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Introduction	

	

From	July-August	2016,	I	conducted	a	participatory	action-research	based	on	the	Growing	up	in	

Cities	 (GUiC)	model	with	 six	youth	aged	16-20	 in	 the	central	Mexico	City	district,	Tacubaya,	 in	

partnership	with	the	foundation	Christel	House	Mexico.	GUiC	is	an	action-research	methodology	

that	 works	 with	 children	 to	 help	 us	 see	 the	 city	 through	 their	 eyes.	 The	 methodology	 was	

originally	conceived	by	MIT	urban	planning	professor	Kevin	Lynch,	and	implemented	by	himself	

and	 a	 team	 of	 researchers	 in	 the	 1970s	 under	 the	 aegis	 of	 UNESCO,	 in	 six	 different	 sites	 in	

Argentina,	 Australia,	Mexico,	 and	 Poland.	 The	main	 idea	 behind	GUiC	was	 to	 involve	 children	

aged	11-14,	especially	those	from	the	poorest	and	most	vulnerable	contexts,	in	the	city	planning	

process.	The	analysis	of	the	data	collected	from	these	first	projects	is	documented	in	the	book	

Growing	Up	in	Cities:	Studies	of	the	Spatial	Environment	of	Adolescence	in	Cracow,	Melbourne,	

Mexico	City,	Salta,	Toluca,	and	Warszawa	(Lynch,	1977).		

	

The	project	would	not	be	replicated	again	until	 the	1990s	after	 two	 important	events	brought	

children	back	into	prominence	in	the	human	rights	and	urban	agendas:	1)	the	1989	ratification	

the	UN	Convention	on	the	Rights	of	the	Child,	which	is	now	signed	by	all	but	two	countries	in	the	

world1,	 and	 2)	 the	 Habitat	 Agenda	 from	 the	 Second	 United	 Nations	 Conference	 on	 Human	

Settlements,	 held	 in	 1996,	 which	 emphasized	 the	 need	 to	 for	 children’s	 participation	 in	 the	

shaping	 of	 their	 environments	 (Chawla,	 2001).	With	 this	 legal	 and	 policy	 framework	 in	 place,	

UNESCO	supported	a	series	of	(GUiC)	projects	around	the	globe	led	by	researchers	David	Driskell	

and	Louise	Chawla	(Chawla,	2002)	throughout	the	1990s.	One	of	the	fruits	of	the	project	was	an	

easy-to-read	 manual	 to	 facilitate	 the	 implementation	 of	 GUiCs	 at	 the	 community	 scale	 for	

researchers,	community	organizers,	teachers,	and	other	local	leaders,	Creating	Better	Cities	with	

Children	 and	 Youth:	 A	 Manual	 for	 Participation	 (Driskell,	 2002).	 Our	 project	 in	 Mexico	 was	

developed	based	on	the	methodology	from	Driskell’s	(2002)	manual.		

	

																																																								
1	The	two	countries	who	have	not	ratified	the	agreement	are	South	Sudan	and	the	United	States	(UN	
News	Centre,	2015).	
2	The	 recent	 General	 Law	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	 Children	 and	 Adolescents,	 which	 entered	 into	 effect	 in	
December	2014,	protects	the	rights	of	those	under	18	years	of	age	(Presidencia	de	la	República,	2014).		
3	Delegaciones,	comparable	to	municipalities,	is	the	name	given	to	the	political	administrative	zones	that	
make	up	Mexico	City,	of	which	there	are	16.	
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For	 two	 months	 over	 a	 series	 of	 meetings	 and	 activities,	 my	 six	 research	 participants	 and	 I	

explored	and	assessed	the	Tacubaya	neighbourhood	using	tools	described	in	the	manual.	All	six	

participants	were	former	students	of	Christel	House	Mexico	–	which	is	located	in	Tacubaya	–	the	

Mexican	chapter	of	an	international	foundation	that	provides	quality	private	school	education	to	

children	who	live	in	extreme	poverty.	My	research	goals	were	two-fold:	1)	to	achieve	the	GUiC	

goal	 of	 having	 children	 participate	 in	 the	 city,	 producing	 rich	 qualitative	 data	 while	 involving	

children	 in	 their	 city	 and	 challenging	 existing	 power	 structures,	 and	 2)	 to	 assess	 the	model’s	

applicability	to	a	different	target	group	than	that	originally	intended	(youth	aged	16-20	instead	

of	children	aged	11-14).		

