to memorialize of the most important figure - Lucien Chevalas.

That case will be present more detailed, because in my view it is a representative for a more than one-century ongoing cultures dialogue between locals and others. The last civil society initiative is to create a monument of the park-designer. The interpretative framework of the research question is the procedure of memorializing of one single person in the context of the common urban heritage creation and his including in the pantheon of the important urban personages. The legitimating of the figure of Chevalas as one of the citizens of Plovdiv accomplishes in the long process of gift exchange on a real and a symbolical level between him and the community. The subjects in that gift exchange are the person, city authorities and civil associations with an accent on local memory.

The Swiss architect becomes one among the first honored citizens of Plovdiv and his “civil name” is The Minister of the Flowers or The Magician. On his turn as a “plovdivians” by origins he provides his property to the people of Plovdiv after his dead. The consecution of these generous actions of gift exchange continuous with the next step – a street was named Lusien Chevalas and thus becomes a significant part of the common urban memory. Talking about the urban memory, here should be mentioned also the presence of the image of the architect in various urban love stories, rumors and urban folklore and, on the other hand in many fiction and documental books for the urban life in Plovdiv during the first half of the 20-th century. 

Almost a century latter, the name and the personality of the park-architecture are still able to provoke a public debate and urban policy. Since 2000 in Plovdiv a plan for (re-) construction of green urban areas was approved and the care for the parks and gardens became more visible. The figure of the “Minister of flowers” is an occasion for rethinking and reevaluating of the green urban patrimony and, in particular, of the central urban park of Plovdiv. In the year of 2003, after a suggestion of a civic initiative committee
 and the city council
 provides a special place for the monument in the park. Th project of the statue is made by the sculpture Tzvjatko Siromashki and is composed by a bronze bust of Chevalas, covered by a garland of flowers, with a dove on his shoulder.  Unfortunately two years latter in the garden only a stone plaque marks the place of the future monument.
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Picture Lina Gergova

The case with Lucien Chevalas is interesting from the viewpoint of the mechanisms and integration of one foreigner in the local community of plovdivians. In the end of the 19th century he is one of the significant persons that creates the tradition of parks and gardens in Bulgaria. He brought the “new” with him and thus changed the oriental
 look, spatial organization and infrastructure of the towns and cities in the newly established Bulgarian State. The creation of these new urban spaces is connected with new social and cultural practices and a new sense for the nature in the city.

The idea for the park as a cultural landscape is near to the idea for the exhibition of the heritage, based on the concept that the nature Is more an object of aesthetic contemplation than a shearing. During the centuries, the plovdivians preferred to go in the steps of the near mountain or along the Maritza River for picnics during the summer weekends, than to visit the “museum” of the park for a walk. But after it creation, the public garden becomes very quickly a favorite place for an evening promenade or for a Sunday family walk around. The norms of the behavior in that public space are enforced by the fact that it is a central urban topic and an urban institution as well.  

3. The garden of the first Exibition of Plovdiv – the Park as an institution

Two years after the World expo in Paris that marked le fin du siècle in 1882 in Plovdiv was opened the First Bulgarian exhibition for industry and agriculture by the initiative of Grigor Nachovich and under the patronage of the Knyaz Ferdinand – the ruler of Bulgaria in that time. That action aims not just to show the achievements of the new Bulgarian state but also to legitimize Plovdiv as a modern city. For the purpose of the expo, again Lucien Chevalas was the person who designed and created the garden and the space for that expo on the place of another abandoned Turkish graveyard – “Shehidlik” - on South of Sahat Tepe (The hill with the Clock tower). Chevalas designed not only the garden but also a big artificial lake and places for the pavilions. Being in the margins of the towns, now that garden is in the very center of the city and the International fair was replaced on the other side of the Maritza river. But for the people of Plovdiv rested the best example of the park construction art – a garden with two main alleys, big and small lake, waterfalls, cascades, caves and exotic plants. Despite the fact that in the network of urban places the Tzar Simeon Garden and the International Fir are spatially separated, symbolically they still keep their links. The relationships are re-actualized from time to time with different initiatives of the International Fair, State Archive and some local civil associations as photo exhibitions, reconstructions of some objects in the park and etc. one of such type of initiatives is the project to make a copy of the fountain of a famous Italian architecture made for the Firs expo and considered as a European cultural Heritage. But as a social space, that fountain is in the very center of the High Park of Plovdiv, analyzed by Lina Gergova.
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From the viewpoint of the importance of places here is very important to study two levels of the construction of urban places and innovative practices. On one hand, they are a result of politics, but on the other, they are results of the interaction, negotiations, symbolical activities and appropriation between people and it’s environment. In the next paragraph the Park will be present from that viewpoint – how the park is constructed from the locals and foreigners and how the plovdivians constructed that physical space to their own?


