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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
The article discusses design against segregation in an urban context Conviviality; urban life;
characterized by diversity. It sets out to understand how individual segregation of places;

experiences of urban space can lead to segregation of places experience-based
between diverse inhabitants. We argue that the introduction of knOWIedgef social diversity;
experience-based spatial design that takes note of perceptions encounters; spatial design
and social interactions and their entanglement with the material

aspects of space, is needed to tackle the processes where urban

amenities and places become segregated. In our search for social

and material fabrics that promote meaningful encounters in an

urban environment, we combine an experience-based dataset col-

lected among older people and young migrant adults with design-

based observations. In our analysis, we utilize the concept of con-

viviality as a tool to translate experience-based knowledge into

tangible information inputs for spatial design. The analysis culmi-

nates in the creation of visions that exemplify how experience-

based knowledge can be operationalised for designing against

segregation.

Introduction

-
.

City-making is about making spaces of collectivity and segregation, of inequality and illeg-
ality, of mobility and materiality. These designs are scored into the city in built and unbuilt
patterns. (Tonkiss 2013, 70-71)

This article sets out to examine the dynamics of collectivity and segregation and their
built and unbuilt patterns in an urban context characterised by increasing diversity. It
draws on urban sociologist Fran Tonkiss’s (2013, 37) work, where the city is not only
viewed in terms of spatial boundaries and entitlements, infrastructures, and urban envir-
onments but conceptualised as “densities and distributions of people” as well as “spatial
relations between social groups.”

The manifestations and effects of diversity within societies have spurred wide-ranging
scholarly interest in the entanglements of design and public social life in urban contexts
(e.g. Gehl 2010; Warf and Arias 2009; Talen 2006; Sandercock 2003). While the organisation
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of both objects and people in space forms the core of design in urban settings
(Madanipour 2014), increasing diversity challenges the capacity of urban design to con-
sider the heterogeneity of experiences among variously positioned inhabitants. This calls
for centralising social and material urban fabrics when identifying the experienced
limitations and possibilities in the urban space (Madanipour 2014, 29). In this article, we
explore how empirical data, consisting of lived experiences in combination with design-
based observations from local settings, can be translated into information that is relevant
and applicable in design to prevent the segregation of public and community places in the
context of increasing diversity.

The adopted take is based on a particular understanding of segregation. Urban
segregation, denoting unequal distribution of various social groups in the urban space,
is a collective manifestation of individual behaviour and choice (Musterd 2020a, 2).
Recently, conceptualisations of urban segregation beyond socioeconomic or groupist
and area-based understandings have gained increasing interest (Musterd 2020b).
Research has called attention to public space as possible solutions to combat segregation,
but also as an arena where segregation takes place (Low, Taplin, and Scheld 2005;
Madanipour 2020; Cucca 2020). Segregation of places ensues and impacts both social
and material aspects in space. Setha Low, Taplin, and Scheld (2005, 15) argue that some-
times the exclusion of certain groups from public space results from deliberate action, but
it can also be a by-product of “privatization, commercialization, historic preservation, and
specific strategies of design and planning.” We claim that an understanding of how and
why urban space becomes segregated and how segregation can be countered requires
knowledge about individual experiences of space (Van Aalst and Brands 2020; Musterd
20204, 4-5; Bailey 2020, 367; Kwan 2013, 1079).

While experience-based knowledge has been deemed elemental for design (Gehl
2010), there remains a gap in collecting, translating, and utilising the temporally and
situationally changing experiential aspects of space in design practices (Maununaho 2016;
Talen 2006, 240-41). This gap regards tensions between diverse and often conflicting
experiences that a single place can raise, and between combining first-hand experiences
with professional knowledge. While the tension between experience-based knowledge
and professional knowledge has been studied in the context of urban planning (Faehnle
et al. 2014; Sandercock 2003), this is less so in the field of spatial design. This article
contributes to the discussions of the value, role, and use of experience-based knowledge
in urban design by focusing on the social and material aspects of urban places to prevent
segregation in the context of increasing diversity.

The promotion and protection of an urban mix necessitates design against segregation,
suggests Tonkiss (2013, 214), whereby diverse users’ access to open space and other
urban amenities across city neighbourhoods is secured. Following Tonkiss’s idea, we
perceive non-exclusionary public and community places as core elements of design
against segregation. Strategies that support the ways in which cities “do diversity” involve
both legal and policy designs and physical design in the form of mixed-used develop-
ments and shared public places (Tonkiss 2013, 214). Our focus will be on design issues
related to the lived experience of urban space. While design for diversity policies focus on
regional or neighbourhood-level social mixing, or targets for mixed uses, structural
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diversity, and the density of urban amenities in urban planning (Talen 2006; Jacobs 1961;
Gehl 2010), design against segregation considers the experiential processes that affect
segregation on the microscale of everyday urban spatiality — in urban places.

We claim that diversity gives rise to new forms of sociability, which require holistic
ways of understanding public social life, producing knowledge about it, and incorporating
that knowledge into design practices. Besides changes in planning, designing non-
exclusionary urban places requires focusing on the smaller scale: the spatial, functional,
temporal, and social factors in the urban environment. For us, design against segregation
necessitates studying the everyday in cities by combining experiences of social interac-
tions with their situatedness within local material surroundings (Tonkiss 2013, 49; also
Wise and Noble 2016, 426). A focus on individuals’ exposure to others during their daily
time-space experiences can facilitate an exploration of how individual experiences affect
socio-spatial inequalities (Musterd 2020a, 11; Kwan 2013). To study the segregation of
places, we are interested in how some places communicate a welcoming and inclusive
atmosphere, bring people together, and secure equitable access to public and semi-
public space to uphold diversity (see also Talen 2006), while in other places encounters
are prevented.

In the task of translating lived experiences to experience-based knowledge, we analyse
how social, functional, temporal, and spatial factors intertwine experientially and either
promote or hinder meaningful contacts. In this task, we operationalise the notion of
conviviality (convivencia) that, instead of starting from fixed ideas of culture, identity, and
difference, enables a focus on sociability that occurs between people and their spatial
settings in public places (Back and Sinha 2016; Radice 2016). Conviviality allows an
examination of how public social life is created in relation to spatial surroundings and
other inhabitants (cf. Andrews, Johnson, and Warner 2020). The concept acknowledges
the ambivalence of living together as it centralises friction and negotiation in community
life (Wise and Noble 2016, 424-25), and hence is a well-suited analytical tool to explore
the potential for (undifferentiated) encounters in urban space.

