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Directly behind Berlin’s Ostbahnhof rail station lies a wide expanse of wasteland. The investment projects for this site, planned during the second half of the 1990s, can only
can be found in glossy brochures under the ambitious sounding name “Spreeraum Ost” (Eastern Spree River Area). The cranes are missing, the cityscape is falling apart, and wild growth proliferates between disused tracks. The regional and urban rail route, which divides the site, appears to lead through a lifeless prairie. 

But the view from the train is deceptive. Visitors and even many locals would never guess that this prairie is alive. Hidden behind the grey silhouettes of the apparently empty industrial façades, in inner courtyards and old warehouses there is a vital laboratory of all kinds of different uses. Young graphic designers, artists, architects, and ﬁlm makers can be found behind the old façade of the head office of Neues Deutschland, the former East German ruling party newspaper, and in the adjacent barracks. At night, the grey area south of the rail track, which appears empty, becomes an interesting cluster of subcultural night clubs. In order to build a planned, but yet not financed large sports arena, a series of buildings were demolished  in 2004.  Most of the temporary users of those buildings found new spots in the same area, to the west or the north, while the ground breaking for the large investment project has been now delayed several times. 

.

A walk through the former RAW (railway improvement works) to the north, on Revaler Strasse in the Berlin neighborhood of Friedrichshain, brings unusual encounters. Railway cars were still repaired here until 1994. In 1998, after the site had remained unused for four years, local residents took the initiative to revive the wasteland. They founded the RAW-Tempel e.V. and initially leased four RAW buildings for three years. Within a few months, a platform for over 30 alternative-cultural and social projects was established. For most of those involved, the RAW represents a niche in which new ideas can be tried out free from pure market economy cycles and with minimum investment. Unlike traditionally-developed service centers, the different people involved work together. They do all they can, without pay, to arrange community projects like public discussion forums, a children’s circus, and even workshops with citizens to develop their part of the city. The emergence of the RAW is a typical example of grassroots urban development. During 2001 and 2002 the owner of the site commissioned urban planners and tried to develop the site, but due to lack of demand no investment took place and further temporary use as an indoor bike park was established.

Comparable to RAW-Tempel e.V. is a former silk factory on the banks of Lake Zurich, run by an interest group since 1980 as a collective with 19 permanent employees. Known as the Rote Fabrik (Red Factory) over 300 events are now held there every year. In addition to a theatre and rehearsal rooms, the factory houses a restaurant, a kindergarten, a bicycle workshop, a local meeting place, a sailing school, 50 studios and a free art school. Eighty  permanent jobs have been created within the milieu of the individual projects. Over 200 musicians, artists, and actors have their workplaces here. The originally informal, intermediate usage has mutated into a proﬁtable, permanent use (Wolf 1998) 
Many other examples demonstrate that the phenomena of derelict sites caused by de-industrialization, abundance of infrastructure or political faults are not Berlin-specific phenomena, but represent a common part of the urban fabric in nearly all European metropolises (Oswalt et al 2006 , Templace.com 2006). The post-industrial change in Europe has generated very different social, economic and spatial conditions in urban centers: a polarized map where certain cities enjoyed unprecedented boom and regeneration while others failed to absorb vast, often centrally located areas left discarded after the closure of industries decades ago. Commercial development in cities like Helsinki (Helsinki University of Technology 2001) continues to profit from a strong real estate market while economic crisis and collapsed property markets in Berlin have led to a slow down and virtual standstill in property development. In a context of an oversupply of space and high vacancy rates many developers resign themselves to apathy and “wait for better times.” However, the success and failure of urban transformation processes cannot be measured by short-term growth alone. A booming economy with an over-inflated real estate market can banish all creative energy from the city, making it impossible for young and weaker economies to thrive, potentially endangering a “sustainable mix” of activities and actors, a criticism raised for example in Amsterdam some year ago, when the city experienced an economic boom. One could argue that in both scenarios, temporary use can thrive while, to a certain degree, traditional planning tools fail to provide us with an energetic, vital and humane city. 

