The Central Park of Cluj. 
Place-making and place-consuming practices

in an urban setting

Constructing places. The (re)production of space. The public space as political space

Since Henri Lefebvre’s influential La production de l’espace, the idea that places are socially and culturally constructed has become conventional knowledge in fields such as post-modern human geography, environmental psychology and last but not least urban anthropology. Basically, Lefebvre argues that “the (social) space is a (social) product”
. It follows from here that each society produces a space of its own, a hypothesis which implies the possibility of reading the specificity of space-production across cultures (Mihali, 2001: 186). As Lefebvre contends, “the spatial practice of a society secretes that society’s space: it propounds and presupposes it, in a dialectical interaction; it produces it slowly and surely as it masters and appropriates it. From the analytic standpoint, the spatial practice of a society is revealed through the deciphering of its space” (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 140).

Patricia A. Stokowski emphasizes that “places are more than simply geographic sites with definitive physical and textual characteristics - places are also fluid, changeable, dynamic contexts of social interaction and memory” (Stokowski, 2002: 369). As Dear and Flusty state, “as society evolves, so does its geographical expression; but, by the same token, the material form itself has repercussions for the social forces that shape it” (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 2). Moreover, “the power of place is not only in its aesthetic or behavioural possibilities, or its iconic status, but in its ability to connect people in society, encourage development of personal and social identities, and reinforce socio-cultural meanings. These are fundamental qualities of community” (Stokowski, 2002: 369).

Places are thus interconnected with identities. “The social processes of place creation reinforce individual identities and shape and support collective identities” (Stokowski, 2002: 369). According to E. Relph
, “the relationship between community and place is indeed a very powerful one in which each reinforces the identity of the other, and in which the landscape is very much an expression of communally held beliefs and values and of interpersonal involvements” (Stokowski, 2002: 369). David Harvey emphasizes “the centrality of spatial constructs in the negotiation of social interaction. The signalling of all kinds of social meanings through spatial and temporal organization is a focal concern. The organization of space can be read as a ‘text’ – it ‘talks about’ and ‘works over’ states of affairs which, while being imaginary, are nevertheless real in their consequences” (Ryan, 1994: 36).
Space and place are created. As such, “each effort to create place becomes an elaboration of the beliefs and values of some collection of people, expressed and fostered in their promotion of a preferred reality” (Stokowski, 2002: 374). “Spatial and temporal practices are not neutral from a social point of view. They are always the expression of a class or other social container and are more than often the target of an intense social struggle” (Harvey, 2002: 247). 

According to Cresswell
, places “structure a normative landscape – the way in which ideas about what is right, just and appropriate are transmitted across people. But value and meaning are not inherent in any space or place – indeed they must be created, reproduced and defended from heresy” (Stokowski, 2002: 374). So, a place must be constantly produced, i. e. inscribed with values, imagined, designed, and shaped. And all these processes take place in a social context, having space as a stake.

So, places are very different in their physical appearance and their symbolic value. The latter influences heavily the former. Places reflect the values, ideas, reality of their designers. As such, they have the quality of strengthening these values and of supporting the collective identity built upon them. Places have the power to coalesce and maintain a community. They are not only mediums of social and collective memory, but also contexts of social interactions. Not all groups of people share the same values and reality. So, places become a stake of symbolic (and sometimes physical) appropriation, as Grafmeyer develops. 
Expressing per excellentiam the essence of the city, the public space is seen as problematic in as much as “it is not defined once and for all but, on the contrary, makes the object of a permanent construction by means of the interactions which bring together people with different identities in a place of free access”. Thus, it becomes a “decisive stake for different forces which perform in the sense of a segregation of the social groups, a confrontation of communities or a separation of the sexes”. The conclusion is that “the question of the public space is also a political one” (Grafmeyer, 2000: 95-96).

Places can be fluid, but never innocent settings. Places are political. In this respect, Soja
 argues that “we must be insistently aware of how space can be made to hide consequences from us, how relations of power and discipline are inscribed into apparently innocent spatiality of social life, how human geographies become filled with politics and ideology” (Stokowski, 2002: 369).

Place-identity and behaviour
Social relations are constituted, constrained by and mediated through space. The consequent landscapes may be said to be a product of the sociospatial dialectics (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 3). Focusing mainly on the affective meanings and emotional ties that characterise the relation between people and places, environmental psychology develops interesting theories concerning the mutual relationships between people and place, in terms of place creating and ascribing a certain order of space.
In his book “The Psychology of Place” (1977), Canter proposes a definition of place, as “the intersection and/or association among three constituent elements: actions, conceptions and the physical environment”. Another author, Relph, discusses the definition of place in similar terms, namely “the identity of a place is comprised of three interrelated components, each irreducible to the other - physical features or appearance, observable activities and functions, and meanings or symbols”. Later on, in another book, Relph thoroughly develops this definition: “a place is a whole phenomenon, consisting of the three intertwined elements of a specific landscape, with both built and natural elements, a pattern of social activities that should be adapted to the advantages or virtues of a particular location and a set of personal and shared meanings” (in Groat, 1995: 33).

The correspondence between the two definitions, Canter’s and Relph’s, points, as Groat argues, to the effect that these “may serve to integrate both the phenomenological and empirical approaches in environmental psychology” (in Groat, 1995: 33). The theory of place developed out of these perspectives contends that “people carrying out activities in a place are not only physically present in such places but by doing so actually ‘construct’ these places, both in the psychological and the physic-spatial sense” (Groat, 1995: 5).

Starting of with the premise that “the development of self-identity is not restricted to making distinctions between oneself and significant others, but extends with no less importance to objects and things, and the very spaces and places in which they are found”, Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff introduce the concept of “place-identity” (in Groat, 1995: 87). Thus, the concept refers to 

a sub-structure of the self-identity of the person consisting of, broadly conceived, cognitions about the physical world in which the individual lives. These cognitions represent memories, ideas, feelings, attitudes, values, preferences, meanings, and conceptions of behaviour and experience which relate to the variety and complexity of psychical settings that define the day-to-day existence of every human being. At the core of such environment-related cognitions is the ‘environmental past’ of the person; a past consisting of places, spaces and their properties which have served instrumentally in the satisfaction of the person’s biological, psychological, social and cultural needs (in Groat, 1995: 89).

The place-identity, as developed by Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, encloses not only personal experiences with a place, but is also subject to different cognitive processes (memories, interpretations, fantasies, own or others’). The individual is not always aware of the variety of these cognitions that influence his/her response to the experience of a place. “This ‘not in awareness’ property of place-identity insofar as its content and influence are concerned is an important and significant feature of its role in shaping the behaviour and experience of the person in given physical settings” (in Groat, 1995: 93). Moreover, “interwoven into these [cognitive] clusters are the social definitions of these settings which consist of the norms, behaviours, rules and regulations that are inherent in the use of these places and spaces. […] However ‘physical’ or objectively real these settings, they are inextricably tied to the social and cultural existence of a group, as expressed by its valued activities, interpersonal relationships, and individual and group role functions” (in Groat, 1995: 94).

Place-identity also has a definite function in influencing our experiences with the environment. As the authors put it, “it serves as a cognitive backdrop, or perhaps better said, as physical environment ‘data base’ against which every physical setting experience can be ‘experienced’ and responded to in some way” (in Groat, 1995: 96).

Also, a physical setting entails certain activities to be performed in it and forbids or discourages others. As such, place-identity is “the source of meaning for a given setting by virtue of relevant cognitive clusters that indicate what should happen in it, what the setting is supposed to be like, and how the individual and others are supposed to behave in it. These groups of cognitions serve as an ever-present background system of meaning of spaces and places which enables the person not only to recognize a setting but to understand its intended purposes and activities in relation to its design and other substantive properties” (in Groat, 1995: 97). 

In short, these particular functions of place-identity “provide a basis for ‘diagnosing’ the nature, value and relevancy of a physical setting” (in Groat, 1995: 97). 