We use conviviality as a translational concept that enables the formulation of experience-
based knowledge out of the fluid, contextual, and often conflictual experiences from everyday
environments, and further implement it in tackling the segregation of urban places. First, we
create our conceptual-methodological framework for exploring the opportunities of
experience-based spatial design through recent studies on segregation, discussions
around conviviality, and their implications for urban design. Second, we introduce our
research context, data, and methods. Third, the experience-based and design-based
datasets are analysed to identify both obstacles and potentials for conviviality in various
urban places. Finally, we conclude the translation task and bring the three analytical
categories together in the form of design-oriented visions and pathways. In this section,
we create implementable experience-based design knowledge to understand social
relations and spatial experiences among diverse inhabitants and to design against
segregation.
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2. Conviviality: tackling segregation through spatial design

The idea of segregation of places relates to prominent debates in urban research and
design about the ways of controlling or enabling human contacts through physical forms
(Whyte 1980; Lynch 1995/1984; Sennett 1990; Talen 2006; Madanipour 2020). Urban
policies aiming to combat segregation by increasing contacts in urban space - by radical
or reformist design strategies — have been criticised for their naive visions of social unity
and incapacity to conform to increasing diversity (Madanipour 2020, 179; Fincher and
Iveson 2008, 87-8). Knowledge gaps concerning the qualities of the everyday environ-
ment and its capacity to facilitate meaningful contacts have been pointed out (Talen 2006;
Cucca 2020). As a part of the processes of segregation of places, differentiation in and
neglect of the qualities of urban environments can result in a downward spiral where
social relations between diverse inhabitants in urban space are prevented (Skifter
Andersen 2002), thus resulting in closed enclaves and increased self-segregation (Cucca
2020; Madanipour 2020).

In cities everyday life is founded on difference, which makes it crucial to understand
how meaningful, substantive inhabitance is enacted and in which kind of places it
becomes possible for diverse people (Tonkiss 2013, 437-40). Tonkiss's call for non-
exclusionary spaces (2013) coincides with Madanipour’s (2020, 182) notion of accessible
spaces that offer possibilities of “non-commodified social encounters, inclusive expressive
presence and active participation,” which work against segregation by “helping the
different parts of society being in continuous interaction with each other.” While local
communities and mundane encounters are often regarded to overcome differences,
enabling people to live with difference or through difference (Fincher and Iveson 2008,
87; Amin 2002), encounters also entail social hierarchies and normative understandings of
acceptable behaviour and presence in a given space (Valentine 2008). Hence, encounters
can also provoke disagreement and conflict (Tonkiss 2003; Wise and Noble 2016), which
emphasises the need to understand the quality and context of spatial experiences.

In urban space, contacts often remain passive and fleeting (Mehta 2014, 98; Gehl 2010)
yet they shape people’s conceptions of others and the surrounding society. The forms of
contact most directly influenced by the physical environment are what Jan Gehl (2010,
22-23) calls see and hear activities: watching, listening, and observing others. Also, as
Juhani Pallasmaa (2005, 17-19) highlights, multisensory perspectives are required if
designers wish to avoid pushing people “into detachment, isolation and exteriority.”
Moreover, experiences of material environment intertwine with social relations in a way
that makes it impossible to distinguish clearly between the two. Lived experiences include
accounts of a city that is not anymore or that is not yet. Thus, experience-based knowl-
edge calls attention to anticipations, presences, and absences that are also communi-
cated through design (see also Nijs and Daems 2012, 188-89; Pallasmaa 2005, 67-68).
Social densities and intensities of the city are hard to map and influence through design if
there is not sufficient understanding of the experiential and normative elements that
shape behaviour and choices (see also Tonkiss 2013, 129-30; Gehl 2010, 28, 63). For us, an
interdisciplinary exploration into design against segregation of places finds an appro-
priate translational apparatus in the concept of conviviality.
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Fincher and Iveson (2008, 145-46) suggest a change of focus in urban planning from
the creation of community spirit to the recognition of differential needs and values. For
them, fostering conviviality sustains encounters between people in urban space (see
also Peattie 1998, 247). Martha Radice (2016), studying multicultural commercial streets,
claims that the prerequisites for the socio-spatial configuration of conviviality are
heterogeneity, accessibility, and flexibility. According to Radice, codes of sociability
that regulate places, relations between groups, and individuals' experiences of places
constitute important topics to be explored (see also Van Aalst and Brands 2020;
Andrews, Johnson, and Warner 2020). The potentials and obstacles of conviviality can
be mapped through a focus on “third places” (Peattie 1998, 249) - such as cafés, stores,
and community centres - that are neither completely private nor totally public (Laurier
and Philo 2006; Oldenburg 1989). Such places, where everyone is being “welcomed”
and that are “open” to anyone, form “microspaces of conviviality” (Wessendorff 2016,
457-59) where people interact and engage in mundane conversations and activities
(see also Amin 2002, 969; Sandercock 2003, 94). Through shared activities, convivial
encounters enable people to craft new identifications for themselves and for the world
around them (Fincher and Iveson 2008, 154-56; Peattie 1998, 247). Conviviality involves
negotiations, frictions, and tensions (Wise and Noble 2016, 425), which allows differ-
ences to coexist in urban crowds. Building on these discussions, we use conviviality as
a translational concept to understand both potentials and obstacles to meaningful
encounters in the city and make experience-based spatial design knowledge to prevent
segregation of places.

3. Data and methods

Our empirical focus is on older people’s and young migrant adults’ lived experiences as
well as design-based observations in urban places in Tampere, the third-largest city in
Finland, with approximately 241,000 residents. Tampere offers an apt context to study
design against segregation of places. The city has a long tradition of implementing anti-
segregation policies, especially social mixing policies. Residential segregation in terms of
income and ethnicity is relatively low when compared internationally, although since the
early 2000s there has been slight increase in residential segregation by income (Saikkonen
et al. 2018). Yet a recent report by the Tampere City Region (2020) suggests that the trend
for socioeconomic segregation has been continuous.