During the research we discovered that the significant for the plovdivians places in the city are different that those, considered as a patrimony. The social construction of these places is also a result of their uses and a practical skill of agents that allows using the model in different manners – as Bourdeau says (Bourdeau 1977: 2).

5.2. The park of citizens

The Tzar Simeon Garden is created for the city and in there the nature is exhibit as well as the electricity, the first Bulgarian ship “Angel Kanchev” and some other technical discoveries. The threes and flowers are exotic for the Bulgarian flora as well. One year after the Expo, the Knyaz Ferdinand renames the garden as Tzar Simeon’s garden and gifts the garden to the people of Plovdiv under the only condition – they have to take care of it.

Constructed as a physical space with morphology and infrastructure (see the part Morphology of the park), very different than the existing in that time spaces, the park also is constructed also as a social space by the activities that took a place there. The fenced space supposes also new cultural practices connected with the new codification and stratification in the Bulgarian society on the edge of the centuries and the normalization of the behavior in the public spaces. The promenade in the park requires proper dress code, a dance under the sounds of the city orchestra in the Sundays afternoons, a walk, started from the garden, to the railway station and meeting the trains became a favorite practices for Plovdiviots.

In the fieldwork materials and interviews more of the informants mention the walk in the park and on the main street as one of the strongest socializing practices till today. That promenade, called korso in some neighboring countries is also a kind of institution. Another innovative social practice also started from the Public Park – going to the cinema. The first movie, projected in Plovdiv again was in the park and than the cinema-theaters; fashionable cafés and restaurants came into the city. Still some elder people remember the dancing in the garden.

As socially constructed space, the park becomes more and more fragmented and more and more activities are realized there. The uses of the park
 are not only as a walking place but also as a zoo garden
, place for sporting activities
, places for entertainment – restaurants and etc. as a common central urban place the park hosts people with destroyed homes after the earthquake in 1928, even became a place, where the town-council worked. The accessibility of the place, it’s position in the network of urban places, as well as its status quo as a public space allows to people to use it not only in the normalized way, but also as a social improvisation and innovative practices and social actions. We can make a conclusion that the higher degree of fragmentation of the places in the park leads to more opportunities for different uses and different identities, realized there. Appropriation of the spaces is linked with practices and models of behavior of the life in the city. In Plovdiv nowadays there is a specific specialization among the parks – zoo, Park for sport activities and channel for rowing, parks on the hills, protected as a green heritage and ect. On the other hand, the central park is multiplied in many other small parks and gardens in the neighborhoods.

After several reconstructions Tzar Simeon is changed not only as a physical space but also as appropriated places inside. The tendency is to make the park more artificial place – the alleys were asphalted, the lake was enlarged, singing and dancing fountains appeared in the middle of the lake, the garden was “unfenced”. The period of the socialism also changed the discourse to the park – the territory of the garden was bitted the territory of the park was bitted from the side of the new constructed central square where the manifestation and other festive activities took place. As built place park is full with many artifacts.

After the 90’s the territory was enlarge as since the interwar period and “influenced” the former center of the communist power. Many trees and a lake were built there and thus the park influx lightly in the main street – the main directions for walks in Plovdiv. 

The images of the park are always ambivalent and they are constructed both as a natural space and as an artificial one, as care for the nature but also as a strongly controlled place. In order to check the social notions and images of the park we make a research with mental maps and interviews
. The results of the preliminary analysis
 show that the most frequent image of the park is presented as infrastructure in its version as an artifact – alleys, benches and etc. – an image close to the universal image of the public garden. That model for an urban place in embodied in the everyday life experience of the people, living in the city and includes it in their routes in the network in the urban places – Central Square, railway station, Main Street. The meanings, as well as the individual experiences and memories appeared when the mental mapping is combined with an interview, which allows deeper self-reflexion to the routine activities and practices from the part of informants. Such type of orientation and space uses are embodied in the process of socialization in a certain cultural context, on one hand. On the other, the public park is kind of universal place that could be recognized such as by any foreigner. In contrast to the home, everyone could enter into the park if only behave in a proper, codified way, according to the social and cultural norm.