Over a period of two years (2001-2003) Urban Catalyst, composed of an interdisciplinary team of architects, planners, lawyers, sociologists and representatives of local municipalities, has researched the potential of temporary use and the apparent crisis of classical planning. This research was based on two main hypotheses: spontaneous, temporary uses can have positive long-term effects; the unplanned phenomena of temporary uses can be successfully incorporated into the planning and management of cities. Philipp Oswalt and Klaus Overmeyer initiated and directed the research project  which was funded by the European Commission within the Key Action 4 City of Tomorrow & Cultural Heritage from the program Energy, Environment and Sustainable Development within the Framework Programme of the European Union. The project, with 11 partners in six countries, was coordinated by the Technische Universität Berlin
The research took place in five European metropolises, which represent the spectrum between economic success and crisis: Helsinki, Amsterdam, Berlin, Vienna and Naples. Case study sites where characterized either by a time gap – a moment of standstill between the collapse of a previous use and the beginning of new commercial development - or by the problems of gentrification and social exclusion created by a thriving real estate market. In all cases, temporary use became a vehicle that provided opportunities for new, unplanned activities transforming banal and everyday spaces into breeding grounds for new forms of art, music, and pop culture, as well as for economic development, technological inventions and start-ups. 

In the context of these developments a re-evaluation of the role that temporary uses plays in our cities seems both relevant and timely. Temporary use could become a new tool for a strategic planning process that triggers change where traditional planning tools like the master plan fail. While traditional state-financed urban development is no longer affordable, the radical shift to neo-liberal planning policies has failed to offer inclusive models (Harvey  1989) . Boom and gentrification can lead to social exclusion and an increasingly divided urban society, while the failure of market-driven development to adapt in the context of economic collapse has led to apathy and stagnation. Both gentrification and neglect are symptoms of a crisis, which should be considered as an opportunity to critically examine and question the existing planning procedures and consider alternative models of development. 

The research project Urban Catalyst investigated the potential of temporary uses for long term urban development. In order to discover the potential of the temporary, it was necessary   to develop a precise understanding of the tactics and networks that make it possible 

What and where is temporary use?

The range of temporary uses is vast and diverse, including fashionable leisure activities, theatre projects or concerts in disused warehouses and on former industrial sites or weekday bars in empty shops or stores, commercial markets and businesses, fairs and even housing projects. The following categories offer some broad differentiations: cultural activities, sports and leisure, commercial activities, migrant economies, gardening and (urban) agriculture as well as social projects. Temporary uses do not develop in isolation. Often, an initial use attracts others, generating use clusters over a short period of time. Such clusters may also include programs very different from the initial use and develop extensive informal and formal networks of exchange. Especially in the initial phase of setting up a temporary use, such clusters can grow rapidly, like fast dividing cells. Given easy and cheap access to vacant space, the bonus of a creative and inspiring environment and mutual support needed while dealing with the property owner or municipal bureaucracies can lead to tightly knit micro communities 

In the research project a use was defined as “temporary” if it those initiating it and the other actors involved expected it to be of limited duration. This time period can be set by a contractual arrangement with the owner of a specific building, space or plot. In most cases however, the temporary uses do not have a formal basis at all. They are either tolerated by the owner (who can decide to cancel this arrangement at any chosen time) or simply illegal or semi-legal; or they might lack necessary building permissions. Following this definition, uses can loose their classification as “temporary” as soon as this status changes and they consolidate into an established use based on regular contractual arrangements or ownership. 