The selected groups for this study, older people, and migrants, represent two
prominent dimensions (ethnic and demographic) in the study of segregation (Musterd
202043, 7). Although they are not the only relevant groups to study in this context, they
shed light on the variety of individual choices and social processes that are connected
to spatial segregation. The increase in the number of both migrants and older people
has constituted the key demographic trend in Tampere throughout the 2000s.
According to the official statistics of Tampere, older people (65 years of age or older)
constituted 19% of the population in 2018. The share of people speaking other than
Finnish or Swedish as their native language was 8%, and young people 20-29 years of
age constituted a significant share (21.8%) of them.
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The experiences of older people and young migrant adults were collected in 2017 and
2018 through interviews that have followed the principle of informed consent. With older
people, seven group interviews ranging from 1,5 to 2 hours were organised in two
community centres in the suburb of Hervanta, an outer suburb of Tampere. Hervanta
was chosen because of the Age-Friendly Hervanta project (2015-2017), which was imple-
mented to test the national policies of the World Health organization (WHO)'s Age-
Friendly Cities approach that seeks to promote age-friendliness in terms of social partici-
pation, outdoor spaces, housing, transportation, services, civic participation and employ-
ment, and communication (WHO 2007). Three group interviews entailed general
discussions regarding participants’ daily lives in Hervanta, while four had specific themes:
services, nature, leisure, and housing. The aim was to evoke discussion between partici-
pants and to provide them freedom to share meaningful aspects of their lives, while the
facilitator was more in the background. Group interviews were advertised in local forums:
two community centres, a library, pharmacy, health centre, and a newspaper. We reached
28 participants (19 female, 9 male) who were a heterogeneous group of Finnish pen-
sioners living in the suburb. The interviews shed light on the manifold ways in which
urban places enable or restrict the daily activities and encounters of older people.

In addition, we collected data on young adult migrants’ social life in the city. The
participants were so-called first-generation migrants aged 19-29 years. Most of them had
come to Finland as asylum seekers or quota refugees and, as such, they face particular
challenges in participating in the society (see also Leino and Puumala 2021). Within this
group, six thematic interviews (N = 12, 6 female, 6 male) were conducted. The participants
could choose whether to participate in a group interview or be interviewed individually.
The interviews lasted between 37 minutes and two hours with the group interviews being
longer and involving also exchange between the participants regarding their divergent or
similar experiences. The aim was to explore the quality and meanings of mundane
encounters in the city and their role in shaping the participants’ perceptions of their
surroundings. They were asked to identify places that they found appealing or inviting, as
well as share experiences of both pleasant and unpleasant encounters in urban public
space.

The interviews were transcribed, and the experiences were categorised based on the
type of activity and located on a map' (see Figure 1). The resulting map, “Experienced
Tampere,” illustrates the diversity of experiences in the city and highlights how practices
of inclusion and exclusion unfold relationally and how they affect the spatial experiences.
Madanipour (2020, 171) underscores the differences of official city maps focusing on
functional structures, land uses, roads, and landmarks, and city dwellers’ mental maps,
which add new layers of meaning and portray differences in experiences. The experience-
based map enabled us to identify the microspaces of conviviality that entailed a high
density of participants’ experiences of social interaction. These selected urban areas
represent densifications of structure and services both in official city maps and the
“Experienced Tampere” map; the Hervanta suburban centre (seven places) includes
experiences from both datasets, whereas the Tampere city centre (nine places) consists
mainly of young adults’ experiences. Despite most of the migrant youth living outside the
centre, their experiences mostly focused on the city centre, while older people’s experi-
ences emphasized the importance of their residential area. Spatially, the two areas
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Figure 1. Overview of the map “Experienced Tampere.."

provide a comparison between the old, mixed city structure and the newer suburban
environment. For comparability, we divided the identified places into two categorisations:
commercial gathering places and public activity facilities.

In these sites, design-based observations of the places and ongoing activities were
conducted in 2019 and 2020 by the first author, who is an architect. The observations
utilised Pallasmaa’s (2005) multisensory perspective, focusing on lighting, acoustics,
scents, touch, bodily images of action, and the interaction of perceptions, memory, and
imagination. The observation dataset includes photographs and fieldnotes taken during
pilot visits, round-the-clock observation periods, and shorter complementary visits. The
observations were based on prior knowledge from the interviews, the researcher’s sub-
jective bodily experiences in the places, professional experience in architectural design,
and a designerly intention towards spatial improvements. Methodologically, the observa-
tions worked as the first translating act between experiential and professional knowledge.
Whereas the interview data permit us to focus on the experience that is formed through
encounters, design-based observations provide more detailed information on the mate-
rial and sensory characteristics of the environment, routes, and activities, as well as the
design potentials in the places.

To analyse the data, we adopted an interpretative approach that operationalises the
concept of conviviality and creates a shared framework that enabled us to combine,
contrast, and analyse the datasets. To identify the potentials for and obstacles to con-
viviality, we determined three analytical lenses with social factors cutting across the data:
socio-spatial, socio-functional, and socio-temporal (Figure 2). This is in line with the
presented understanding of social relations being crucial for an experience of space
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Figure 2. Use of analytical lenses in the identification phase.

and acknowledges that people’s ways of being in, claiming, and using space vary. We
utilised the lenses to thematically categorise both interview data (lived experiences) and
design-based observations concerning the identified places (Figures 3 and 5).

We identified experiences and observations that relate to the spatial, functional, and
temporal aspects of sociability in the given place in both datasets. Social factors consist of
pleasant or unpleasant encounters: meeting friends, having conversations with people, or
just being by oneself among urban strangers, but also hostile confrontations with others.
Social factors reveal how spatially, functionally, and temporally similar settings can appear
different depending on a person’s experienced social situation and positionality (Hiss
1990; Malpas 2018). Spatial factors regard two aspects. First, they are about spatial
configurations such as locations, connections, physical objects, and boundaries in
space. Second, they regard the sensory characteristics, such as lighting, materiality,
sounds, smells, and elements of nature. Significantly, multisensory experiences create
vivid connections in people’s memories between different times and places (Pallasmaa
2005). Functional factors emphasise both necessary everyday activities, such as running
errands or taking care of one’s basic needs, and optional recreational activities (Baeza,
Cerrone, and Mannigo 2017). For optional activities that enable sociability, both facilitat-
ing and impeding factors in the urban environment are particularly relevant (Gehl 2010).
Finally, temporal factors are related to perceived changes in seasons and times of day, to
personal history, the present, and the anticipated future (Nijs and Daems 2012). Memories
can create meanings that are attached to current situations and environments. While the
spatial and functional factors remain the same, a person’s experience of space can change
due to temporal cycles or changes in life situation.
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4. Obstacles to and potentials for convivial encounters in the city