 Except for the nature, in the park there are a lot of artifacts such as alleys, benches, and monuments. In the years of 90’s several new masterpieces appeared in the grass areas after a sculpture plain air. But these objects remain stranger and they are mention in none of the mental maps. The most marked monuments are those, that we have called “ places of local memory” – “The bear”, “The boy and the girl”, “The Japanese with the monkey”
 . In very rare cases some other monuments of national heroes are mentioned. These results confirm the results of the participated observation, made in 2003-2004 in the different places in the park. Then the students team registrated different categories of people that visit different sites, including the monuments. The local monuments are friendly, easy to access, touchable, the children feel free to climb or decorate them. On the other hand, the distance between the other monuments of the heroes is very respectful and visitors notice them in purpose. Exactly the objects from the first group make any-park-in-the-world “our park”, “my park”, and the park of people of Plovdiv.
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The Boy and the girl

Picture Elitza Stoilova
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The Bear

Picture by Elitza Stoilova
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The Japanese with the monkey

Picture by Lina Gergova

The uses of the park are connected with its “inhabitants”
. The results of the fieldwork showed that a typology of several communities could be made – temporrary groups of people that are attached or not with a certain places – the work of Lina Gergova and Elena Odjakova – the High Park and the football fans and youth subcultures. 
* * * 
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6.  Park in an Urban Spaces Network

Lina Gergova

Hypotheses:
The Tsar Simeon Garden as an emblematic urban topos changes itself along with Plovdiv, it is included in the every day life of the city inhabitants and its meanings develop. Our
 hypotheses are that the park is an important part of urban spaces networks, may be a center in some of them, because of its central place in the city, and in these networks the park is not just a place of passing, it is a cultural and social space with its own meanings and functions. On the other hand it is a key point in the imaginary map of the Plovdivians, i.e. out of any networks the park is an important on two levels –in the memories and images for the urban way of life and shared social practices and in the level of the personal experience. 

Methods:

To prove these hypotheses we use the following methods:
· Observation of the daily activities and physical movements of the people;

· Mental maps;

· Semi-structured interviews. The key questions were:

1. How often do you pass through the Tsar Simeon Garden?
2. Are you more often pass through or go to the Tsar Simeon Garden?
3. What points near the Tsar Simeon Garden do you usually visit?
4. What is you route to reach them? 

5. Where do you live? How do you reach them?
6. Have your route and address ever been changed?
7. Drawing the map of: 
a. Plovdiv and the place of the Tsar Simeon Garden;
b. The area near the park;
c. Routes linked with the park.
8. What is your route through the park?
9. Which places in the park do you avoid?
10. Do you prefer any time of the day, week or year to pass through or visit the Tsar Simeon Garden?
We had 5 interviews with drawing of mental maps of the park and other 42 mental maps without interviews (given to us by Meglena Zlatkova). We also used the structured interviews from 2004, visual materials (many pictures and a film) from 2003-2005. Very important part of our research work was our observation of the park during the period 2004-2005. In the analysis we try to present the results not only in text but visually – with some graphics. 
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Fig. 1. The Tsar Simeon Garden and the near part of Plovdiv

Analysis: 

According to the mental maps and the interviews with different respondents Tsar Simeon Garden really takes a place in a network of urban spaces. It is necessary to notice some specificities of this network:

· Tsar Simeon Garden takes the centre place in the network – it is not somewhere on the borders – the routes of movement pass trough it, they do not finish there;

· It is a network of the walkers and the bicyclists because there are not streets passing through the park;

· The network has nothing to do with the Tsar Simeon Garden as a park or nature – it is connected with the park as a network of suitable for passing alleys;

· The routes are valid in both directions;

· The park is not an irreplaceable part of the routes – it rather stays on the most direct routes which are not always preferred – for example at night many people do not prefer to pass trough the park;

· If we consider that the rest places are also connected in a network without uniting function of the park, we can say that there are two parallel networks – on the one hand, of the walkers, travellers in the public transport and bicyclists and, in the other hand, of these people who use their own cars or taxies. The both networks are almost the same in their key points but are completely different in their routes. The suitable places for parking near to and on the borders of the Tsar Simeon Garden are very important for the second network.

The other places of the first network are:

· The Central Post Office – it is the most popular dating place in Plovdiv. People reach it through the park from the south and west part of the city. The Central Post Office is the most noticeable object on the mental maps – the respondents often draw it as a reference point before drawing the park. On the other maps this place has a function as a frame of the park – i.e. it is a border place connected spatially with the park but it is not a part of it under any circumstances.
The Central Post Office is also connected with the park in other way – two of the inhabitants’ communities – the pensioners’ ones – during the cold months move from the park to the Post Office. 