	

The	 present	 document	 is	 the	 academic	 component	 of	 a	 two-part	 report	 on	 our	 project.	 This	

document	 provides	 the	 justification	 for	 using	 the	 GUiC	 model	 to	 work	 with	 underprivileged	

youth,	 aged	 16-20,	 as	 a	 means	 for	 urban	 improvement.	 The	 first	 chapter	 explains	 the	

background	of	the	study.	This	 is	followed	by	a	literature	review,	which	explains	the	theoretical	

underpinnings	of	the	project.	Finally,	the	third	chapter	outlines	the	research	objectives	and	the	

methodology	in	detail.	The	complimentary	document	to	this	one,	Youth	Participation	for	Urban	

Vitality	 with	 Christel	 House	 Mexico	 Alumni	 in	 Mexico	 City	 (Part	 II):	 Analysis	 and	

Recommendations,	 is	 a	 short	 report	 made	 specifically	 for	 Christel	 House	 and	 my	 research	

participants.	It	provides	the	answers	to	the	first	query	articulated	above,	in	the	form	of	results	

and	 recommendations.	 The	 conclusion	 of	 the	 present	 document,	 chapter	 4,	 synthesizes	 the	

results	 and	 recommendations	detailed	 in	Part	 II	 in	 light	of	 the	 theoretical	 justifications	of	 the	

project,	and	reflects	on	the	second	query	articulated	above,	that	of	the	GUiC	model’s	suitability	

to	an	older	age-bracket.	
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1.	Context	

	

In	this	chapter,	 I	explain	the	reasons	for	working	with	urban	youth	from	a	global	and	Mexican	

demographic	and	policy	rationale	(1.1),	followed	by	a	brief	explanation	of	the	GUiC	project	(1.2),	

the	Christel	House	foundation	(1.3),	and	the	Tacubaya	neighbourhood,	our	research	site	(1.4).	

	

1.1	Youth	in	cities:	Globally,	in	Latin	America,	and	in	Mexico	

	

Globally,	more	 than	 half	 of	 the	world’s	 population	 lives	 in	 cities	 (UN-Habitat,	 2016).	 The	UN-

Habitat’s	 (2016)	 most	 recent	World	 Cities	 Report	 stresses	 the	 urban	 concern	 for	 the	 global	

South:	 the	 urban	 population	 is	 expected	 to	 double	 between	 2016	 and	 2030,	 and	 though	 the	

proportion	 of	 people	 living	 in	 slums	 in	 the	 developing	world	 is	 decreasing	 (46.2%	 in	 1990	 to	

29.7%	 in	 2014),	 the	 number	 is	 increasing	 (689	 million	 in	 1990	 to	 880	 million	 in	 2014)	 (UN-

Habitat,	2016,	p.	14).	Half	of	the	global	population,	that	is	3	billion	people,	 is	under	the	age	of	

25,	which	is	more	than	ever	before.	1.3	billion	of	them	are	between	the	ages	of	12	and	24,	and	

the	majority	of	these	live	in	urban	areas	(UN-Habitat,	2013).	Although	youth	make	up	25%	of	the	

world’s	population	in	working	age,	they	account	for	43.7%	of	unemployment.	 In	Latin	America	

and	the	Caribbean	there	are	106	million	youth	between	the	ages	of	15	and	24.	They	face	high	

indices	 of	 marginalization	 such	 as	 unemployment	 and	 poverty	 (UN	 Youth,	 2013).	 The	 2008	

economic	 crisis	 has	 increased	 these	 indices	 while	 reducing	 government	 spending	 in	 training,	

education,	and	other	social	programs	designed	to	counteract	marginalization	(UN,	2016).		
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The	 UN	 defines	 youth	 as	

those	 aged	 15-24.	 Looking	 at	

the	 previous	 statistics,	 it	 is	

clear	that	this	group	accounts	

for	 a	 large	 percentage	 of	 the	

urban	 population	 and	 work	

force	 and	 faces	 large	 indices	

of	 marginalization,	 and	

therefore	 should	 be	 an	

important	 focus	 for	 urban	

agendas.	 The	 marginalization	

of	youth	in	general	and	youth	

in	 urban	 space	 are	 discussed	

more	 in	detail	 in	chapter	2	of	

this	 report.	 However	 one	 of	

the	most	important	global	frameworks	seeking	to	advance	the	rights	and	wellbeing	of	children	

and	 adolescents,	 the	 UN	 Convention	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	 the	 Child	 (CRC),	 defines	 children	 and	

adolescents	 as	 those	 under	 the	 age	 of	 18.	 Looking	 specifically	 at	 Mexico,	 we	 see	 a	 similar	

disconnect	between	demographic	indicators	portrait	and	the	national	policy	framework.	In	total,	

out	of	the	country’s	122.3	million	people	(INEGI,	2016),	21.5	million	are	between	the	ages	of	15	

and	24	(INEGI,	2014),	which	represents	18%	of	the	population.	The	Mexican	population	pyramid	

(figure	 1)	 shows	 that	 the	 brackets	 between	 the	 ages	 of	 15	 and	 24	 are	 the	 second	 most	

populated	after	those	aged	5	to	14.	Yet,	as	in	the	CRC,	it	is	only	those	under	18	years	of	age	who	

are	targeted	in	official	Mexican	legislation2.			