Our scrutiny into the potentiality of experience-based spatial design in microspaces of
conviviality begins by overlaying older people’s and young migrant adults’ lived experi-
ences with design-based observations in urban semi-public commercial gathering places,
such as cafés and shopping centres. After this, we explore public activity facilities, which
are regarded to be open for all, without consumption or membership. Hence, the vast
category, based on the notion of equal rights to the place, gathers a rich array of places
such as public parks, public libraries, community centres, and activity facilities. We are
aware that both categories, commercial gathering places and public activity facilities,
include and represent vastly diverse environments. The two categories have been formed
on the grounds of experience-based data, which makes it meaningful to explore what
kind of potentials and obstacles for conviviality can be identified therein.

4.1. Commercial gathering places: Cafés and shopping centres

Cafés are a classic example of places for gatherings among friends in the presence of
strangers (Laurier and Philo 2006; Oldenburg 1989). They provide essential social func-
tions and attractiveness to urban streets (Gehl 1987; Mehta 2014). Currently, also shop-
ping centres are shifting focus from mere consumer product sales towards social
functions, tempting customers for daily errands and recreational consumption and offer-
ing protected indoor gathering spaces. Nevertheless, our analysis of the conviviality
potentials and obstacles revealed exclusionary practices and characteristics in both
shopping centres and cafés.?

From a socio-spatial perspective (Figure 3), design-based observations show that
shopping centres are designed to pull people in; the entrances are made visible, open,
and accessible, and the interiors create continuations of public space outside. The trend of
turning shopping centres into open living rooms is visible in the seating furniture and USB
charging possibilities in the common areas outside the shops (see Figure 4). Experience-
based data, in turn, indicates that older people perceive the local mall as a meaningful
social place, enabling encounters with acquaintances and strangers (see also Van Melik
and Pijpers 2017).

In contrast to these potentials, young migrant adults describe experiences of confron-
tations with and unfriendly behaviour from other customers or the personnel in the same
shopping centre. The experience of the place is radically different calling others to come
again while pushing others away. While socio-spatial obstacles faced by migrants in malls
and cafés are mainly caused by discriminatory attitudes, older people note physical
mobility barriers, such as long walking distances. There are also social struggles over
who gets to use, for instance, the benches, which in our data had eventually shaped the
spatial setting by some benches being removed to deter people whose presence was
regarded as negative. Thus, spatial amenities such as benches can facilitate meaningful
encounters, but also initiate struggles over public space (Loukaitou-Sideris, Brozen, and
Levy-Storms 2014; Ottoni et al. 2016). Despite having several negative experiences with
cafés and shopping centres, the migrant adults emphasise certain cafés and flea markets
as welcoming places with a cosy atmosphere.



10 K. MAUNUNAHO ET AL.

Lived experiences : Design-based observations
EI % "A living room for residents of Hervanta” (older person; A) E - Open, accessible entrances draw
E = “It usually involves lot of socializing when you wait for the dial-a- ¢ peoplein (A, B, C)
E § ride bus at the bench” (older person; A) ; - Clear connections to central pedes-
w1  © "Theshopping centreis open for everyone” (migrant; B) B trian routes (A, B)
OI - "You know, sometime lately, if | am bored, | go to there todrink 3 - Long vistas to sidewalks (G)
o coffee, this really high café. You can see all Tampere. With friends | E - Sitting arrangements suitable for
@] go to another cafe” (migrant; D, E) « lingering (B, E)
A "They have good service. Like they have a lot of good people. ¢ - Pleasant atmosphere through artifi-
You go there to have fun, play chess or something. It's not like the « cial / natural light (B, D, E, F)
other coffee places. You kind of feel like it's a home!” (migrant; E) E - Soft materials and acoustics for
< relaxing homely feeling (E, F)
@ "They have removed benches from shops. People with alcohol E - Hard or indefinite lighting (A, B, G)
E problems sat there all day long” (older person, A) ¢ - Stressful ambience from repeating
*»  "Girls face harassment. The boys hang out in groups and shout ¢ or rivalling commercial music (A, B)
'g after you! (migrant; B, C) E - Challenges in furniture design for
"I never go to a bar because | don't want to and because of my ¢ people with reduced mobility (B, D)
religion. | have heard that it is not good to go to a bar because « - Space occupied heavily by certain
sometimes things happen there! (migrant) E groups (older or young people) (A,
:B,G
EI T‘: "All the services are within a hundred meters!” (older person; A) E - Rich variety of people running er-
= & “Shopping has been organized well for people with poor mobil- ¢ rands and meeting with people at the
o S ity. They [dial-a-ride bus] pick you up and drop you off at your < same time (A, B)
U § doorstep” (older person; A) E - Emphasis on grocery stores adds an
2 "itis big, you can watch people, shop and everything is close” ¢ inclusive image to the place (A)
E (migrant; C) < - Connections to public transporta-
1 "There’s a Turkish restaurant and Chinese and Indian food. It ¢ tion gather people together (A)
8 smells like in our home country.” (migrant; C) E - Inclusive cafés allow different uses
le) + such as working space or games (E, F)
v ¢ -’Above the ordinary’ escapism (D)
¥ "Thealcohol problem in the centre is unfortunate but also they E - Few activities aside of consumption
‘_'-; must have a right to be somewhere.” (older person; A) ¢+ and hanging around (A, B, G)
+  "Sometimes people sell drugs and all. I've seen it myself..., next E - Empbhasis on fashion stores adds an
'g to the mall and sometimes inside the mall. The security guard ¢ exclusive image to the place (B)
then removes these people! (migrant; A) < - Need to buy something (A, B, C, D,
"[Olne thing is that you have to deal with some of the shops, E E,F)
people are kind of racists” (migrant; B) + - Use of alcohol leads occasionally
"Sometimes we can’t go to that café, because sometimes they ask E to unintended difficulties, to self but
for our papers” (migrant; E) ¢+ also to others (E, G)
EI % "During the winter [...] you can call the dial-a-ride bus” (older E - Important shelter particularly dur-
e B person;A) ¢+ ing winter (A, B, C)
2 § “In the winter, this is one of the few places where we can go.” E -Vivid throughout the day (A, B)
s g_ (migrant; B) E - Long opening hours (A, B, C)
k :
O ¢ 'I'mabitannoyed that the time that the bus runs is a bit too « - Evening hours add restlessness and
(o} E short” (older person; A) ¢ security guard surveillance (B)
8 *  "Now, when in school, | don't have time to hang out with friends.” { - Daily, weekly, and seasonal rhythms
'g (migrant; B) 2 create (in)active hours (all places)

A= shopping centre in Hervanta, B & C= shopping centres in the city centre, D= café with a view over the city centre, E & F= cafés in the city centre, G=
hamburger restaurant.