In the end, what this concept takes us to is the idea that “there is not one, but rather a variety of urban-identities, that is, a variety of ways that individual feels a sense of belonging and identification with an urban way of life whether a specific city or urban settings generally. The differences among these identities lie in the complex of social roles that not only distinguish what individuals do, believe, and think, but also in the specific pattern of cognitions of places, environment skills, and person/physical setting relationships that underlie the place-identity of the person” (in Groat, 1995: 111). 

Another author, C. Cooper, postulates a “dynamic relationship between a person and the physical environment in which the person creates an environment that reveals the nature of the self, and the environment in turn gives information back to the persons thus reinforcing self-identity and perhaps changing the person in some way” (in Groat, 1995: 91). 

Other authors, such as Randy L. Genereux, Lawrence M. Ward and James A. Russell, emphasise the idea of behaviour as a significant component of the meaning attributed to a place: “deciding to go somewhere typically presupposes some idea about what one can do there”, in other words, “the behaviour constitutes a ‘reason-for-going’ to the place” (in Groat, 1995: 43, 44). It is not always about actually occurring behaviour, but “the suitability for that behaviour may carry certain undertones that make the place either more or less alluring” (in Groat, 1995: 54). We should also mention that usually people would select places with many behavioural associations, for the sake of having more alternatives and possibilities in case the original planned behaviour is not accessible. 

As concerns the actual “experience” of the city, the study of M. Bonnes et al. argues for “configuring the city-place as a ‘multi-place system’ whose characteristics may be explained in terms of the various types of resident-urban place interdependence as defined on the basis of both the type of ‘urban pragmatics’ of experienced and of the socio-cultural characteristics of the residents involved” (in Groat, 1995: 60). The concept of ‘urban pragmatics’ aims at emphasising “the purposive and organized character, particularly in the inter-place sense, that the individual activities have in the socio-physical environment in general and in the urban environment in particular” (in Groat, 1995: 59). 

James Donald has cautioned us that “the city-as-text analogy is comparatively weak, however, when it comes to identifying and understanding the economic and political forces that determine the shape and rhythms of the city. It also risks underplaying the multi-layered and often contradictory texture of the city, and overemphasising the interpretive role at the expense of the agency of urban experience” (Donald, 1992: 458). Consequently, we might as well consider urban places as environments of social interactions, governed as such by rules and norms, and also by the working of other (political, economic, cultural) forces. 

This idea works together with Lefebvre’s insistence that “we experience the city less as a novel or even as an image than as the embodiment of possibilities and prohibitions” (Donald, 1992: 458).

Rather than signs, what one encounters (in urban space) are directions – multifarious and overlapping instructions. If there is indeed text, inscription or writing to be found here, it is in a context of conventions, intentions and order (in the sense of social order versus social disorder). That space signifies is incontestable. But what it signifies is dos and don’ts   - and this brings us back to power. … Activity in space is restricted by that space; space ‘decides’ what activity may occur, but even this ‘decision’ has limits placed upon it. Space lays down the law because it implies a certain order – and hence also a certain disorder (just as what may be seen defines what is obscene) (Donald, 1992: 458)
.

Jonathan Raban argues for a dual vision on the city: hard and soft. After the very first contact with the hard city (buildings, architecture, streets), “the city goes soft; it awaits the imprint of an identity. For better or worse, it invites you to remake it, to consolidate it into a shape you can live in; you, too. Decide who you are, and the city will again assume a fixed form around you. Decide what it is, and your own identity will be revealed” (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 216). According to Raban’s theory of hard and softy city, every inhabitant in a city fills in the form of the city, its space, with their own meaning and subjectivity. Thus, “every urbanite intervenes in the body of the hard city itself, by travelling certain routes and not others, or by putting built spaces to new uses. In innumerable small ways, these actions in turn remodel the material of the hard city itself. Thus, soft cities become hard, and people do not reside within the city so much as comprise it” (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 363).

This brings us back to the way each participant (“consumer”, if you like) in urban space creates a kind of personal semiotics of it, as a means of symbolically appropriating the space. According to de Certeau, “when we walk the city streets, we are engaged in ‘illegible’ improvisations. It is like using language. In both cases, we operate within a constraining structure – the streets and buildings of the city on the one hand, grammar on the other – but we adapt it to our own creative purposes. Such negotiations produce a different space. This is not the physical environment manipulated by social administrators, but a symbolic order. It is not a representation of space, but a representational space” (Donald, 1992: 436)
. In other words, “by tracing the operations of walking, naming, narrating, and remembering the city, de Certeau develops a theory of lived space in which spatial practices elude the discipline of urban planning” (Low, 1999: 113).

The city and the space of the city
But what is a city, after all? According to James Donald, “the city designates the space produced by the interaction of historically and geographically specific institutions, social relations of production and reproduction, practices of government, forms and media of communication, and so forth. By calling this diversity ‘the city’, we ascribe to it a coherence or integrity. The city, then, is above all a representation” (Donald, 1992: 422). In analogy with Benedict Anderson’s metaphor of the nation as an ‘imagined community’, Donald argues that “the city constitutes an imagined environment. What is involved in that imagining - the discourses, symbols, metaphors and fantasies through which we ascribe meaning to the modern experience of urban living – is as important a topic for the social sciences as the material determinants of the physical environment” (Donald, 1992: 422).

The author emphasises above anything the idea of the meaning of the city. “Both planners and people, I suggest, make sense of the city as if it were a text to be read in a ‘quest for urban legibility’
”. But this ‘urban legibility’ in no way presupposes shared significances. “However much planners have tried to impose a single, definitive meaning to be found beneath all its interactions and social relations, the city – like a novel or poem - remains open to many competing interpretations” (Donald, 1992: 423). 

The declared interest of the author is to “discover how certain forms of analysis, discourses about the city, become authoritative, and to identify moments at which their authority is undermined and new paradigms of representations and interpretation emerge” (Donald, 1992: 423). In short, he tries to sketch a history of the ideas and visions that undermined the understanding of the city in time, beginning with the nineteenth century.

This project starts off with the premise that “metaphors and analogies are ways of reducing the infinite complexity of urban social relations to intellectually manageable proportions. By representing the city as an organism or a machine, we provide ourselves with a model of how it works, and how its various parts fit together” (Donald, 1992: 451). But the author cautions us that these images and metaphors are but “means by which we make that historically produced and increasingly unrepresentable urban space intelligible and psychically negotiable” (Donald, 1992: 452). There is always a certain “reality” of the city that escapes the mental patterns devised to render it intelligible.

Moreover, “the use of urban metaphors often reveals not only political presuppositions and a calculated utopianism, but also unconscious fantasies about purity, order and what constitutes the good life” (Donald, 1992: 451). In other words, the visions about what the city is, what it means, how it functions, are almost always suffused in the prevailing social-political discourse of the time.

Considering the case of nineteenth century, the organic and mechanical metaphors were the ones that structured the emerging urban discourse and decisively influenced the thinking of urban planers. Social problems, set against the background of the city, were envisioned either as a disease in the social-political body (see the ‘problems’ of prostitution, hygiene, reproduction, overcrowding etc. that afflicted especially the working class, in the eyes of the Victorian planners and thinkers), either as a flaw affecting the regular functioning of a machine. Most urban planners and thinkers were dreaming of a pure and sane society in a safe and rational, i.e. controllable urban environment. The basic premise consisted in the possibility of a rational understanding of the city and urban life with all inherent ‘inconveniences’ and flaws. Certainly, the solutions to the latter were to be found through rational thinking only.

Nevertheless, in spite of good intentions, these rational planning and structuring of the city landscape that heavily informed the design of urban policies did have unforeseen consequences. The city space was not entirely amenable to control, and grasping the urban experience sometimes entailed more than the instruments of reason. As Donald makes the point, “on the one hand, planners attempted to reorganize and regularize space in order to manage the conduct and welfare of a potentially insurrectionary urban population. On the other hand, flâneurs, artists and anonymous but inventive crowds were devising ways of reading these social constructs as a comic parade or a hellish dream-world. On the one hand, modernizers sought to impose the rationality of the ‘concept city’ on urban life: on the other, modernists developed an expressive aesthetic which systematically re-enchanted it” (Donald, 1992: 223).  