· The Central Railway Station – the Tsar Simeon Garden constantly stays on the shortest way between the Main Street and the Central Railway Station. It is obviously that not all people pass through it – only the walkers and bicyclists who come from the east and north central part of the city and from the Main Street and back. Most of them are people from the villages and towns close to Plovdiv – they go there shopping or having fun but without spending the night in Plovdiv. Sometimes they have a lunch in the park with home-cooked food – these people do not use the park in other way. 

It is important to notice that it is not the only one route between Central Railway Station and the Main Street – there is also an alternative one – down the Ivan Vazov Str. which is very attractive with its shops and cafes – very magnetic place for the mentioned group of walkers. The other people, passing between Central Railway Station and the Main Street through the park, are these who like the silence and the nature and who hurry. 

· The Universities – the University of Plovdiv and the Technical University, situated near, are also included in the network even not very noticeably because there are more suitable routes. Actually the Tsar Simeon Garden stays only on the route between the Gladstone str. and places on it and these universities.

· The Ivan Vazov Public Library – the library is also a key point in the network. As well as the Central Post Office, it is a border place for the park but not a part of it. It is not possible to reach the library by any public transport, so it is necessary for the people who go there from the Gladstone str. or Tsar Boris III Obedinitel blvd. and bus stations on them to pass trough the park – and they are the biggest part of the Plovdiv citizens. 

· The Symphony Music-bar – it is also a border place but it is inside the park. It is relatively to define a route to the bar trough the Tsar Simeon Garden because of some reasons:
· the respondents always mark the bar on the maps but rarely draw a route to it, they do not mention that they visit it;

· this bar is one of the most elite places in the city, so the biggest part of the visitors go there by their cars or taxis and the most inner point that they reach is the parking lot near to the bar.

So they move along the borders and do not go in the park.

· The Central Park Restaurant – this is also a border place in side the park but it is spatially and functionally connected with the so called Big Kinder Yard and the building of Municipal Company Gradini i Parkove. The restaurant has its own parking lot but people without cars also visit it, as well as mother with their children and friends from the kinder yards, walkers, etc. The groups of visitors are two – people with cars, who move along the borders of the park, and walkers – part of them do not pass through the park if it is not necessary for their routes. 

· The Luna-park and the Beer-fest – they are also border places and not permanent points in the network, they are rather seasonal – the Luna-park on the eve of and after the New Year’s Day, the Beer-fest – twice a year in spring and autumn. 

· Other less important points – the Trimonzium hotel, a building of the Municipality, the Army house, the Turkish Consulate, the Lucky cinema, the Evrocom TV central office, a big art gallery, etc. These places are not visited by many people and the routes to them are not only through the Tsar Simeon Garden. 

· The Main Street – it is a border point and a route in the network at the same time. 

All these places are points in other urban spaces networks, even the centre points of them – for example the Main Street is in the centre of the network of the central urban spaces or the Central Post Office and the Central Railway Station are in the centres of specific functional networks. 
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Fig. 2. The Tsar Simeon Garden in an urban spaces network

Fig. 3. The Tsar Simeon Garden in an urban spaces network and directions of movement

The Tsar Simeon Garden is also a part of other type networks. It is an end point in them – when people visit some place inside the park. More important for us are the places which are not connected with the park as nature and do not have typical park functions – these places almost are the toilets, the fountains, the parking lots and the shop in the periphery and inside of the garden. This includes the park spatially but not functionally, the park is included functionally in the routes of people who visit exactly the Tsar Simeon Garden but in this case it is not a part of any urban spaces networks.
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Fig. 4. The Tsar Simeon Garden in other networks

7. The Routes In The Park

Milena Zlatkova

Tsar Simeon Garden known as well as the City garden in Plovdiv is a kind of crossroads in the City centre. It also connects some of the biggest and most important objects – the Central Railway Station, the Central Post Office, University of Plovdiv and Technical University, the Public Library, the Army club, the Main Street.

The inhabitants:

In good weather visitors to the Garden multiply considerably – there are many people who go there specially to enjoy the “green centre” of the town. The youth, the pensioners and mothers with their children are the most usual inhabitants of the park – it is their favourite place to stay and not just to cross over through the garden.

The pensioners, especially the men, have their favourite place in the park, something like a restricted area, where they get together to communicate everyday. Their place is situated in the east side of the garden, near the Post office, and it is usually called “The Laika”.

On the other hand the elderly women prefer the benches, which line up the thorough park and mainly the alleys, divided into two parts by colourful flowerbeds.

Children, too, are among the usual visitors of the park. Led there by their mothers or grandmothers, they usually play on the special kinder yards or sometimes near or even inside the pond with the Singing fountain, when it is empty.

Young people are mostly concentrated on the benches around the Singing fountain or at the very edge of the park – near the Central Post office. 