Figure 3. Conviviality potentials and obstacles in commercial gathering places.

When looking through the socio-functional lens (see Figure 3), lived experiences from
cafés portrays them as places where one encounters friends and occasionally also engages
with strangers (see Laurier and Philo 2006). According to design-based observations, some
cafés also permit work and leisure activities. Besides functionalities, differences in materials,
lighting, views, and soundscapes create diverse atmospheres. As both the lived experiences
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Place B

Figure 4. Observation photographs from commercial gathering places. Seating arrangements offer
socio-functional possibilities for resting, meeting acquaintances, watching other people, playing, and
working. Socio-spatial factors such as type and arrangement of seating, as well ass socio-temporal
factors such as daily rhythms affect these potentials.’

and observations point out, the social conduct of others, particularly if under the influence
of alcohol, can rupture the welcoming atmosphere. Some young migrant adults also spoke
of difficulties in getting into bar-cafés, as they did not have official identification docu-
ments due to their precarious migration status. In the shopping centres, the experiences of
the older people point towards the importance of good public transport connections in
accessing the place (see also Alidoust, Bosman, and Holden 2019). They also appreciate the
possibilities to run multiple errands in proximity and in a sociable atmosphere. The young
migrant adults, on the other hand, lament that shopping centres offered quite a limited
range of activities besides shopping, eating, and lingering. The potential for conviviality is
also hindered by the fact that spending time without spending money was occasionally
restricted by the personnel (see Mitchell 2017). In our design-based observations, this
aspect is emphasised by the commercially flavoured sensory environment filled with
sounds, smells, and views designed to increase sales.
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Finally, the socio-temporal lens (see Figure 3) refers to seasonal and daily rhythms that
create changing conditions for conviviality in commercial gathering places. Based on the
observation data, the social setup of space is heavily affected by school and working-life
schedules. During the daytime, these places are mostly occupied by those outside work-
ing life, such as the unemployed, pensioners, and young families (Wallin 2019; Van Aalst
and Brands 2020). Also, Finnish seasons affect the experiences: some young adults
consider shopping centres as the only open gathering places during the wintertime,
whereas some older residents emphasise that winter conditions create mobility difficul-
ties, making the dial-a-ride bus important for reaching the mall. As the service operates
only during weekdays from 9 to 15.30, there are temporal boundaries of access.

4.2. Public activity facilities for leisure time and communities

Activity facilities in our research vary from large public facilities to small local community
centres and open urban parks. The importance of such activity facilities is highlighted in
both older people’s and young migrant adults’ experiences (see Figure 5). Older people
shared memories from the time they moved to their neighbourhood regarding how they
connected with others and the environment by participating in different activities.
Nowadays, these places offer them a sense of community and purposeful activity for
days no longer filled by work (see Figure 5, socio-functional potentials). As can be
gathered from this, a sense of place evolves temporally and is never static (ibid., socio-
temporal obstacles). For young migrant adults, places where they can receive concrete
help, spend time with friends, and feel welcome are highlighted (ibid., socio-spatial
potentials).

Figure 5 illustrates that when looking at the conditions for conviviality in indoor activity
facilities through a socio-spatial lens, several factors intertwine: location, spatial structure,
presence and affordances, material characteristics, social settings, and atmosphere. For
instance, in Hervanta, larger public facilities are centrally located by a pedestrian axis in
connection to commercial services. The composition of distinguishable architecture and
a variety of functions could provide potentials for lively urban places. Yet, design-based
observations illustrate that the formal setup of open space and sculptural building
volumes with separated entrances, winding corridors, and closed spaces works against
the potential for vivid encounters (see Figure 6, Places A and C). The location of the two
smaller semi-public community places in Hervanta has unutilised potential to provide
a visible presence for local communities, accompanied by several socio-spatial obstacles:
the entrances to these ground-floor premises are hidden behind corners and car parks,
steep terrain creates accessibility constraints, and outdoor areas are poorly maintained
and do not offer enough places for a pause (ibid., Place E). For older people, long walking
distances and limitations in transport services create difficulties in accessing the commu-
nity places.

Wessendorf (2016, 459) notes that open microspaces of conviviality facilitate experi-
ences of proximity among people with various categorical differences. When viewed
through the socio-functional lens (Figure 5), older people’s and young adult migrants’
lived experiences illustrate that in activity facilities encounters are facilitated by and built
upon a common interest, faith, practical need, life situation, or group identity. Hence,
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Lived experiences Design-based observations

nice looking and nice people sit there. But in the winter, | don’t
like. [...] Just because it's cold”” (migrant; G)

- Winter restrictions to use (G, H, )