Urban development and space-constructing in modernity

  Drawing on S. Kern’s insight upon the shifts concerning time and space in modernity, R. Robertson considers the period of 1880-1918 to be an extremely relevant one in this respect: “it was in this period that ‘the world’ became locked into a particular form of a strong shift to unicity”. Kern particularly mentions a “standardization of time-space that was inevitably both universal and particular: world time organized in terms of particularistic space, in a sense the coordination of objectiveness and subjectiveness. In other words, homogenization went hand in hand with heterogenization” (Robertson, 1995: 36).

On the other hand, in theorizing modernity, most authors emphasize that “modernization brings forth the permanent dismantling of spatial and temporal rhythms, and modernism assumes as one of its main missions the production of new significations for space and time in a world of ephemeris and fragmentation” (Harvey, 2002: 221). 
As a consequence, one could talk about a (re)signification of space in modernity as a reply to an ever-growing feeling of fragmentation and instability. But this process, concerning a new envisioning of space, is very much subjected to an impetus towards homogeneity, related to certain readings of modernity (not necessarily similar). 
The unprecedented blossoming of urban life and the passionate debates brought forth by this development - involving politicians, architects, artists, urban planners as well as members of the old aristocracy and of the new bourgeoisie - constitute one of the most interesting chapters of modernity. The story of urban development shows how cultural ideas of an epoch work and intersect with each other, in a (more or less) larger socio-political context. Moreover, urban development reflects not only the conflicting views of those sustaining “modernity” in all its manifestations and those opposing it, but also the conflicts between different social groups or - newly born - social classes. 

This phenomenon is best illustrated by the debate that marked the modern urban planning and development in XIX century Vienna. Two architects, Camillo Sitte and Otto Wagner, stand for the argument over two conflicting visions of modernity: utility versus pleasure, individual versus community, rationality versus aesthetics. This debate has deeply influenced thinking about the city and its development at the turn of the century.

Pleading for a “communitarian vision” and for humanizing the urban space, Camillo Sitte starts with the premise that “every city should be built in such a way as to offer its citizens, at the same time, safety and happiness. In order to fulfil this aim, building a city is not, in the end, just a matter of technique, but an aesthetic one, in the noblest sense of the word”
 (Schorske, 1998: 61).  In what way is this “communitarian vision” to be fulfilled? “The bulk of the city buildings can be dedicated to social activities, and here the city would present itself in working cloths. Those few main streets and squares, though, must show themselves in Sunday cloths – to the great enjoyment and pride of inhabitants, inspiring a feeling of belonging (Heimatsgefühl) and growing noble and great feelings in the young”
 (Schorske, 1998: 70). The model to follow is that of the old medieval cities. 

Sitte promotes a “cultural urbanism” as opposed to utilitarianism and inorganic technologic development. His adversary, Otto Wagner, on the other hand, thinks that urban expansion is, no doubt, a “psychological necessity”. Advocate of utilitarian rationalism, he constructs his innovative ideas about the archaeology of the modern city on the dictum that “artis sola domina necessitas” (necessity is the sole master of art). The role of art in urbanism is that of “adjusting the image of the city to the appearance of contemporary individual”
 (Schorske, 1998: 95). 

In the end, what was a passionate debate in the nineteenth century gave birth to an amalgamation of ideas and visions in the next century, making the dream of pure forms mere utopias. As James Donald pertinently argues, “the old explanatory metaphors had been rearticulated as architectural and urban aesthetics. They no longer merely provided a guide to reading the city, but principles for redesigning it. The competing claims to authority of the nostalgic and progressive models were now based on assumptions about how the urban environment affects people’s psychic well-being. Elements from the organic and mechanical metaphors were still very much in play. But the city had also become a work of art and a human laboratory” (Donald, 1992: 444).

In conclusion, “the city is an imagined environment. It is an environment shaped by the interactions of practices, events and relationships so complex that they cannot easily be visualised.  That may be why it is imagined in metaphors (the diseased city, the city as machine) animated by myth, and peopled by symbols such as the flâneur, the prostitute, the migrant, the mugger” (Donald, 1992: 457).

The prevailing metaphors of the nineteenth century did influence not only urban planners and philosophers of the time, but have also had a considerable impact on thinking about the city at the beginning of the twentieth century. Defining the city back in 1925 as “a state of mind, a body of customs and traditions and of the organized attitudes and sentiments that inhere in these customs and are transmitted with this tradition” (Park, 1925: 1), Robert E. Park made the body-city metaphor quite fashionable in arguing that “we may think of the city, that is to say, the place and the people, with all the machinery and administrative devices that go with them, as organically related; a kind of psycho-psychical mechanism in and through which private and political interests find not merely a collective, but a corporate expression” (Park, 1925: 2, emphasis mine).

More recently, in a very provocative fashion, Elizabeth Grosz’s work proposes an alternative post-modern inquiry on the life of the city. In her book, Space, Time and Perversion. Essays on the Politics of Bodies, she explores “the constitutive and mutually defining relation between bodies and cities”. In this sense, the city “provides the order and organization that automatically links otherwise unrelated bodies. […] It is the condition and milieu in which corporeality is socially, sexually and discursively produced” (Grosz, 1995: 43)
.

Rejecting the traditional model of the city as reflecting the anatomical organization of the human body, a model constructed on a supposed isomorphism between the two, Grosz sees this relation as a “two-way linkage which could be defined as an interface, perhaps even a co-building”. Thus, she proposes an alternative model of the relation between bodies and cities “which sees them, not as megalithic total entities, distinct identities, but as assemblages or collections of parts, capable of crossing the thresholds between substances to form linkages, machines, provisional and often temporary sub- or micro-groupings” (Grosz, 1995: 47). 

The organization of the city (structure, forms, rules and norms) affects “the constitution of corporeality and/as subjectivity” in what has been called “lived spatiality” (Grosz, 1995: 47). The inter-relation between body and city is an extremely complex one. Grosz underlines the view of the city as “the site for the body’s cultural saturation, its takeover and transformation by images, representational systems, the media, and the arts – the place where the body is representationally re-explored, transformed contested, re-inscribed”. As already mentioned, we are talking about a “two-way linkage”. Thus, “in turn, the body, (as cultural product) transforms, re-inscribes the urban landscape according to its changing (demographic, economic, and psychological) needs” (Grosz, 1995: 47-48).

The urban park as a mark of modern development
The last two decades of the XIX century obviously marked a new “urban consciousness”, not only in Europe but across the ocean also. The new urban planning necessarily includes the design and construction of parks, emphasising related discourses pertaining to the vision of a modern city. 

Dorceta Taylor writes about the Central Park in New York from the perspective, highly defended by landscape architects throughout the XIX century, of the park as “an important instrument of enlightment and social control”. The previously mentioned architects eulogized and supported parks for their “health-giving characteristics and character moulding capabilities” (Taylor, 1999: 420). Nevertheless, in time, parks became, contrary to their original design, “spaces of social and political contestation”, setting the stage for conflicts between middle class and working class consumers of the parks, on the subject of appropriate use and behaviour. While the middle class preferred “passive leisure pursuits, cultural improvement and refined manners, the working class sought active, outdoor recreation, fun and games” (Taylor, 1999: 423). 

Adopting a social constructionist approach, the paper addresses the urban park as the product of many events and as being defined through collective processes. The author is interested in how “the social, historical and institutional contexts shaped experiences and events, influenced definitions, ideologies and perceptions and stimulated activism” inasmuch as “urban parks were not constructed as benign plots of land in the city; they were accorded special significance and imbued with special values and virtues” (Taylor, 1999: 421, 426).

In this respect, Dorceta Taylor quotes Stephan Dunkan Walker, a XIX-th century clergyman, who imagines the park as a “commonwealth, a kind of democracy, where the poor, the rich, the mechanic, the merchant and the man of letters, mingle on a footing of perfect equality” (Taylor, 1999: 427). The park is usually projected as “a rural resort, where the people of all classes, escaping from the glare, the glitter, and turmoil of the city, might find relief of the mind, and physical relaxation” (Taylor, 1999: 465)
. This quasi-religious exaltation of the beauty and benefits of the park is related to a romantic vision of parks/gardens as close to nature and to an origin innocent age. The discourse emphasises also the educative function of beauty, putting it to work and transforming it into an instrument of social control. 