Temporary uses often emerge in in-between spaces or gaps, on former industrial or infrastructural areas, in vacant shops, businesses, office spaces, as well as in empty housing areas. All are typologies that are an integral by-product of urban development processes, triggered by deindustrialization or other structural economic or social changes. Or they might be caused by legal, political or environmental conditions. In moments of high demand, such areas can be quickly re-planned, built and put to a new use, despite the characteristic high costs for demolition of old structures, decontamination of pollution and new construction. But traditional development patterns struggle or fail to absorb urban residual sites if initial investment costs are too high due to ground pollution, building contamination or lack of an appropriate infrastructural context. In other cases, planning restrictions, lengthy and complex processes to obtain building permits or political sensitivities rule our large scale, fast track speculative development. Alternatively, a weak or even shrinking real estate market increases the risk of development. These are only a few of the factors that may cause a pause or moment of standstill between a former use and new, planned use. It is within this time gap that temporary use manifests itself. But not all spaces are appropriate. Temporary use also relies on the condition of the available infrastructure, which will reduce the initial investment costs, easy access, an attractive locality and the presence of a network of potential users. 
Although by definition temporary uses are activities limited to a certain duration, they leave traces and often influence further development of the site. A disused space may have become invisible to potential developers. Temporary users then become “pioneers,” discovering the space and making it publicly known through their temporary use initiatives, resulting in various outcomes.  In many cases, temporary use functions only for the interim, eventually being replaced by higher value land uses; at these sites temporary users and their specific agendas do not have a sustainable influence on the future development of the specific site. Along a different path of development, the presence of a temporary use can give a specific stimulus to future development of a site. It may influence the future programming of the site by setting an example of a possible use or it may influence the site’s future physical appearance by saving buildings that would otherwise have been demolished. Within the worldwide squatter movement many examples of this can be found.

The temporary use may also remain in a specific site, consolidating and transforming into a permanent use. Or a path of symbiosis may be followed where the temporary use remains even after the site is re-developed, albeit in a reduced form. Established and temporary uses coexist side by side to mutual advantage. For example a temporary use can attract public audiences to a temporary event staged at a site while relying on a stable support infrastructure. 

Who is involved? 

The motivation to become a temporary user varies, but  all temporary users have at least one characteristic in common: they are on a threshold, on the way into or out of mainstream society and regular activities. In this sense, they are not yet established in the urban landscape because either they have recently migrated to the city or they are entering a new phase in their lives (e.g. leaving their parents home for university).Three main kinds of initiators can be identified: drop outs, start ups and switchers. 
Some citizens become temporary users from a desire not to conform, creating niches for an alternative and independent life-style. Since the 1960s sub-cultural milieus developed in almost all European cities. Squats, trailers, caravans and house-boats still provide an alternative environment in urban surroundings.  In some cases, such environments are not voluntarily chosen but provide the only alternative for survival after social or economic collapse.
A nearly opposite motivation drives a different and often much more privileged social group: the desire to realize the dream of an independent business. Setting up a bar, gallery or sharing an office in an inspiring and creative environment may be the first step towards a lucrative business. A makeshift and low-rent environment can therefore become a jumping board into an established economic cycle. Entrepreneurs of a different kind are also immigrants, legal or illegal, excluded from the social and legal system, where the milieu of informal and semi-legal uses provides opportunities to work and, if successful integrate in the established society. 

Other temporary users may be ordinary citizens in search of a alternative part time occupation or a thrilling experiment. By that, they escape the routine and boredom of regular lifestyles. Temporary use can provide an exciting playground and an alternative universe, e.g. a business man practicing  cross-golfing (or Volxgolf) in the cityscape or a student running a weekday bar once a week. 

Informal economies become reception and integration thresholds into society for new arrivals and penniless immigrants. Other temporary users take refuge from conventional lifestyles and enjoy the openness and freedom offered by the claimed spaces. The virtually cost-free access to these spaces gives ﬁnancially weak players the opportunity to grow in a protected but unsubsidized environment and become active participants in the shaping of their city. It gives them the opportunity to contribute in the shaping of the city and its public spaces beyond the classical way through high-investment urban development. The city is no longer shaped only by high-capital investors.  A second group of actors -- with few financial resources but with  creativity and social ambition -- is entering the arena.

In most cases, temporary users do not act in isolation but rely on an intensive formal and informal support structure. Often, a precondition for the successful initiation of a temporary use project is the presence of agile and capable individuals or “key agents.” At times, key agents can be found in the municipality, as representatives of the owner or they act as temporary users themselves. Such agents have access to resources, relevant experience or specific skills such as dealing with the bureaucracy or writing funding applications. At the same time, they have an idealistic social motivation beyond “business as usual” and are able to act as negotiators, building bridges between conflicting parties. Their most crucial input is often given at the initial phase of a temporary use when a support network or internal organizational structure needs to be constructed. 