EI % "Everyone is welcome here, they don't ask for a membership E - Vicinity in the neighbourhood (E, F)
E = card” (older person; E) ¢ - Connection to pedestrian routes (B,
E § "This spaceis like a living room.” (older person; E) E C,G,H,)J)
w1 © ’"Thelibraryis near everything” (migrant; J) + - Open spatial structure: circulation
OI - "You can sit and talk with a friend by a rapid, and the sound of + spaces, activity rooms (B)
o water is nice there! (migrant; G) E - Recognized architecture (A, C, J)
o "[That] park and tree, it's like one street in Iran. And always when | « - Dignified old building(s) (8, G, I)
“ walk there, it comes to my mind.” (migrant, G) : - Sensory characteristics (D, G, H, 1)
"Our favourite place is a rapid in the city centre.[...]In the « - Homely-feeling (E)
summer, people are happy, they're not drunk, they [...] come to E - Public spaces open for all (G, H, 1)
dance with us [...]1 They talk like normally to us” (migrant; G) + - Recreational versatility (G, H, 1)
@ 'It's supposed to be a place for older people with poor mobility E - Spatial detachment (A, D, E)
E but it's quite a long way to go there! (older person; F) ¢ - Non-accessible entrances (E, F)
*» “I'have a special place where | get attacked every time | walk. « - Difficult to find entrances (D, E, F)
'g Starting from Keskustori all the way to the train station. No, | just E - Closed, private, non-inviting appear-
walk and someone comes [and asks], where are you from. [...] . ance (A,D,E,F)
Why are you here? For some reason, | feel that being an immi- E - Labyrinth of corridors and closed
grant[...], it'’s kind of like a crime.” (migrant; street) < doors (A, D)
"We didn’t get a ballroom, the cinema isn't suited for that and E - Institutional feeling by sensory
other spaces are occupied. (older person) + characteristics (A, F)
=1 2 “|participated weekly in a club for persons on disability pension. E - Multiple activities for different peo-
<Z: -E We played cards and organized pre-Christmas parties and pot- ¢ ple and interests (A, B, C, D, G, H, J)
Q 5 lucks” (older person; A, C) + - Place can be consumed without pay-
C §. "There are plenty of activities here. So the time passes unnoticed.” E ing for anything (B, C,E, F, G, H, 1, J)
2 (older person; F) + - Possibility for shared cooking and
E "On Wednesday, Thursday, Friday they serve a warm meal and the E dining (E, F, G, H)

1 place is open. Coffee and freshly baked buns. Then, on Wednes- 3 - Health benefits and social glue from
8 days there’s music” (older person; E) < nature and physical exercise (A, D, F,
le) "I fed birds in that park one morning last week. First a rabbit E G, H)

v started off, then a squirrel and a woodpecker.” (older person; H) ¢
"There are good walking trails.” (older person; H) P
"This is the closest thing [to] a cultural centre. [...] You always E
have different kind of people coming.” (migrant; B) e
9§ "Welearned to use a computer, [...] there were mainly older E - Targeted for certain age-range (B)
Té people as youngsters apparently know how to use them already ¢ - Daily programs label the space for
*» when they are born! (older person; C) < the use of particular groups (E, F)
'g “Today we should have the coloring club. We colour these adults’ E - Boundaries caused by religion (D)
[colouring books]. Men don't go there! (older person; E) :
EI T': "l came here for the first time in 1993."[...] "And since then he has 2 - Activities create temporal rhythms in
¢ = come herealmost every day! (two older persons; E) : everyday life (A,B,C,D, E, F, J)
8 E, "I started a club for children [...]. And in the winter, we skied with E -Women's hours in the swimming hall
s g_ the smallest ones around the lake...” (older person; H) ¢ create a safe place (D)
w “Lot of events and stuff for free, especially in the summer”. « - Possibilities for experiencing sea-
oy (migrant; ) E sonal changes in urban nature (G, H, I)
8 "Sometimes, | go to swim [during the women'’s hour] and one s
le) older lady said 'welcome’and talked with me and asked where &
w I'm from!” (migrant; D) e
¥ "Wedon't anymore belong to that group. [...] We are too old.” E - Restricted opening hours (A, B, C,
Té (older person; A) ¢ D,EF)J)
+ "Now all activities are on a summer break” (older person; E, F) « - Safety of urban space after opening
'g "In the summer, | walk in the centre and sit there, because it's like E hours (A)

A= multiactivity facility in Hervanta, B= multiactivity facility in the city centre, (= Hervanta library, D= Hervanta swimming hall, E & F= neighbourhood
community centres in Hervanta, G= rapid/park in the ity centre, H= lake/park in Hervanta, I= open stage in a park, J= library in the city centre.

Figure 5. Conviviality potentials and obstacles in public activity facilities.
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Place H

Place B

Figure 6. Observation photographs from public activity facilities. Socio-spatial potentials are sup-
ported, inter alia, by sensory characteristics of nature, dignified old buildings, openings connecting
facilities to open public space, and open internal spatial structure. Socio-spatial obstacles in turn are
caused by deficiencies in accessibility, non-inviting appearances, and rigid boundaries between
activity facilities and public space.

these places create more homogeneous social settings compared to shopping centres.
However, it is noteworthy that the Hervanta library is being widely used by both groups.
Variety in lived experiences suggests that limited access can either obstruct conviviality or
enable it by offering a safe space for meaningful encounters (Figure 5). Despite some
criticism, older people in general perceived community centres as important places and
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spoke of various activities, voluntary work, and meals they enjoy there. Some had a long
history of attending the smaller communal place (Place E), which has enabled them to
form long-standing relationships. The young migrant adults, again, mentioned that
Tampere lacks places that offer activities and encounters between inhabitants from
different backgrounds. According to one migrant adult, the multiactivity house in the
city centre is the closest thing to a cultural centre in Tampere that gathers diverse people
together. Spatially, the internal structure of the multiactivity house consists of a central
staircase and open spaces that combine the activity rooms and create communication
between the activities (Figure 6, Place B). Yet, socially, the place has a specific target
group, excluding people over 30 years of age.

The socio-functional lens highlights the role of public green areas in offering places
for activities and social gatherings for different ages and lifestyles (Figure 5). Both lived
experiences and design observations point to the importance of having a connection
to nature, with its biotic and abiotic components (plants, birds, sunlight, water). Nature
provides moments of sensory relief that are longed for in the city (Figure 6, Place H).
For older people, good walking routes and the presence of wildlife in Hervanta were
important, in part because nature enables meaningful social activities (see Figure 5).
Lived experiences illustrate the potentials of the genuinely public urban green space in
creating conviviality with acquaintances and strangers, and enabling spatial occupation
for more private occasions, such as the picnics and football games that were men-
tioned by the young migrant adults (see also Van Aalst and Brands 2020).
Nevertheless, negative experiences such as intimidation or harassment can create no-
go areas in public spaces that inhibit these potentials (Mitchell 2003; Madanipour
2011).

From a socio-temporal perspective (Figure 5), seasonal changes restrict recreational
uses and create needs for diverse communal places, as suggested by the experiences
situated in commercial places. Both older people with mobility impairments and young
migrant adults experience significant changes in their use of outdoor spaces during
the winter, which causes variation in the temporal experience of social isolation (Kwan
2013, 1080). Two young adults expressed this emphatically, stating that their time flies
during the summer, but during the winter they have no place to go, and people in
general turn quiet (see Figure 5). In contrast, some older people lament that during
the summertime, all prearranged activities are on a break.