How does the park function as such an instrument? Its original designers foreseen its effects as follows: “moral upliftment, improved civility, socialization into middle class norms and values, cultivate tastes, ‘tranquillising’ recreation, public education, freedom, reduce anomie, induce better attitudes towards work, produce more efficient workers” (Taylor, 1999: 426). Then - related to these – there are the following: “cultural enlightenment, exposure to beauty, pastoral settings; improve health; ease overcrowding – literally provide a breathing space in congested cities; act as urban resorts for people with no access to the countryside; the Commons – the social nerve-centre of the city; structure the plan and growth of the city; protect the urban water supply; increase property values; mute class conflicts; repositories for works of art” (Taylor, 1999: 426). 

One can only come up next with the common sense question: what is a park? I would argue that what is fascinating about it is precisely that it lacks a clear-cut definition. The parks were almost always born out of gardens, which are envisioned, in a romantic tone, as places of absolute beauty and freedom. Now they are named as “public places”. But this “official” identity is still corrupted by the idea of relaxation, of enjoyment, of fun, as opposed to obeying to strict rules.

The park/garden as a heterotopy
The idea is developped by Foucault in a text presented as a conference at the Circle of Architectural Studies, on March 14th 1967
. Foucault starts with the idea that the present epoch is one of space, rather than of time, and as such he tries to explore the space and its metamorphosis across cultures. „There are, probably, in any culture, in any civilisation, real places, effective places, places designed in the very process of institutionalising a society, places that are a kind of counter-placements, a kind of utopias realised effectively in which the real placements, all the other real placements that can be found inside a culture, are at once represented, contested, and inversed, some kind of places ouside any place, even if in fact localisable” (Foucault, 2001: 254, emphasis mine). These are the heterotopies, as oposed to utopias.

Among other characteristics, the heterotopy has the power of „juxtaposing in one single place several spaces, several placements which are in themselves incompatibles” (Foucault, 2001: 257). 

The oldest example of these heterotopias as contradictory placements is the garden. „The garden is a carpet on which the entire world comes to fulfil the symbolic perfection. [...] The Garden is the smallest parcel of the world and then the totality of the world. Since Antiquity, the garden has been a type of blissful and universalising heterotopy” (Foucault, 2001: 257, emphasis mine). 

More that often, heterotopias are related to “a certain decoupage of time, which means that they open up towards what we might call heterochrony; heterotopias work fully when people find themselves in a kind of absolute disjuncture with their traditional time” (Foucault, 2001: 258). Another characteristic is that heterotopies always imply a system of closing/opening that at the same time isolates them and makes them penetrable. It is especially the case with illusory heterotopies; everybody can enter, but „you think you’re in and you’re excluded by the very fact of having entered” (Foucault, 2001: 259). 

Thus, we might consider the park/garden as a heterotopy, a place with a regime of its own, with its own rules and norms, that lets you in but at the same time excludes you, a space continuously produced and reproduced where multiple identities and meanings fight over its denomination and signification. „The modern and post-modern production of spaces is thus a complex and extremely dynamic operation that impels a restless work of reading and interpreting the space and the discourses about it” (Mihali, 2001: 187).
Producing and constructing urban places

In a very stimulating article, “Spatializing Culture. The Social Production and Social Construction of Public Space in Costa Rica”, Setha M. Low analyzes two plazas in Costa Rica by focusing on “the historical emergence of the space and on the socio-political ideologies and economic forces involved in its production, including the role played by planning and architecture professionals in its design, the social use of the space, and its associated affective and symbolic meanings” (Low, 1999: 114).

From the very beginning, she distinguishes between social production and social construction of space. Social production includes all the factors involved in the physical appearance of spaces, whether social, technological, material or economic, while social constructions pertains to “the phenomenological and symbolic experience of space as mediated by social processes such as exchange, conflict, and control”; in other terms, “the actual transformation of space – through people’s exchanges, memories, images, and daily use of the material setting – into scenes and actions that convey symbolic meaning” (Low, 1999: 112).

This relation is not without its tensions, which should thoroughly be explored. She contends that “there is a hiatus between what is experienced and socially constructed by the users on the one hand, and the circumstances that socially produced the space and its current physical form and design on the other. […] Thus the contestation of  the design, furnishings, use and atmosphere of a plaza becomes a visible public forum for the expression of cultural conflict, social change, and attempts at class-based, gender-segregated, and age-specific social control” (Low, 1999: 134).


Having as starting point this very powerful vision of places being not only produced, but also constructed, this article intends to document how these processes take place in the case of the park of Cluj, to expose the tensions between them and at the same time to show “place-consumers” as active agents in this conflict. 
A considerable amount of exploration was devoted, in the first part of the research, to sketching the production of this space in a diachronic perspective, as well as documenting the imaginary of parks (discourses, visions, projections that construct the notion of “park” in people’s minds). The park was projected as a mark of urban modernity. 
A second, equally important part of research was focused specifically on place-constructing strategies, emphasizing individuals’ agency as “consumers” of the park and designers of place. I argue that individuals appropriate symbolically and physically different places in the space of the park either by means of specific practices and actions, (that is, behaviour), either through the powerful force of memories.
In the end, I tried to add to the picture the vision of those actors involved rather in the “production” of place: architects. 

All in one, I envision all this seemingly unrelated details as pieces of the same puzzle: how is the park constructed, physically and symbolically?
Lifestory of the Central Park of Cluj
The Central Park has a rather long, intricate and fascinating history; for me, it was particularly interesting to look (inasmuch data were available) at how different social actors became involved in the almost a century long history of the actual construction of the park, and to explore the interactions among these actors and especially the revisions the initial project went through along the way.

The entire story of the Central Park, starting back in 1812, is obviously intertwined with historical events and facts
. The year of 1812 marks the moment when the city of Cluj becomes the administrative centre of the region. In terms of urban development, this fact has major implications. As the political relevance of the city improves, high aristocracy starts moving in and building luxurious residencies in the city. They bring with them the habits and practices of high European culture, designing beautiful private gardens and contributing (with both money and ideas) to the developing of urban infrastructure. 

Thus, we have the Museum Garden, bought by baron Téleky Jόzsef from count Béthlen, and later on donated by the new owner, baron Mikó, to the new museum. The proposal of building a museum in Cluj is repeatedly turn down by Vienna authorities, and in the end the museum will be built with private funds. The museum will be inaugurated in 1860, after almost two decades of bargaining. The historian László Köváry, who will later be the president of the Association of the Park, had a great contribution to it. What is very important is the fact that the city of Cluj starts acting like a community, building for the community and financing with community money.  Even though in the beginning it is mostly aristocrats’ money, later on the bourgeoisie will be more and more involved (in the public debates and in financing the projects). 
Along with the high-classes, the authorities of Cluj develop new and higher expectations about their city. A “promenade” is a must-have in the cultural fashion of the time (Vienna had one, Budapest had one
), so money and efforts will be focused from now on in this direction. The Hungarian name of the park remained till today Sétatér (walking place, promenade).

Back in 1812, though, the place of the future park is still a swampy field with a mill. In 1812 the city signs a six-year contract with the tanner Meleg János, giving the latter the right to use a place called “hangyás berek” (“The grove with ants”) for selling beer, wine, brandy and food. By 1818, the butcher Benigni Elias rents this place. This period witnesses the very first attempt of the municipality to put this space at a good use.

A second attempt belongs to a women’s association, covering the period 1827-1837. By this time, the city already had two important gardens: one is the above mentioned garden of the museum; the other is the Haller Garden, built in 1793 by count Haller János. Rozalia, the wife of baron Jósika János, will establish a women’s charitable association, to help the poor and the victims of the 1817-1818 famine. They will buy this place and build here a weaving mill for young women. The women’s association will also design here a garden, open for the public, known as “The Popular Garden”. 