The routes:

The stroll inside the garden depends entirely on the wishes of the walking people. Some of them prefer to walk along definite alleys, usually along these, that they are used to going over the years. Elderly inhabitants of Plovdiv consider a main alley the one that starts from the right corner of the Post office. There used to be the Gate of the City Park at that very place. Young people are used to considering the main alley the one, which starts from the small “square” with the well-known 3 fountain taps just opposite the Post office. Of course, the choice depends on personal wishes.

Other people do not have “walking plans” and they wander throughout the park – depending on the spontaneous wish or the crowds there. The Park is designed in a way, which allows choices – whether to walk along the larger alleys or to choose the smaller ones that wind aside. Both options are possible.

Avoiding certain places in the City garden is individual as well. Some of the interviewed people declared that they never go along the alley ending at the Lucky cinema, as it is “rather deserted”.
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Fig. 5. The different inhabitants’ places in Tsar Simeon Garden
Just below that place is the cave with the bear and the long distance from the central part of the garden turns it into an attractive spot for people who want loneliness in the park.

Because of these reasons crossing Tsar Simeon Garden may be considered absolutely subjectively. Different people have different preferences. Crossing the Park also depends a lot on the purpose of walking.

There are a great number of alleys in the Park. The preferences for the main, larger alleys (as far as main they can be at all) to the smaller ones, which twist round the entire park, are of almost equal number. There are no alleys to be avoided at the expense of others. Every alley is used – by different people, at different part of the day, with different purposes and reasons.

Without any question, alleys most intensively used on the east side are the ones that start from the Main Street – from the centre and the north-east corner of the Post Office, where the Gate used to be, and the alley starting at the Central Square in front of Trimonzium Hotel, on the right of the Army House. On the west side, in direction from the Central Railway Station, people prefer the alleys going round the pond with the Singing fountain. One of them parallels Ivan Vazov str. and appears as an alternative of the noisy street. On the north side there is a wide alley starting from the backside of the City Hall, to the north-east of the Central Post Office.l
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Fig. 6. The routes of movement in the Tsar Simeon Garden

***

The motifs for visiting and having some time in the City garden are quite a lot – either because of the plenty of the benches, or the children’s swings, fountain taps or the Singing fountain, maybe because of the restaurants (the famous Central park Restaurant and The Symphony Music-bar are situated on the garden’s territory) to some of the numerous monuments pleased among the magnificent trees, or why not because of the special bicycle alley or just because of the people’s desire to enjoy the greenery in the city centre.

The motifs for crossing the park are numerous, too. Plovdiv’s Central Park links some of the most significant objects of the city. The Central Railway Station, the Public Library, the House of Science and Technics, the Central Army club, the Central Post Office, the Trimonzium Hotel, the Main Street – all these objects are situated around the City garden and it is a linking centre among them. The most usual answers to the question whether there are linking objects if crossing the Park are: “From the City centre you go straight to the Railway Station”. The same is true about the movement into the opposite direction.

A great number of people, and not only Plovdiv citizens, prefer crossing the park to going along the neighbouring streets.

One of the interviewees said, “When walking down Ivan Vazov Str. I prefer entering and crossing the park to reach the Main Street to walking along the street and crossing the Central Square”. Thus people avoid busy and noisy streets to replace them with the calmness of the garden greenery and bird singing.

Motifs do not matter. The City Park never stays away from Plovdiv’s life and it is one of the most preferable places for Plovdivians as well as visitors to the city. One of the interviewees says: “In any case, here especially is the place we like most, because it is the City centre after all”.

ANEX 1.

The Relation   “ Public – Private “

Elitza Stoilova

The public place is not defined once for all but, on the contrary, makes the object of a permanent construction by means of the interactions which bring together people whit different identities in a place of free access.

The Central Urban Park of Plovdiv is a typically city space but it has its own specific functions and specific uses. It is a specific public space as far as it allows each public individual a free access. The public individuals we define as inhabitants of the park or actors who have the sense [or acquaintance] of the proper uses of this space. On the one hand this space is separated from the other city spaces (for example the central city square, the Main Street, the buildings of the institutions) and on the other hand – it alone settles “invisible” boundaries, whose function is to mark the definite sites as playgrounds, fountains, gardens, alleys, lakes, dog area as well as pavilions, cafes and restaurants. It is important to accent on the one hand the main function of the Park – filling the leisure time (in opposition of the working time), and on the other hand – the figures corresponding to this free time. 