5 Promoting conviviality through experience-based spatial design

In our analysis, experience-based knowledge was formed by categorising lived experi-
ences of the places systematically along social, temporal, spatial, and functional factors of
conviviality (see Figure 7). Experience-based design knowledge was then coined by
combining design-based observations and lived experiences together under the shared
categorizing lenses. In translating the knowledge into actionable inputs for design against
segregation (Talen 1006, 234), the identified categorisations need to be re-integrated into
relational information that concerns both desirable spatial conditions and related social
processes.
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Figure 7. Use of the lenses in design projections.

In this combination, the analysis of lived experiences reveals local social contexts and
their individual and communal distinctions that would otherwise remain invisible for
design. In turn, design-based observations point to functional and sensory characteristics
in the environment that affect the perceived attractiveness of a place, which can also work
in exclusionary or non-exclusionary ways. The characteristics that people appreciate in
a place should be endorsed, but not in ways that create boundaries between certain user
groups and larger urban publics. Social norms and attitudes attached to a place, as well as
material amenities (e.g. benches), can create both potentials and obstacles for meaningful
encounters, and for design against segregation. Microspaces of conviviality in the physical
environment cannot be designed without understanding the richness and fluidity of lived
experiences (see Jull, Giles, and Graham 2017). This implies that design against segregation
needs to be based on a processual understanding of urban space that recognises constant
negotiations and re-negotiations between diverse people who experience, use, and claim
spaces in different ways.

To push our analysis further, we suggest two examples of design against segregation,
in which the developed experience-based design knowledge discussed in the previous
section is utilized in a form of visions that motivate design actions and interchanging
pathways that highlight the entanglement of potentials and obstacles in those actions.
These visions and pathways are not fixed outcomes to be implemented as such. When
applied, the underlying knowledge-base needs to be adjusted to local social circum-
stances that may aid or inhibit conviviality, as well as the affective and sensory dimensions
of space that organise social conduct (Wise and Noble 2016, 427). Hence, they present
a framework of steps taken to motivate changes that promote convivial encounters in
diversifying urban environments and tackle the segregation of places.
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5.1. Active living rooms - design for non-exclusionary multifunctionality

Attractive functions, such as sports and other leisure activities, gather people to
a place. The vision of active living rooms (see Figure 8) underlines the role of shared
activities in forming a basis for meaningful contacts. Action towards this vision is
instigated by a combination of social, spatial, functional, and temporal factors that
advance the accessibility, multifunctionality, and flexible use of urban space.

Peattie (1998, 250) highlights open conviviality between strangers in public space
but yet places the domain of conviviality more to the private sphere. Overcoming the
public-private distinction calls for a notion of accessibility that is both physical and
social. In active living rooms, meaningful activities are visibly located close to public
transport connections and daily routes where people casually spend time, which
increases the potential for encounters between different people (Gehl 2010, 22;
Tonkiss 2013, 76). Though experiential data reveal that these encounters may give
rise to positive, neutral, or even negative experiences, physical and social access to
activities enables taking active roles and identifications that can help to negotiate
and overcome differences (Fincher and lveson 2008, 154-59). In addition, accessibility
requires functional motivations and spatial amenities that are affected also by social,
cultural, and personal differences.

Multifunctionality is an instrumental pathway towards the vision. A mixture of
necessary, optional, and social activities (Gehl 1987; Baeza, Cerrano, and Mannigo
2017) increases the vitality of the place and contributes to an image that is not fixed
to specific user group. For example, seemingly permanent spatial occupation by one
group can easily exclude others (Mitchell 2003; Van Aalst and Brands 2020) and result
into segregation by choice. Nevertheless, our study indicates that the focus should
not be on the activity targets of a place (Talen 2006) but on the needs and
experiences of the people using it, who collectively create space through their
actions.

To spatially prevent or minimise the conflict-inducing potential of encounters,
active living rooms need to offer possibilities for separated activities as well as
“interim” spaces where resulting segregation can be “controlled”). This calls for
spatial flexibility that allows user control over the see-and-hear connections. Soft
boundaries implemented with, for example, temporal spatial occupation and related
practices, from booking a space to setting it up for the intended purpose, are part of
creating purposeful conditions for convivial encounters. Socially, active living rooms
need to have clear policies for reporting and processing instances of harassment,
discrimination, or conflict and offer diverse users a possibility to negotiate differing
views.

Incorporating social and experiential aspects into urban design is important, as
encounters in public places often do not happen under equal premises but involve
struggles for power and conflicting claims over the right to the space. A path towards
active living rooms may need the prevention of exclusionary spatial identities, for example,
by bridging events targeted to other than the dominant user groups.
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Design projection: ACTIVE LIVING ROOMS

E Diverse shared activities gather people in a place, creating conditions for convivial encounters. Design for
‘w accessible places where people can create, participate, and share different activities; embrace their existing
> communities and create new identities.

BT T P

POTENTIALS : OBSTACLES

Multifunctionality in an instrumental role: Socio-spatial boundaries:

» Encounters between different users » Physical: long distances, steep terrain, blind or hidden

» Visibility for different users entrances, spatial detachment

» Combination of necessary and optional activities ¢ » Financial: needs to buy something to gain access

» Functional assistance to promote inclusion » Temporal: opening hours, incompatible daily rhythms,

seasonal changes

Physical and visual access:

» Clear connections to pedestrian routes and public
transportation, also during winter

Discriminatory practices:

» Harassment, discriminatory attitudes

» Access restrictions (e.g. inquiry for papers)
» Restrictive place identities

» Boundaries caused by religion

interchanging pathways

Socio-spatial flexibility:

» Possibilities for spatial occupation by flexible
boundaries and control over them

» Social operation codes for open communication

» Recognition of both social heterogeneity and
homogeneity in communities

Encounters in urban space can also lead to conflicts:
» Spatial differentiation and a limited range of targeted
activities may be needed in some occasions

Figure 8. Active living rooms.