In many cases the realization of temporary use depends on the agreement of the legal owners of a specific vacant building or open area. Many owners are persuaded by the promise of non-monetary gains without significant, if any, investment on their part. Raising the property’s profile or generating a specific and recognizable identity often translates later into higher sales or rental prices. Alternatively, the presence of temporary users on the site can ensure a certain degree of free-of-charge security and protection against possible vandalism and further decay. Sometimes owners just enjoy  enabling other people’s activities through their generosity. Although the fear of not being able to get rid of temporary programs once they are  installed still prevails among most owners, the harsh reality of economic stagnation and oversupply of space increasingly leads to a recognition that if temporary uses become permanent, reliable and stable tenants will be present and  income will be generated.  
An owner’s sustained resistance is among the most important reasons for failure to take over a site. Clashes of interest are frequent. The owner might decide to “wait for better times” for fear of temporary users blocking development options and effectively decreasing the real estate value of the property. Alternatively, the owner simply might not want to become  involved in an unfamiliar “temporary use experiment” with its time-consuming negotiations and reduced income which might not justify the administrative effort involved. 
The temporary nature of many programs, offering reliable services in the fields of gastronomy, cultural events, flea markets, art and education programs or self-help skill training programs to name a few, does not necessarily relieve consumers or program initiators of the typical  dynamics of ordinary buyer-seller relationships. Here, temporary programs need to develop the skills to attract specific audiences as a customer base. In other cases, however, activities are offered without the selling of a specific service -- creating access to otherwise closed sites for leisure activities such as sports, walking, picnicking, etc. In the sub-cultural milieus, which frequently surround temporary use, non-monetary exchange flourishes with much more ease. 
European planning law generally does not allow for the flexibility needed when dealing with temporary uses, which are subject to the same rules and planning regulations as ordinary uses. But, as many examples show, municipalities do hold the power to be pro-active. Through the pragmatic and non-bureaucratic initiatives of individual employees the municipality can become an enabler, removing hurdles and obstacles and acting as an arbiter in situations of conflict between temporary users and property owners. The municipality can also directly initiate temporary use by legally backing up financial risks such as loans, by giving access to its vast and often vacant premises or by formally involving temporary users in urban planning processes. However, in most cases, bureaucracy, compartmentalized thinking and lack of initiative prevail and municipalities often fail to recognize the potential of temporary uses as engines of inclusive urban development.( Schafer and Lau 2003). Often, temporary users do not have the possibility  to or are not prepared to invest in order to meet such legal requirements. If they cannot get by or find a legal loophole, many prefer to leave the site in search for a more convenient place. 

How does temporary use succeed? 
Initiating a temporary use is risky. Despite the advantages a site may possess, many of the conditions are uncertain and the kinds of rules and criteria temporary users follow are necessarily different from those of conventional developers and tenants.  

In order to transform and appropriate a found space, temporary users are generally prepared to invest a high degree of self- initiative, as the Austrian sociologist Peter Arlt (2006) describes it:  “A decision over a location is made not so much in accordance with the existing conditions, but more in accordance with the kind of inspiration it might trigger. The original idea for a use can completely transform in accordance with the found qualities of a place. Place is here understood as a totality of urban context, the spatial qualities and its changing atmospheres themselves as well as objects found or in possession of the temporary user, the owner or neighbors, and many other criteria. Not everything is equally relevant but place and program are developed and sharpened in a step-by-step process. The crucial step is the process of blending idea and space to the point where both become synonymous with each other and a something new has emerged.” 

Temporary users employ a pioneer strategy of development. Not only are they more tolerant of the different and at times extreme conditions of a found space but they make the best of these conditions for their purposes. Through the pragmatic and low-cost appropriation of existing physical and infrastructural elements, temporary uses can be realized with comparatively little financial capital. In many cases, only small or no alterations are made to the basic physical structure of a found space. The most obvious reasons for such low key appropriations include the often limited financial means available and the legal uncertainty of the new use. The high degree of adaptability of temporary users generates more flexibility, speed and reduces the cost of operation. If essential, furniture or technical infrastructure such as electricity, water or heating can be repaired, adjusted or developed. 