In 1826, Bodor Pál urges the town, in the name of the association, to rent a place, property of count Béthlen, for a promenade, designed to be linked to the Popular Garden through a small bridge built in 1827. They rented the place for 12 years, with the payments starting only in the sixth year. Also, the condition of the city authorities was to not spend more than 4 000 forints for constructions. Together with the municipality, the association tried to regulate the course of the Somes river which kept flooding the premises, but this seemed very difficult. They also put up a tree-nursery, built the road by the lake and dug a fountain at the entrance. The fountain was closed down after a woman committed suicide in it.

During this period, Rozalia Island was built, initially called Elba (in Târgu Mureş, a French prisoner built an Elba Island, and the city of Cluj wanted to have one too). Also, on the place where the Kiosk and the fanfare pavilion will stand later, they had horse races with obstacles. The women’s association hoped to be able to use this promenade as a source of income for the poor asylum, but it was not quite possible. At the very least, they made the first important steps in building the park.

Another chapter in the early history of the park begins. In 1834, the Dieta of Transylvania is temporarily moved to Sibiu (as a political sanction), and on the occasion of having it back in Cluj in the same year, the city plans a great party.  Due to the fasting period, the party did not take place after all; they decided to use the planned budget for the party to build a promenade, on the condition of putting up a commemorative stone with the name of the generous donors. (They never did).

This is the moment when a Committee of the Corso is born. There is still a lot to be done. The place had to be drained and levelled. Money was still not enough. Aristocracy and bourgeoisie donate more funds. The Committee plants Canadian poplar trees, hired a landscape architect, built the sidewalk. 
By 1840, there is one main road and three small alleys. But the good citizens of Cluj are still not convinced; married women would consider inappropriate to walk on the promenade young people from suburbs would only walk through the park if it was in their way. Moreover, during this period the flocks would still find their way into the park, parts of the terrain were used for agriculture and there were lots of wandering dogs. 
Municipality hires a gardener-watchman for a monthly pay of 10 silver forints, housing and wood, to plant a tree-nursery. On Sundays, the sidewalk was being raked. They had a manège hosting French and English horse societies, and an arena where theatre was performed, up until it burned down together with the tree-nursery. Finally, the promenade starts pleasing the people of Cluj. Of the three existing alleys, one is being used by walkers, one by carriages and the other for horse-riders. 
But history gets one more time in the way. After the 1848 unhappy end of the revolution, people of Cluj are in no mood for promenades and feasts. The place is used and populated by the army, which builds, in 1855, by order of general Urbán, a covered basin for swimming. It is originally designed for soldiers, but it is also open to the public, with a fee. 

After 1860, projects of building a park with a promenade are resumed. Between 1860 and 1865, the park is administered and maintained by an Association of the Park, proposed by municipality. Charity is still welcome; women are especially invited to give money. The bourgeoisie also collect money. By 1865, they already have 652 forints collected from donations. But between 1843 and 1859 there seem to have been a lot of financial losses: the income was up to 4.187 forints, but the expenses amounted to 9.889 forints. 

There are a lot of things to be done: a confectionary or a gelateria, a restaurant, and more walking paths. Architect Kagerbauer Antal was solicited to design the development of the park, but he was very critical about this project. He contended the park was too big for the population of the city (as proof of it not being widely used by citizens), it was in a wrong place and, moreover, the ground was inappropriate (mainly manure or gravel). Still, he did project a confectionary and realised the design of the lake. (In the end, the design of the lake and the main buildings that would later define the setting of the park remained connected to the name of the architect Pàkej Jànos Things changed when the president of the association, Schütz Jόzsef is replaced by Schütz Jànos, which held the reputation of a better manager. 
During this period, in Cluj, the first two cafés were open: Ulrich and Claudia. In these particular places, where political discussions were quite familiar, a new idea is born; the customers of these cafés (members of liberal arts and professions: advocates, doctors, engineers, professors etc.) initiate a new association of the park, starting with September the 2nd 1865. This new Association of the Park is instituted in order to lease and administrate the place for 20 years, as a stocks society: one hundred stocks were released, 60 forints each. They promise to build the Kioszk, the lake and a pavilion for the fanfare. There is an interesting condition that the incomes from the functioning of the buildings in the park, after the 20 years period, should only be used for the administration of the park. Another type of income is realised by selling trees grown in a nursery in the park, not to mention the selling of hay. The project was also sponsored by other institutions and important people in the city. 
Most of all, order was necessary. From the regulations imposed, we find out the people still used to singe pigs in the park, which was eventually forbidden. Also, a poster in the park banned, by order of police, the circulation of carriages between April 24 (St. George) and September 29 (St. Michael). 
By the seventh decade of the XIXth century, the park is on of the points of attraction of Cluj, covering over 22 iugare (Pascu, 1974: 279). One of the alleys is specifically designed for bicycles, which are very fashionable at the time. They had a tennis playground near the river, an Athletic Club located near the park and, from 1877, an Association of Skaters. 

By 1872, the place is already a popular one; we can recognise the “popular” entertainment: merry-go-round, hurdy-gurdy, target shooting. Between 1873 and 1886, the Association becomes a sleeping-partnership; the stocks are being reimbursed. During this period, the Summer Theatre is built on the place of present Hungarian Opera. Starting with June 9, 1876, policemen are hired to patrol the place. We could speculate perhaps about the place becoming too “popular”. Swimming in the lake is forbidden, but “unfortunately not the entrance of dogs in the park”. Moreover, the area of the merry-go-round is disregarded as a meeting place for maids and soldiers, and often calls for police intervention. The restaurant built upon the island degraded itself to the level of an ordinary tavern.
Such details speak about the place as sometimes being frequented by unintended categories of people, who would not behave properly: when flowers were seeded, people began picking them, when 400 fir trees were brought in from Gurghiu, most of them were sacrificed as Christmas trees by the inhabitants. During some religious feasts, the lamps were broken and the benches turned upside down, and a policeman got beaten. Also, police had to intervene quite often against capturing singing birds in traps.
In general, things were not so pink. The sidewalks were groomed every day and watered against dust (several methods were used in turn: using a donkey, a watering can or a shovel). The sidewalk was often in a poor state, being called “the road of debtors”. A part of the park was still used for growing corn, and other parts were still swampy. Moreover, in 1868 and 1874 the place was flooded (solving the “problem” of rats). 

Still, in a report in 1873 is mentioned the existence of metal and wooden benches, comprising for a total of 800-1000 sitting places, which were not enough in the days when fanfare was singing. By 1875, the popular feasts become more and more expensive, so that in 1877 the Committee of the park decides to apply an entrance fee for a period of two days.
Only in 1875 they manage to hire a professional gardener, in the person of the Englishman Albert Millard, replaced in 1876 by another gardener, Psimsik Pàl, with extended work experience in Vienna and Prague. 
Overall, it seems that problems never ceased to pop up and the construction of the park was a continuous struggle against them. By the time the Association of the Park closes down, in 1886, and Köváry Lászlo elaborates this detailed report, there still were a lot of problems and more things to be done. But the documents concludes in a very optimist tone that the park remains an instrument of progress and that its role is to “awake its environment from its secular somnolence”. This period only closes one chapter in the history of the park, perhaps the most glorious and vivacious.
After 1918, wth the regime change, and during the interwar period, the place is obviously still one of the most appreciated in Cluj, although history and - along with it - cultural norms and behaviours might have changed. As proof, in 1939, Carol II, the highest royal official in Romania, pays a visit to the park as a representative place for the beautiful city of Cluj. 

At the end of the XIX century, the park was designed as a cultural institution, encapsulated in a network of cultural institutions (for instance, The Hungarian Opera, which even had the same kind of fence). Its original design was linked to a cultural fashion of the time - the promenade -, to a certain historical moment and to specific cultural patterns.   