5.2. Urban oases — Design for the multiplicity of senses

Our analysis suggests that microspaces of conviviality emerge in relaxed, comfortable,
and respectful environments. Urban life is heavily loaded with affective sensory irritations:
noise, pollution, and rushing through crowds. Experiences of gazes, comments, or
touches all add to the stressfulness of urban space. Spatial segregation operates in
reciprocal relation to these characteristics (Cucca 2020). In the vision of urban oases (see

Design projection: SENSORY URBAN OASIS

Pleasant sensory environments evenly distributed in the city offer sensory relief, promote wellbeing, provide
points of social contact and prevent spatial segregation. People gather to enjoy relaxing environment,
together or alone among others. Design for attractivity for multiplicity of senses, not levelling average
neutrality in space.

vision

$00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

POTENTIALS « OBSTACLES

Sensory pleasure: ¢ Unpleasant socio-spatial experiences:

» Material comfort from avoiding overly designed » Social conduct of others affect the spatial experience
features » Spatial exclusion caused by personal or shared history

» Pleasant acoustics or silence

» Connections to urban nature

» Sheltered spaces with long vistas to city/nature
» Accessible sitting arrangements

from the place or similar places

» Urban fears (violence, harassment, crowds, empty
places)

» Overly designed, institutional or technical space

interchanging pathways

Social atmosphere:

» Inclusive services

» Pleasant encounters with others
» Genuinely open public space

Privacy for some groups can create obstacles for others:
» Closed curtains, spatial detachment

Seasonal challenges:
» Either heat and sun or cold and rain can create sensory
Meaningful experiences create: boundaries for urban amenities
» Connections to personal history
» Belonging to a place Limited spatial amenities can create struggles over who
» Strong shared experiences promote social E gets to use them:

contacts » E.g. shortage or removal of benches

Figure 9. Sensory urban oases.
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Figure 9), places, in which body and mind can have a moment of rest (cf. Gehl 2010;
Pallasmaa 2005), are evenly distributed and developed to increase inclusion in the city
(Cucca 2020, 187).

The pathway towards urban oases begins from the recognition that diversity in the city
should not be met by overly engineered precision, social control, and the (assumed)
neutrality of average solutions (Tonkiss 2013, 141-43). Rather, emphasis needs to be
placed on the multiplicity of senses and experiences (Pallasmaa 2005). Our experience-
based data highlights the importance of multisensory natural elements, such as green
views or the sounds of moving water in the urban environment. Urban nature can be
enjoyed alone, or the experience can be shared with friends or strangers in the same
place. Functional and temporal variety in urban nature and microclimatic conditions, such
as temperature, sunlight, and shade, create versatile conditions for activities and diverse
encounters (see Mehta 2014, 127). Also, interior amenities, such as a cosy corner with
appropriate furniture, pleasant acoustics and lighting, or an interesting view can create an
inviting, relaxed, and inclusive image to a place. Limited or unevenly distributed spatial
amenities can nevertheless cause social struggles over who gets to use them.

A multisensory perspective on the urban oasis considers the experiential differences of
diverse users, which affect the possibilities for creating private or shared moments in
urban space. Embodied experiential aspects of materiality (Shafaieh 2019), such as shared
bodily experiences in a public sauna, can offer pleasing visual and haptic settings for
encounters. On the other hand, one unpleasant factor, be it sensory (such as unintended
sounds and smells) or social (like the experienced negative conduct of others), can
prevent activities and repel people. Aspects of practicality and neutrality in the environ-
ment may lead to excluding institution-like atmospheres that prohibit contacts between
people and their surroundings (ibid.). The smell of freshly baked buns or a soundscape of
friendly conversations may create a feeling of comfort for in-group members, but for
others they can indicate privacy not to be disrupted. Our experience-based data illustrate
that the conditions of conviviality are diverse; places intended to foster non-exclusionary
encounters can be (in)accessible both physically and socially. We concur that non-
exclusionary operating practices within urban oases form a necessary basis for non-
exclusionary convivial encounters.

6. Conclusions

As cities struggle to respond in a socially sustainable and inclusive manner to increasing
diversity, an empirically grounded view of how the spatial fabric in the city could be
moulded to prevent segregation of places and promote conviviality among diverse
inhabitants is urgently needed. A wide range of expertise is required to address tensions
between the experiential and material aspects in the urban environment and the social,
political, and design-related dimensions of urban conditions. Also interchange between
different knowledge bases is needed.

Spatial design practices encompass capacities to deal with issues that affect the lived
experiences and interactions of people in urban space, but which fall outside the legally
defined processes of planning. Experience-based information in design can bring out
places and networks of places that people find relevant in their everyday lives and
highlight the variety of lived experiences in a place. Yet there remains a need to translate
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situated experiential information regarding the diversity of the urban everyday into
information applicable in design tasks (Talen 2006). This article has shown that by placing
subjective experiences on a map, it is possible to follow diverse inhabitants’ experiences
in urban space, and to add other layers, such as design-based observations, onto them. An
understanding of social factors cutting across spatial, functional, and temporal factors
creates interdisciplinary openings for analysing the possibilities and obstacles for con-
viviality. Furthermore, reflecting the knowledge through design-oriented visions and
interchanging pathways that originate from both the social and spatial aspects of the
urban context can yield insights into creating microspaces of conviviality and thus
designing against segregation.

Social visions in the context of urban design have been criticised as romanticised
notions from past urban life (Madanipour 2020). Nevertheless, utopian visionary thinking
has affected urban developments as a motivator in the search for better urban environ-
ments. In our case, visions work as the final act to translate lived experiences of urban
places to design information. We acknowledge that the derived visions do not work as
actual aims, yet they create starting points, from which the social and material processes
towards designing against segregation can begin. It is here that the value of experience-
based knowledge for spatial design lies. Experience-based spatial design can be useful in
promoting equitable access to and inclusivity of urban space. It brings the interrelation-
ship between the public and private spheres in urban space to the fore. Non-exclusionary
urban places allow room for necessary daily activities and optional recreation, as well as
for enjoying the space in a more passive manner for communal and personal purposes.
Experience-based spatial design builds on the idea that places are not static, but their
qualities vary in time and for different users based on their previous experiences, differing
life situations and negotiations over the use of space.
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Notes
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data processing for the map utilised activity categories presented by Baeza, Cerrone, and
Ménnigo (2017)

2. In quotations, the names of places have been replaced with generic expressions, such as “a
café.”

3. The interviewed people were not present during the observations.
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