Temporary users have almost no capital to invest. Money is replaced by self-initiative, social networks and the reuse of existing materials, space and conditions. Temporary users are groups of people with a shared goal and agenda, who invest enormous amounts of unpaid work into the achievement of their common aim.  In a creative way, they invent new ways to bypass obstacles, to help each other and to convert the existing into the new desired.

.
Long term effects of temporary use
The research project conducted by Urban Catalyst confirmed that spontaneous, temporary uses have positive long-term effects, both at the sites where they were originally located and well beyond. Some temporary uses become permanent; often these are self-organized cultural and social institutions that continue to benefit the cities where they are located. Even when the temporary use at a given site disappears (mostly because the site-owner is exploring his real estate in a classical way), quite often it is re-established at a different site. A prototypical example for this is the Berlin Night Club WMF, which changed has changed its location  more than six times since 1990. The change of location mostly transforms the activity. The initiative might also split into several parts – as it was with the start-up cluster in the Haus des Lehrers, Berlin - , but these transformations have mostly a positive effect, updating and refreshing the character of the activity.

Often a temporary use has an ongoing effect on the location itself. Temporary uses often make former rather unknown sites publicly known; this is sometimes strategically used by site-owners (eg. Galerie Loop in Berlin; KDAG in Vienna, Club Hacienda in Manchester). The temporary uses also can substantially contribute in the symbolic and programmatic redefinition of sites, mostly from former industrial or infrastructural use to postindustrial types of programs (culture, services, leisure). In the case of the British city Manchester, the activities of a music subculture in combination with a gay culture and an Asian community  even transformed the image of a whole city. Spaces that have dropped out of the cycle of the market economy often suffer from a negative image. Through temporary use such spaces are often made accessible again for the first time. If successful (e.g. clubs), abandoned sites are “re-discovered” and made known to a wider public and, thus, generate the necessary preconditions for a commercial re-development. In a temporary use context, unconventional activities and new use concepts are being tested that can develop into commercially viable and lasting programs and specific use profiles of the site, as is the case with the arena and its adjacent activities in Berlin-Treptow.
Independently of their individual life-times, temporary uses have a strong impact on the cultural and social capital of cities. Due to there innovative characters, they very often establish new cultural and social practices and lifestyles, which are incorporated than in the everyday-life as well as parts of popular and high culture. Temporary activities are also an incubator for the development of new types of professionals. The people involved in temporary use projects gain new professional experience which often totally changes there personal professional perspectives. Formerly unknown but needed professions (and professionals) emerge.
Temporary use as a catalyst for urban change
Intermediate uses can play a role in the development of cities. In many places, economic crisis and recession have lead to real estate market slumps, leaving buildings that have been vacant for a long time still empty and producing vacancy in many recently occupied buildings. Ambitious, large-scale project developments are becoming increasingly more difficult. The competition for tenants is hard fought. Cases from Berlin and Amsterdam  may be signs of  new strategic thinking in the heads of several investors. Local authorities, urban planners, and project developers can learn from these examples. Intermediate show us new ways of achieving urban change -- alternatives to impotence, lethargy and waiting for better times.
It is necessary to examine critically planning practice. If an urban site is to be developed, a customary basic process is initially assumed. An owner or investor commissions a planner to develop a concept for building on the site or a local authority has such a draft drawn up to attract investors. The main players are the owner, the investor and the local authorities. A desired end status is drawn up, which is then translated into a master plan. However, sometimes this procedure functions poorly: either the local real estate market is going through a bad phase, the local residents object to the plans, contamination is found on the site or old buildings are protected by preservation orders. Buildings left vacant for a period of years are evidence of the weaknesses of such an approach. The current economic crisis makes the situation even worse. Private investments are not forthcoming and public coffers are empty so they cannot ﬁll the gap. Considered in this way, there is hardly any room to act.
This crisis can be used as an opportunity. Alternative scenarios for action can show us ways out of this situation.  It is not the ideas of present day urban development that are instructive here but spontaneously occurring processes that initially take place far from architecture and urban planning. Nevertheless, they have clear effects on urban development and urban culture. Temporary uses are a neglected potential; they can play a strategic role as an addition to capital-oriented urban development. It is often the sites that fall through and fail from traditional planning viewpoints that become breeding grounds for new ideas. New ﬁelds of  experimentation are created precisely there, where the model described above fails or is delayed for years or even decades. An urban wasteland is not only an oasis for rare species of plants and animals and several eccentric urban ecologists; it is also the nucleus of a different type of urbanism. 
What can planners learn from processes that take place without planning and whose essential characteristic is spontaneity and what role can they play in this process? Can inherently dynamic processes be controlled at all? Can temporary uses be initiated or cultivated. What happens when the economic situation does not permit conventional project development or when an overheated real estate market banishes all creative energy from the city? A case in Amsterdam offers some answers to these questions. 
Amsterdam has experienced an enormous economic boom in recent years, although this has primarily affect the core city south of the Ijs river. While the southern part of the harbor pier was developed by ambitious residential projects, the enormous northern part, only a few hundred meters away, has been left empty. Paradoxically, development pressure from the growing metropolis even led to new and expensive land reclamation for 18,000 apartments despite the unused space adjoining them immediately to the north. To counteract this trend, the city administration of Amsterdam North, as the planning authority and landowner, developed a new type of development concept for an 8.6 ha dockland site, the core of which is the initiation of a temporary cultural uses. These users are intended to help make the area known to the public and, in the medium-term, to create a living, mixed use neighborhood. A 20,000-sqm hall and large outdoor areas of the former NDSM dockyard were made available for this purpose. A competition was held at the start of 2000 to ﬁnd a suitable organization for the temporary use of the areas. The Kinetisch Noord Group, an initiative especially founded for this purpose that stems from Amsterdam’s former house-squatting scene, won the competition. Kinetisch Noord plans mixed use: a theater, small ﬁrms, craftsmen, artists, traders, entrepreneurs, boat builders, recycling ﬁrms, etc. The community provided approximately 7.5 million Euros in total for the construction of the hall. The project forms the nucleus for the development of a roughly 2 sq km part of the city, in which it is intended to create over 3 million sq m of developed space during the next few years (see Stealth Group 2002) . 