The Park is a space where the natural and the social correlates in a way, which the individuals accept as given. It is not necessary to separate the one from the other. If they do this, they will lose the magic of being within the boundaries of the city and at the same time beyond them. The Park is a zone of the incessant link between the individuals and the nature out of the town, between them and the city itself. This relation is implied in the free time activities – meetings, conversations, dates, walks, relaxation, games etc. 

On the one hand the Park is an open space. This concerns the fact that the different seasons affect this space, moreover, the changing of day and night also affects it. Our observations showed that the “rush-hour” of using this space and being in there is the day rather than the night, and the visits are mostly during the summer and the spring rather than the winter. On the other hand,  it is open in the meaning of the free access (considered as a principle, not as a practice in fact). The free access as a principle means most generally that everyone is allowed without a requirement of ritual or legitimating his/her personality (as showing an identity card for instance). 

Originally the free access for anyone at any time is guaranteed, but in fact this is not the situation we have in reality. There are ‘shoved out’ individuals whose presence is sanctioned. These are the so-called ‘deviating’ or ‘departures from the public norm’ individuals such as prostitutes, drug addicts, beggars, homeless, thieves etc. They are sanctioned by the anonymous public look, which belongs to everyone and to no one, so everyone is in the meaning of every citizen using the space of the Park properly according to the norm. At the same time, the divagations are sanctioned by the representatives of particular institutions (police officers, county guards). The space of the Park is normed and normative as well, and here it does not make any exception from the rest of the city spaces.
Lake a public space, on of the most important function of the park is social control, meaning improved civility (do not go taught the grass, do not make sex in the park, do not go in the park whit dogs), socialization into norms and values of the society, cultivate tastes (arranging trees and flowers).

These uses are supposed by the public norm. The norm itself has the function to make the social beings, our actors, to submit to its ‘rules’ out of question. That is because they exist in their everyday attitude rather than the critical one. The individuals have incorporated the ‘rules’. The meaning of the term ‘rules’ that we consider comes to the point of a behavior that the actors accept as usual, normal. Originally the free access for anyone at any time is guaranteed, but in fact this is not the situation we have in reality. There are ‘shoved out’ individuals whose presence is sanctioned. These are the so-called ‘deviating’ or ‘departures from the public norm’ individuals such as prostitutes, drug addicts, beggars, homeless, thieves etc. They are sanctioned by the anonymous public look, which belongs to everyone and to no one, so everyone is in the meaning of every citizen using the space of the Park properly according to the norm. At the same time, the divagations are sanctioned by the representatives of particular institutions (police officers, county guards). The space of the Park is normed and normative as well, and here it does not make any exception from the rest of the city public spaces. The Central Urban Park becomes one very strongly controlled urban space. There is a special firm, so called Municipal Services that take care of the order in the Park and sanctions the exclusions. 

According to the usages of the Park it is also divided in another principle: hidden (private) – public (visible, open ). The space is used either to provide publicity or to hide visitors actions from the sanctioning public look (for example the couples). Other characterizations contribute to the choice of space in the Park. The visitor’s emotional attachment to a specific place or simply the esthetic preferences to a specific place have an important role. The Park is individually used. These uses are strongly connected with the publicity and even then they are projections of particular private visions of this space – as far as it is a place for free appearance, free manifestation. 

The attempts use to the only one viewpoint are preliminary unsuccessful because of the ambivalence of the park: it is an urban space, but not at all, it is a natural space but not naturally constructed, there are the places, appropriated by different groups and individuals, but, at the same time it belongs to all. It is a place, codified by rule, but which provides opportunities for different “uses”.
As each public space, the Park itself is divided into several different areas. They are being defined by the way they are used and by the people who use it. The Park should not be considered as a united space because it integrates some different sub-spaces: playgrounds for children, gardens, alleys, places for dogs, etc. Each of them has a specific usage given by the visitors. But there are also places in the Park, which develop as marginalized spaces to which already a specific usage is attached (for example children playgrounds and High Park).

The analysis of the interviews with the people who use the Park shows contrasts in their answers and indicates that usually the Park has contradictory usages. Different individuals present during the different hours of the day and they use the Park in different ways. This leads to a variety of rationalizations of the space according to its usage. On one hand, the Park is considered as a place for rest, relaxation and escape from the noise and the stress of the city but on the other hand, it is a place for sport and social contacts where children are permitted to be loud and noisy. All these different needs that take people to the Park bring the question about the social conflicts in it. As a public space it is controlled and observed all the time. Or at least it is supposed to be. Here is the whole ‘system of visibility’ – the lamps, the searchlights, even the torches of the guards patrolling at night. In the Central Park it is impossible to exist places that are not showed, hidden places because they could concentrate the mentioned ‘deviating individuals’.