Short description of the place
Today, the Central Park is located, we might say, at the periphery of the centre of the city. It starts in front of the Hungarian Opera and is oriented longitudinally towards the Stadium. At the north end, it is continued by the Sports Park (“Iuliu Hatieganu”). The place is cut through by a middle road, paralleled by several alleys, and sided by century-old chestnut trees. The tall trees build a kind of cupola across the middle road with their rich foliage and in a sense close the place upon itself. As one enters the park, the place seems cool and quite dark, but opened here and there by small clearings. 

The park is also cut across by other smaller alleys, suggesting that the place is sometimes just a space of transit. The centre-nerve of the park is the Chios Restaurant near the lake and of course the lake with the boats. The old Casino is just a ramshackled building, hidden behind wild vegetation, as if it wanted to melt into the background. In front of the Casino there is a (once beautiful) artesian well in what used to be a small square. At the end of this square there is a small Pavilion (now lost between trees and bushes) where the fanfare used to sing.

At the south end, the first building one can lay eyes on is an old social group, not even functional. The building has a correspondent (obviously more recently built) at the other end of the park. Vis-à-vis this place there is a bar with a terrace (Rainbow), visibly contrasting with the general atmosphere of the park. Quite recently, some kind of fence appeared at the two ends of the park; half-open all time, it closes and opens up the place, marking – rather symbolically - the entrance.
Place-constructing strategies and actors
   
In the second stage of the research, my focus has shifted from a historical, positive and official perspective on the park to a more informal and fluid vision (or rather “visions”) of the park. Moreover, I have tried to go beyond discourses (official, personal etc.) to behaviours, which are, of course, also underlined by discourses. Discourses are usually materially enacted through behaviour, this being a more or less integrated and coherent process (if I assert that the park is a place for relaxing in a quiet and peaceful setting, chances are that I will not play basketball or listen to loud music).
The new guiding line for approaching the research topic seems to have shifted towards emphasising the agency of people using and consuming the park, instead of just discourses and conventional visions. The topic of interest is how people negotiate “place identity” (including place-related expected behaviour) and how they shape a place according to their needs and preferences, constructing it in the process. Which are the practices and/or strategies employed to construct and negotiate places?

There is a very strong reason why behaviour seems to be an important topic: it is closely related to the identity of a place, expressed in its definition. This relation should be understood in two ways: (1) behaviour as expected behaviour, when we consider it as reason for going to a place, as a tool for selecting places and (2) behaviour as actual behaviour, which we perform in the setting of the place we have chosen.

In the first case, when we choose a place, we usually choose the one that offers us the best possibility of performing the activity we prefer (going to the library to read, to a nightclub to have fun and dance, etc.). But these possibilities/opportunities are also inscribed in the very definition of that place (a nightclub is a place where people go to have fun and dance, and, obviously, people are expected to do that and not to read). This “inscription” of possible and/or expected behaviours in the definition of a place is usually shared socially by people. There are norms and rules that work to ensure that it is so. Some of the norms are explicit (it is forbidden to walk your dog in the park), some not, but nevertheless widely shared (one shouldn’t take one’s shoes off in a public place). Thus, the relationship between ideal/expected behaviour and place is self-evident: the former enters the definition of the latter.

In the second case, concerning the actual behaviour in a place, we should consider the fact that the definition of a place is constantly negotiated, and behaviour is the main active tool in this process. Some authors would even claim that places are created at the very moment of our presence in them, and do not exist prior to it. Besides the “official”, regular, normative definition of a place, which we all share as part of our cultural background, each of us have our own preferences and habits which encourage us to permanently challenging that definition. Thus, actual behaviour of people becomes a tool of negotiating orthodox definitions of the park. 

Through different behaviours, people construct different views about the park or appeal to different definitions of it (a place for sports, for walking, for playing, for resting etc.). The latter phenomenon is still conventional, but there are also behaviours and activities that visibly challenge the orthodox visions. 
I have identified strategies that might be considered a means of making a public, official place more “homely” by performing intimate activities. This is a common phenomenon: people (not only homeless) transform the park into a dining room, a bathroom or just a living room (old ladies come to the park to do handwork). They adjust the place to their needs. But this is only possible because the park, unless other public places, is more flexible. 


There are also “conventional” activities: lovers walking, young waiting for their dates, grandfathers/grandmothers walking their grandchildren, fathers teaching their kids to run the bicycle (obviously a sex-role, especially performed before noon, when mothers are busy at home). The afternoon is family time in week ends, but mostly young students and pupils’ time during the week. Old people come especially in the morning or in between their preferred television programs. For most of them, this is socialising space and an antidote for their loneliness.


For still others, the park function as nature in micro, a place where they can gather medicine herbs, flowers etc. The actions of the Ornithological Society also enter the same category, of “naturalising” the park. 

There is a visible hiatus between discourse and reality when it comes to “consuming” this public place. Two rather hilarious examples speak by themselves: One respondent was enthusiastically telling us about the peace and quietness of the place, while we could hardly hear him because of the noise (the tramway was passing nearby). Another was arguing about the benefits of fresh air with a cigarette in his mouth. Although visibly divergent, the discourse and the reality of the park are somehow, paradoxically, linked. The park is a special place, abducted from the usual life in the city; here the rhythms slow down, the air is fresh and the silence complete. It comes with the definition of the park and it cannot be otherwise. For me the park is a vital place, a place to come to open-heartedly. You can enjoy a few moments of silence and peace; you can get out of the usual, out of this agitated world of ours (Old lady and her daughter).

The Central Park of Cluj. Image and representation. Symbolic appropriations.
Known as “The Park Simeon Bǎrnuţiu” in the interwar period, the former Ràkoczi Garden is now named “The Park of the Cluj people” (“Parcul Clujenilor”), suggesting that the place is a common asset and a public wealth. (Especially) the elders’ narratives construct the place as one of community, performing the precise function of being the framework in which the community of “Cluj people/clujeni” meet and socialize. Now, the term of “clujeni” expresses the very fragmentation of the park; like any denomination, the term implies a process of defining (including/excluding) some individuals/groups as being or not from Cluj. This is just another symptom of the present fragmentation of the park
Today, the park is fragmented into multiple sites where groups with different identities perform specific activities. Performing different functions, the park is today a space of (symbolic) confrontation between these groups. We have so far identified several functions (but the list remains open): the setting of leisure, relaxation, rest; a ludic space; a romantic framework; a place for sports and sporting activities; a meeting place; a space of conflict; a place for sub-groups (gay people); a place to walk with friends and discuss problems “privately” in public.

On one hand we have the centre-nerve of the park - the lake with the restaurant. Chios is a considered a nice place for weddings and prom balls. In the summer, the lake is full of parents with children or couples rowing their boats. They have classical boats with oars, but also hydro-bicycles. The whole place is in a sense a hybrid (a romantic setting, but also a family one; classical scenery but also a modern one). Moreover, some people come to fish in the lake. In winter, when the lake is frozen, people come skating here.

Behind the old Casino, there is a small manège where a few years ago they used to have pony-horses for the great enjoyment of children. The place, called Baza Poneiul, is closed down. Near this place, across the alley, there is the “sports” area. There is a small playground where young boys play basketball. Very close, between the playground and the lake, there is an ad hoc old pensioners’ “club”. They play chess or backgammon; they even have a built-in table and a few benches around it, and of course, a lot of kibitzers to go with. 

Close to the Chios terrace, built upon the lake, there’s a jumping springboard, where children can have a lot of fun, even if it is placed in the middle of the main alley, obstructing it. On the other side of the park, there is the building of the Institute of Belle-arts. On both sides of the main alley, there are smaller alleys leading to statues placed in the clearings.

In short, the Park means walking places, playgrounds, quiet places, rest places, fun places all in one and the same space. One might even say there is a park of children, one of lovers, one of teenagers, one of old people and of course the park of families. All these groups seek to appropriate places in the park or the whole space, as if the only legitimate “reading” of the park. They hardly interact and when they do, conflicts might appear, not necessarily open ones, but intrinsic. Old people would grumble against “these teenagers” and their outrageous behaviour (not like in “our times’); teenagers would at best ignore them. Young lovers would try to frame their love story in a romantic setting, while avoiding bicycles, dogs, prams and, of course, peevish old men. Men would try to act as pater familias, to entertain their families, wife and children, and at times comment on “these lovers who kiss all the time, with no shame”. After all, children, teenagers, adults and elder people (still other children, teenagers, adults and elders, as time goes by), they all try to share space and have a good time in the park, whatever this means.