Intermediate uses not only function as pioneers in urban development projects but also fulﬁll an important socio-political and cultural role. The former Palast der Republik (Parliament building and cultural center of the GDR) was closed in 1990 after asbestos was found. Beginning in 1997, the Palast has been gutted to its basic structure in an expensive asbestos removal program. During recent years, an increasingly controversial debate on the future of this site has developed. In the end, the demand for the demolition of the Palast building and reconstruction of the former old palace façades, torn down in 1950, was able to gain the political upper hand. Cost reasons (estimated construction costs: 670 million Euro), content gaps in the use concept, and the start of a renewed competition, etc. make immediate reconstruction unrealistic. Thus there was a time gap which allows a conscious parting from a building that held social signiﬁcance for the GDR society like no other. Its unavoidable asbestos rehabilitation is seen by many as being a symbolic act of a cold demolition. A critical and innovatively experimental examination of the history and future of the location is to be held in order to rejuvenate the site and its environment over the short term, to prepare for its future use, and to enable a societal re-evaluation process of the disputed location. After  two years of struggle, the organization Zwischenpalastnutzung -- a group of potential users --   and Urban Catalyst managed to realize a 100-day long temporary cultural use under the label of  “Volkspalast “in 2004.  Many additional activities followed until the end of 2005, attracting over 600,000 vistitors to more than 900 events, ranging from experimental dance, music and art programs to the annual meeting of  German industries and the anniversary party of McKinsey (see  Zwischenpalastnutzung e.V. and Bündnis für den Palast  2005, Deuflhard et al  2006). 
Planning the unplanned 
In addition to formulating models of action to support temporary uses and to use them as catalysts for sustainable urban developments it is necessary to reflect upon the basic ideas of planning and to explore how other modes of action might be combined with classical methods and aims.