The social conflicts are actually symbolical fights for distribution of territory and for defending already “conquered” spaces. There may be seen the traditional conflict between the generations. But as I already mentioned these are actions of symbolical “violence” which does not grow into a direct confrontation. This is achieved through dividing of the space. The pensioners “appropriate” High Park and the young people “appropriate” the space near the Symphony and the border area between the park and the central square. Spatially the Symphony and High Park are situated in the two opposite parts of the park. 

The positions of pensioners are much stronger in their space. High Park is already symbolically charged as a place for pensioners’ meetings. And even more – this is a strictly male society with its own principles of initiation and interests. It has its charismatic leaders and strictly codified principles of communication. I will not make a detailed analysis here because it presents in the work of Lina Gergova. She specifies that they determine this place as “reserved” only for them. It is a strong feeling of owning the place although it is public and belongs to everybody. But the fact that the other visitors of the Park avoid this space shows that they symbolically admit the domination of the pensioners who have a constant presence there.    

The spatially opposite part of the Park – the Symphony (“The Singing Fountains”) – is a symbolic opposition of High Park as well. The young (for example students who go there after school to smoke, to meet their friends, or to play heck; couples and so on) prefer this place. This space however is not so strongly delimited and closed only for young people. They dominate there but do not determine this space as strictly theirs. In the rest of the space, unoccupied by them, they can live together with older people, parents with children and pairs of lovers. 

But not all visitors of the Park go there to be seen like the youths and the pensioners do (who debate loud and want to be heard). High Park and the space round the fountains are situated in a way that everybody can see them from everywhere.  

There are places in the Park, which are used as secret spaces. These are alleys where less people pass, hidden benches, the space near the statue of bear etc. Mainly the couples use them as a space of intimacy and by visitors who want to be alone for a while and to escape from the busy city. 

Another space that is strictly differentiated and has regular visitors is the children playgrounds. This is the only place which is made especially for these particular visitors – the children and the adults who accompany them. Regular visitors here are the young mothers with their children and that fact determines this group as dominantly female. This is another specific social group. These visitors are here almost every day and that is why they manage to create close relationships. However there is no tension between the regular visitors and those who visit the Park rarely. This group characterize with a constant exchange of information about children rising. The social contacts in this group are demanded and easily feasible. This group is not aggressively disposed towards the other people who want to share the playground but usually the noise from the children makes people avoid this place. 

The Central Urban Park is individually used. These uses are strongly connected with the publicity and even then they are projections of particular private visions of this space – as far as it is a place for free appearance, free manifestation. 

The uses are supposed by the public norm. The norm itself has the function to make the social beings, our actors, to submit to its ‘rules’ out of question. That is because they exist in their everyday attitude rather than the critical one. The individuals have incorporated the ‘rules’. The meaning of the term ‘rules’ that we consider comes to the point of a behavior that the actors accept as usual, normal. 

There a lot of things that are forbidden for such kind of central public space as drugs, alcohol, aggression, sex   etc. The inhabitants act as in a public space and at the same time as in a private space, but this is not a controversy. Unless the actors “cross the line”, which means the normal limits of the way they act being normal citizens. And as we mentioned above, the limits of the normal acting/normal action are defined through the public norm. Here is our outlook about the constituted ‘degrees of the action’. The behaviors are considered through degrees of ‘normality’, ‘permission’, ‘proper using’ – what is ‘normal’, ‘permitted’ and ‘proper’ in the public sphere. 

Here are two examples: if a love couple sits on a bench and the partners are kissing each other, this action includes the both actors in the normative orders outspread through the Park, which are constructive elements. But it does not concern partners having sex on the bench there. Or, as you could notice on one of the pictures – the woman on the playground who is taking off her sock – this is absolutely allowed action, but if she takes off all her clothes, in this (public) space this action would be understood as breaking the “rules” of the normal practice, i.e. as breaking the order. There are many examples like these two and they point at the ‘degree of allowance of the penetration of the private (intimate) into the public’ – interweaving which are possible in the boundaries of the Park only as far as they are realized in the normal degrees.

In conclusion the Park is a transparent and free access space: transparent and free because the “eye” of the power, because of the artificial lights on one hand and - of the public norm, on the other. 

The park from anthropological point of view is an ambivalent space. The interrelations between social, cultural and natural always put the stress on the tension and dominations of different concepts and perceptions for the park – more as a nature or as more as an artifact. An artifact as the city is or nature as the men see it – aesthetic.

**** 

The conclusions of the research are:

· The Central Urban Park becomes one very strongly controlled urban space. There is a special firm, so called Municipal Security Services that take care of the order in the Park and sanctions the exclusions.