“Primitive but pleasant”: the park of memories
Elders’ narratives usually construct the place as a topos of social communion. A former ballet dancer
, i. e. member of a cultural elite, declares the park to be a place of recreation, of soul peace, of respect for the people that used to walk around here, cultivated, civilized people, that came here to relax, not to act rudely (N. T., 74 years). The idea that people used to be more civilized and act mannerly is one of the leit motives of the interview with him,. People came here everyday, but they were clean, civilized, mannerly people. It was like going to the Opera, when they came to the park. The outfit, the manners, everything (N. T., 74 years). 

The other leit motive is the repetition of the expression “heavenly” to describe his personal memory of the place. The Casino was a heavenly place; nobody wanted to go to the Continental or the restaurant, only here. It was so beautiful and such civilized people came here. Advocates, artists, intellectuals came here. People came to the Casino from different events, performances, sport events; they came here afterwards, not elsewhere. Not drinkers, but cultural elites, they met here. […] Suddenly, he recalls an important event in his life related to this place:  I had my wedding here. So strange… I have just remembered, this is the place (N. T., 74 years)

Memories awake piece by piece: The lake, that extraordinary lake, was a great joy to row the boats on the lake. I used to come here as a little boy, and it was a great enjoyment. People came here to relax, to talk, and to meet each other, not to discuss politics. There was no political talk. It used to be lovely, full of flowers. Now it is modernized, they modernized it. There were two big swans on the lake and people came here to admire them. They wouldn’t go to the Botanical garden, but here, to admire the lake and the beauty.[…] I used to come here with my little girl; it was a great pleasure for me. Life was great because we were all healthy. We used to come with our little girl, she was in the pram and we used to dance, me and my wife, on the terrace. It was a pleasure to listen to the music. We used to come here twice a week, we could afford it, but now… It was a dream. (N. T., 74 years)

A certain class-based difference is sometimes explicitly uttered: The casino was a more select place; cultural elites came here, people with neckties. The middle classes used to go to the Chios, it was cheaper. You could go there in a sweater (N. T., 74 years). An old lady admitted that working class used to come to the park during afternoon, while gentlemen came in the evening. But the fact does not necessarily point to a cultural norm, but rather to the reality of the former living at the periphery, while the latter lived very close, in the centre of the city. 
Setha M. Low noted in her own research that, when it comes to elders’ narratives, “often the sense of being comfortable is based on memories of being in the park at an earlier time or in different circumstances” (Low, 1999: 125). In our case, the narratives of elder respondents were most of the time so intertwined with personal details, that in their accounts the past becomes a happy age, where all (including the park) is painted in light, vivid colours. There were no benches, it was a little bit more primitive, but it was much more attractive for us. Primitive but pleasant (N. T., 74 years). This is a common theme in elders’ narratives: The park used to be a lovely place of recreation. All these are gone. It’s not the authorities fault, it is our fault, most of us do not know what keeping a place clean means. (Old lady and her daughter). 

The reverse of the coin is that nowadays things have changed, as opposed to those happy times, when people were more civilised, life was cheaper, and there were a lot of friends having fun together (and, of course, the narrator was young). Fifty years ago, we used to come here to skate on the like in the winter. There was a clean place, with an entrance fee, but you could have a hot tea and have fun. It was very beautiful and quite affordable for anyone (old lady).

Now, everything is dark and gloomy: People do not respect each other nowadays. They envy each other. There was not something like that in my time. We were all friends, all of us were friends. We were all friends and when we met here it was heaven (N. T., 74 years). 

People have changed; values, behaviour, norms, life itself. People don’t come to the park as they used to. There are a lot of vagabonds nowadays. They are the uncivilised sort of people, they curse a lot. As for me, I am myself a bit more educated. When I was young, I used to wash myself every Sunday before going to the church, then wash again and only afterwards eat lunch. I never cursed. I like to joke like this but not curse (man, 73 years old).

We have two entirely different lifestyles here, fighting each other with the park as background: People don’t care nowadays. If there were flowers, they would walk them all over (man, 73 years old). All the current problems of the park are framed as generally social-cultural (and, we might add, in a sense, political) problems. We are too many nowadays in this city. You see things differently, I see things differently. We have lived a different life; you should respect us, as we respect you. We had a hard life; we have worked hard for this country. (N. T., 74 years)

All in one, people are happy they have a place to come. We feel like coming here as often as possible, to recharge our batteries.  One cannot live without a bit of nature, a bit of green, of fresh air […] (Old lady and her daughter). 
“The sensuous production of space”: mapping the Cluj of the 80’s
In a fascinating article
, Sara Cohen teaches us that human senses (in her case, hearing) and “a rich sensuality in general, play equally important roles in the subjective production of space” (Dear and Flusty, 2002: 262). This is the case with a particular interview in which the respondent actually re-constructed the impression of the city in the eighties through sensuous memories of smell, sounds and colours, placing the space of the park into this vivid context of her recollections.
Life during communism in general was “in its own way, an insipid, inodorous and colourless world, hardly escapable”. The city of Cluj was, for E. S., “an old lady who used to know better times”.
Back in the 80’s, during communism, the city was first of all quieter and calmer due to the fact that there were fewer cars and stricter regulations concerning their circulation. But it was not a happier town. E. S. recalls as characteristic for this period a certain shade of grey, quite difficult to re-compose. Shops’ windows were very meagre, there were very few restaurants and bars and they all closed at ten in the evening (due to electricity cuts). The evenings were rather sad and “scary”, because the streets were abandoned quite early and the whole city was gloomy. There are still places, says E. S., which retain up to today that particular depressing atmosphere of the 80’s, where she instantly feels 20 years younger “but in a bad sense”. 
During communist period, due to the lack of proper merchandise, the grocery shops would not smell of fresh bakery or meat or milk, but preserve a strange smell of “old bread or old biscuits”. This particular smell she associates with “the unforgettable stench of public institutions”, a combination of “old wood, old beds, stained linoleum”, quite usual in unaired places. By comparison, the park offered a particularly fresh, pleasant fragrance. Her sensuous memories are dominated by the extremely powerful aroma of a particular flower, otetar.
In terms of chromatics, the park held a unique promise for a dusty, dull, grey city: the promise of green. It stands for the very few coloured memories of E. S.’s youth.  
In fact, in that particular time, the park represented a blissful alternative: it offered large spaces (compared to the small apartments and balconies), pleasant odours and colours, and a sense of liberty due to the natural environment (“after all, it’s not like they could hide a microphone under every leaf”).  

By that time, the central cemetery (Hájongárd) was no longer a fashionable meeting and dating place for youth, the Botanical Garden was preferred as a study place for students, for entering Babes Park one has to present the student ID; beside these places, people would go to the forests near the city (Hoia) to sunbathe or just take long walks. But, above all, the park was open, was free, was near and was available. 
Specialized views on the park 
According to architects, the park was originally constructed on an axis continued with the Hungarian Opera at the south end. Today, it lost this alignment and the axis has no finality. Moreover, it was envisioned as a network of promenades, linked to the hill of Cetatuia through Elisabeta Bridge and to the Óvár area, where now  stands Caragiale Park. At the north pole, it should continue with the sports park Babes, but the stadium obscures the visual connection. Actually, the stadium is so ruined that it should be immediately taken down. (In fact, there are some plans of destroying it and building in its place a commercial area. Of course, this would not do much good for the park).
Architect R. C. pleads for a more unitary vision of the park; there are some objectives which should not belong in such a place: the children’s place, the basketball field, the parking place near Chios (“we should not mistake a park for a drive-in”). There are also too many alleys, even doubled, especially the cement ones.
According to him, the General Urban Plan (PUG), comprising the directions for the city development for the next 10 to 20 years, is too rigid and incompatible with reality. Moreover, the fate of the park is an unusual one. Although it should belong to the Local Committee, the place seems to belong to the County Committee. The actors involved in managing the park are many, and the relations between them are difficult and sinuous: the Townhall, OAR (Order of Architects from Romania), the Committee of Historical Monuments, and last but not least the Direction of Green Spaces. But if the park is to be regarded as “green space” only, it runs the risk of being considered as something of a property of everybody/anybody. 
R. C.  argues for a “more cultural atmosphere” of the park, closer to its original design; but, in this respect, there has to be “more information about what such a park means”.  