Classical planning is based on ideas of permanence and stability, of linearity and control. It is proceeds on a series of assumptions and rules. To plan is understood to mean defining both a final vision and built structures (including infrastructure and open spaces) with fixed programs and uses. The entire areas is fully designed and controlled and the owner of the site is viewed as the only party to carry out actions. The time period between the present and the start of the project is generally marked by waiting until the desired conditions for development arise (planning, economic and legislative circumstances) and is often considered “dead” time for the site. This approach might be successful for certain tasks but the problems of urban development today demonstrate the deficits of these methods. Among other problems, classical planning has no means for developing  areas that are not commercially exploitable right now. It does not provide space for active users who do not have sufficient funds to purchase or rent market priced spaces. And it is unable to adapt quickly to changes in user needs. 
This critique of traditional planning processes is not directed towards urban planning alone but also towards policies of cultural and economic subsidization that are often based on a hierarchical top-down approach: It often appears ridiculous that huge sums of financial aid are poured with into “official” culture while much more effective and successful sub-cultural programs survive and flourish with comparatively little subsidy. This phenomenon also occurs in relation to the support given towards small-scale start-ups and inventions.

To address these questions, Urban Catalyst aims to include temporary use and temporary users into urban planning. To this end, it is necessary to think of planning as a process that occurs over time and to think not only in a desired end-result, but rather in development-steps from very early on, which might unfold in several directions, where there is the end result is never defined.  Over the last decade interest in process-based urban planning has grown among some advanced planners (e.g. Alvaro Siza with his housing development in Evora, Rüdiger Lainer with Flugfeld Aspen (Vienna), Florian Beigel with Brikettfbarik Witznitz and several projects by Kees Christiaanse including an urban design for RAW-Berlin Friedrichshain in cooperation with Urban Catalyst.  In all these projects the intention is  to define a spatial framework that can absorb different forms of appropriation and emerging uses over time, which can not be foreseen and should not be defined from the very beginning of the project but would unfold in future.
It is also necessary to realize that spatial developments result from the interplay of different actors. While in the regular market economy sufficient financial resources are the main engine of development, ensuring  that owners realize their aims, the development of temporary uses depends upon the successful interaction of different (local) players. Finally, temporary use demonstrates the importance of values beyond monetary ones. To incorporate temporary use into the planning of cities depends upon a critical stand towards the all-prevailing domination of market-driven thinking with its inherent over-estimation of financial capital and monetary exchange and its underestimation of social capital. 

Urban Catalyst aims to introduce financially weaker parts of the population into the active creating and shaping of the city. At the same time different types of urban spaces (waste-lands, low-standard neighborhoods) that normally do not appear on the radar screen would  again be considered in urban planning.  State institutions (like the municipality) would  become a stimulating force, while the real action is undertaken by  temporary users. A positive interaction with financially powerful parties to undertake investment projects and even partnerships with them seem possible. Urban Catalyst promotes the return of financially weaker sections of society into a more active role within processes of urban change, which would lead to the inclusion of a more varied spectrum of interests, individuals and spaces. Again, the state could assume a stimulating role that would include  extensive interaction with commercial investors.

This approach has to question existing regulations and power structures. A key-question is how real estate property is legally and culturally regulated within the society. In order to enhance temporary use and support the sustainable development of cities, it is important to limit the control  the owner has over a site. In several countries (e.g. the Netherlands)  laws allow third parties to occupy sites and buildings that are unused. Such regulations can provide an important pressure to make space available, which otherwise would be frozen over long periods of time (Kantzow and Oswalt 2005). 

While innovation often arises in informal contexts (e.g. the PC was invented in a garage, a typical location for informal, bricollage activities), it is formal contexts that normally ensure long-lasting, sustainable effects. Given the research by Urban Catalyst, it is crucial to integrate the informal and the formal more effectively. This means, on the one hand, to formalize the informal: to analyze and understand the unplanned patterns behind self-organized activities, to develop prototypes, models and tools from these investigations, to formalize them and to make available for other contexts and people. One the other hand, formal procedures of planning, administration and management have to be examined critically and found to deformalize and deinstitutionalize existing practices, changing and adapting them for more informal approaches.  At the same time the informal will open new perspectives for participatory models. Uncertainty and non-plan conditions will provide new opportunities for citizens to have a stronger influence on how and by whom the city is used.
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