· The politics towards the park aims to convert that stake from symbolical to economical capitals.

· During the years, the local politics for the park create social practices and norms of behavior.

· The everyday activities in the park and the individual discourses for the park are different than the official. In the everyday logic, the park exists and has to be appropriate.

· The Central Park in Plovdiv is alive, because it is a central urban place, easily accessible, on one hand, and because of the groups and subcultures that appropriate its places. Everybody has his/her own park – the park of the childhood is different than the park of the mother and fatherhood and/or the park of the pensioners. Being a common space the park is separated by tensions between its inhabitants - a strike for the physically appropriation of the benches, for an instance, and or tensions between the permanent inhabitants and temporal visitors. From that point we can say that the park is a fragmented space. The only Discourse is multiplied and in the park different identities can co-exist.

· The “appropriation” of the space of the park is happening on different levels and behind of its “democratic and egalitarian” status quo - there are many hierarchies inside. That idea is implied in the discussion whether the park should be fenced with paid entrance or the stay in the current stage.

· In the last two years in Plovdiv the care of the Park from the side of the local authorities is very strong and it is not only in that case. All older parks and small gardens were revived and some new were created but this time not only because of the will of the citizents but also because of some social programs of the Social Ministry to employ people and to create jobs.

· The politics towards the Parks are also a mark of the civil society that has to be created in Bulgaria – some new improvements were done there because of such kind of initiatives of the civil associations.

· The Park is more and more considered as an urban patrimony and some new memorial places and monuments appeared there and some old were restored and exposed.
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� Berger, Peter, Thomas Luchkman 1966: the Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge. New York: Anchor Books.





� In May 2004  ‘Locomotive Plovdiv’ won the National cup and now they are the champions of Bulgaria.


� Laika – the name of a herb (comomile) and of a dog breed; Laikuchka – the dialect analog of Laika


� Laya – in Bulgarian it means bark


� Tsarsimeonova gradina – Garden of Czar Simeon


� Gradska gradina – City Garden


� S. Shauma (1995) makes a detailed review of the parks and gardens.


� After the Contract signed in Berlin in 1978 with which contemporary Bulgaria was separated on two states – the Kingdom of Bulgaria on North of the Balkan Mountain and Eastern Romelia on South. Plovdiv was a capital city till the union of Bulgaria in 1985.


� Knyaz Dondukov-Korssakov – a Russian officer, the first governor of Plovdiv just after the Liberation of Bulgaria in 1878. Till then the only urban gardens in the Ottoman city were private small gardens around the houses, and the plovidviots used to go ‘in the nature’ along the river or in the near Rhodopa Mountain.





� In that neighbourhood the biggest open market place in Plovdiv took place any Thursday. It exists nowadays. It still keeps the name Thursday market, despite of the fact that the market is a permanent during all the week. There were and still are several market places in Plovdiv taking the names of the days of the week. Now they are still functioning as Monday market, Saturday market and etc.


� The architect, invited by the Knyaz Dondukov-Korssakov to create first public gardens in Plovdiv. Before the Bulgarian Liberation he worked in Istanbul as a personal architect of the sultan of the Ottoman Empire. He was born in Switzerland, educated in Paris and the author of some of the best gardens in Europe in that time. He came in Plovdiv in 1979 and stayed here for 41 years till his dead.





� The Association “Initiatives for Plovdiv” provided the most of the money for the construction of the monument of Lusien Chevalas.


� Dessision N 382 from 10.  07. 2003 for the creation of a sculpture composition in the Tzar Simeon Garden.


� By “oriental” here I mean that type of urbanity, created by the administration of the Ottoman Empire. For that type of Balkan town see more in Todorov 1972 and Velchev 2005.


� The uses of the park were studied during the first year of the research and they are presented In the Powerpoint Presentation 2004.


� For several years there was a zoo place in the garden, but after an unhappy accident with bears, a new zoo park was created in another place in the city. But the case with bears became a part of the local urban folklore and produced urban legends. In our records we have several versions and viewpoints.


� During the interwar period a canoe-kayak championship was realised there and in the winters it was used for skating. 


� As a methodology for a research of places and spaces by mental maps we used Lagopolus and Boklund 2003.


� Lina Gergova and Milena Zlatkova made a detailed analysis of the mental maps. Full versions of their reports are included in the report. 


� Informants give all used here nominations.


�With “inhabitants” here are nominated different types and groups of people, visiting the park and attached or not to different sites, realising different social identities.  


� We worked in a team with Milena Zlatkova.
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