In place of conclusions
In her very instructive article, Setha M. Low was arguing that “an effective anthropological theory of the spatialization of culture and human experience must integrate the perspectives of social production and social construction of space, both contextualizing the forces that produce it and showing people as social agents constructing their own realities and meanings. But it must also reflect both these perspectives in the experience and daily life of public-space users” (Low, 1999: 112).

What I have tried in this article was to reflect the dialectics of place-construction and place-production in the case of a public space, the Central Park of Cluj, adding a diachronic perspective to it. This contributed to the understanding of how, in terms of space-production, different social actors (individuals and groups) got involved in designing and constructing the park and how this fact was causally related to the projects that were being designed and pursued. 

Having started off with the basic premise of the social constructionism of places, my intention was to explore the topic of the park as “fluid, changeable, dynamic context of social interaction and memory” (Stokowski, 2002: 369). On one hand, the park reflects the transformations in the city, living and breathing along with it; on the other hand, the very idea of what a park is, its functions and representations, owe to the prevailing cultural patterns of the time. 
Discourses about the park are almost always embedded into social/political discourse. In this respect, the paper circumscribed the story of the Central Park in Cluj into the larger framework of the global circulation of cultural visions and ideas in the period of late XIX century modernity, envisioning the park as a mark of urban modernity. At the end of the XIX century, the park was a cultural institution, encapsulated in a network of cultural institutions. Its original design was linked to a cultural fashion of the time, - the promenade -, to a certain historical moment and to precise cultural patterns. Along the way, the park has passed from being a garden to being a promenade, then a cultural institution, now being increasingly regarded as a public place (with all inherent changes related to each stage).

The park is not an innocent setting. The public space is always socially produced and reproduced. Like most public places, it is the background of conflicting interests and identities.

Thus, the elders’ narratives (one of the most important “consumers”) describe the park as a space of encounters, of interactions but in a limited environment circumscribed by precise norms and rules (cloths, behaviour, activities, subjects of conversation etc.). 
The contemporary reality of the park is its fragmentation, both physical and symbolical. The park as institution has lost its purpose and its original meanings. All these and the identity of the park are now being the object of continuous negotiations.

The park is also fragmented due to an internal dichotomy between its competitive definitions: garden vs. public space, nature vs. culture, passive vs. active relaxation, with direct consequences over its uses. This paradoxical nature of the park should be thoroughly explored.

Overtaking a more “agency-focused” vision of place-constructing events and practices, a great deal of this paper is concerned with how do people construct places in terms of affects, symbols, representations, and which are the strategies they put at use in this respect, in other words place-negotiating strategies. I have documented at least three: “privatization” of space as place-appropriation technique (by performing “intimate” activities): “naturalizing” the space of the park (using it as a resource); “disruptive” behavior (non-conventional, illegitimate). 
In the end, it all came down to a basic function of parks: park as a locus of sociability. To what degree is the park a space of sociability? I contend that, due to the fact that the park is physically and symbolically fragmented and it has lost its coherent, unitary function and meaning (or set of function and meanings), what we can encounter in its environment is only a sort of episodic sociability (fragmented instances of social interactions), where the “legitimate” frameworks of social interactions might be flirting/accosting or kibitzing, or a passive sociability (in the case of elderly people, who come to the park to avoid the solitude of their homes, but do not actually participate in the life of the city).

This article grew out of a three-year research comprising not only fieldwork proper, but also extensive reading on topics more or less related to the research interest. What remains outside the framework of this article, avoided in its confines, pertains specifically to a growing personal interest in this subject, in the history of this place, in its present fate, and, in a larger perspective, a constant fascination with the domain of the anthropology of urban places. In addition, I could never again walk through the park without sensing under my feet the mud and the gravel of its elapsed early times.
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� Developing on this insight, Law and Hetherington take the idea to extremes, suggesting that “space is made. It is a creation. It is a material outcome. Like objects, places or obligatory points of passage, it is an effect. It does not exist outside its performance” (Law and Hetherington, s. a.: 15, italics in original).


� E. Relph (1976) Place and placelessness, London: Pion Limited, p. 34


� T. Cresswell (1996) In place, out of place: geography, ideology and transgression, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, p. 9


� E. W. Soja, Postmodern geographies: The reassertion of space in critical social theory, London: Verso, 1989, p. 6


� H. Lefebvre (1991) The production of space, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, pp. 142-3.


� One of the most passionate scholars of urban modernity, Georg Simmel, was also interested in these alternative visions on the city as lived: “the representational space within which a mass of transitory, fleeting and fortuitous interactions take place, and the way in which these are translated into an inner, emotional life. Rather like Baudelaire before him or Benjamin after, he presents the metropolis as the location of the everyday experiences of modernity, as a complex interwoven web or labyrinth of social relations. Like Baudelaire, too, he therefore uses an impressionistic method to record the psychological impact of modern city life” (Donald, 1992: 446).


� Sharpe W., Wallock, L. (eds.) (1987) Visions of the Modern City, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press.


� Camillo Sitte, Der Städtebau nach seinen künstlerischen Grundsäzen, Viena, 1922, p. 2


� Ibid, p. 108


� Otto Wagner, Die Groszstadt. Eine Studie über diese, Vienna, 1911, p. 3


� As a working definition, the city becomes “a complex and interactive network which links together, often in an un-integrated and de facto way, a number of disparate social activities, processes and relations, with a number of imaginary and real, projected or actual architectural, geographic, civic and public relations. The city brings together economic and informational flows, power networks, forms of displacements, management, and political organization, interpersonal, familial and extra-familial social relations, and an aesthetic/economic organization of space and place to create a semi-permanent but ever-changing built environment or milieu” (Grosz, 1995: 44).


� Here is another sample from XIX century discourses that combine the pleasures of the senses with moral improvement for the final aim of educating the “character”: “Where the rough corners of the character become smoothed by the attractions of genteel intercourse, by the communications that such paces afford; multiple influences insensibly steal over the heart of the most pure and desirable character, and while the sight is gratified by an exhibition of what is beautiful in nature and art, the tastes improve, the mind becomes buoyant, the manners chastened by viewing what is pleasing, refined, cultivated, and appreciable in the more active graces of life” (Taylor, 1999: 427). 


� The text was originally published in Architecture, Mouvement, Continuite, no. 5, October 1984, and then 


  reproduced in Dits et Ecrits (cf. Ciprian Mihali, 2001) .


� A document written in 1886 by Köváry Lászlo, as a report regarding the closing down of the Association of the Park after 20 years of activity proved extremely useful in terms of information about the history of the park (A Koloszváry Sétatér. Keletkezése és fejlése, 1812-1886. A Sétatér egylet jelentése 20 év utáni feloszlása alkamábόl Köváry Lászlόtόl, Koloszvárt: Nyomatott a Magyar Polgár Nyomdájában, 1886). 


� In almost the same period, in Budapest, the course of the Danube is adjusted and a fashionable promenade is built along it. In 1872, the great Andrássy Boulevard is built, linking the inner city to the City Park (Városliget).  Margarita Isle is opened for the public by the Archduke Joseph and functions as a place for fun until 1908 (William M. Johnston, Spiritul Vienei. O istorie intelectuală şi socială 1848-1938, Iaşi: Polirom, 2000, p. 362).


� You should remember that you’ve talked to a great artist of the Romanian Opera from Cluj, I was a ballet dancer, and I served art for 42 years on the stage. (N. T., 74 years). 


� “Sounding Out the City: Music and the Sensuous Production of Space”, in Dear and Flusty, 2002: 262-76.
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