	

The	 CRC	 was	 the	 backbone	 for	 international	 children’s	 rights	 organization	 UNICEF.	 In	 its	

beginning	 stages,	UNICEF’s	 focus	was	on	 advancing	 the	 rights	 and	 conditions	 for	 those	 in	 the	

beginning	stages	of	 life	(0-6	years	old),	after	which	it	expanded	its	focus	to	primary	education,	

for	those	in	the	second	stage	of	life	(7-12	or	14),	and	later	to	adolescents,	those	under	the	age	

																																																								
2	The	 recent	 General	 Law	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	 Children	 and	 Adolescents,	 which	 entered	 into	 effect	 in	
December	2014,	protects	the	rights	of	those	under	18	years	of	age	(Presidencia	de	la	República,	2014).		

Figure 1: Population structure in percentage by quinquennial groups, 
according to sex, 2015 census (Mexico) (Source: INEGI, 2016a) 
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of	18.	Nevertheless,	UNICEF	 recognizes	 that	 the	 success	of	 the	children’s	 rights	and	wellbeing	

agenda	may	be	contingent	upon	the	leadership	of	older	youth,	acknowledging	that:		

“…a	number	of	studies	have	shown	that	young	people	between	the	ages	of	18	and	24	

years	have	considerable	influence	on	the	behaviour	of	children	and	adolescents,	besides	

being	an	important	reference	within	the	family	and	the	community…	UNICEF	could	use	

this	observation	to	orient	part	of	its	action	toward	young	people…”	(UNICEF,	2001)	

As	well,	 documents	 such	as	 the	UN’s	 (2013)	 State	of	Urban	Youth	 report	 that	 young	people’s	

political	 and	 economic	 marginalization	 is	 an	 urgent	 concern.	 Their	 most	 recent	World	 Youth	

Report	 (2016)	 recommends	 engaging	 in	 active	 partnership	with	 youth,	 in	 actions	 focussed	 on	

their	lived	experiences	that	foster	analysis	and	reflection.	This	provides	a	policy	background	and	

justification	for	using	participatory	methods	for	working	with	urban	youth.	

	

1.2	Growing	Up	in	Cities	

	

Growing	Up	in	Cities	is	a	participatory	action	methodology	used	for	working	with	children,	aged	

11-14	 in	cities,	 in	order	 to	understand	how	they	perceive	their	 living	environments,	 to	engage	

them	 in	 their	 communities,	 and	 to	 generate	 interest	 from	 policy	 makers	 for	 working	 with	

children	 and	 youth	 in	meaningful	 ways.	 The	methodology	was	 first	 proposed	 by	 Kevin	 Lynch	

(1977)	in	the	1970s	and	then	taken	up	by	Louise	Chawla	(2002)	and	David	Driskell	(2002)	in	the	

1990s,	all	under	the	aegis	of	UNESCO.	It	uses	a	diverse	set	of	data	collection	tools	designed	to	be	

appropriate	for	working	with	children	in	a	way	that	they	will	understand	and	enjoy,	which	helps	

to	create	a	horizontal	power	dynamic	in	which	young	people	are	research	partners,	rather	than	

subjects.	The	results	of	GUiC	have	been	very	positive	at	stimulating	reflection,	engagement	from	

both	young	people	and	policy	makers,	and	in	some	cases	physical	changes	to	the	environment	

(Chawla,	 2002).	 The	 methodology	 and	 its	 theoretical	 underpinnings	 are	 explained	 in	 further	

detail	in	sections	3.3	and	2.3.3,	respectively.	In	the	present	participatory	action	research,	I	look	

at	the	applicability	and	results	of	using	the	methodology	to	work	with	youth	aged	16-20,	alumni	

from	the	school	Christel	House	Mexico	in	Mexico	City.	

		

1.3	Christel	House	Mexico	
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The	 research	 was	 conducted	 in	 collaboration	 with	 Christel	 House.	 Christel	 House	 is	 an	

international	foundation	based	in	the	USA	that	provides	high-quality	private	school	education	to	

children,	 youth	 and	 adults	 living	 in	 conditions	 of	 extreme	 poverty.	 The	 foundation	 runs	 eight	

schools	(in	the	US,	Mexico,	India	and	South	Africa)	that	run	from	primary	school	all	the	way	to	

adult	 education	 centres,	 depending	 on	 the	 country.	 Christel	 House’s	 vision	 is	 based	 on	

transforming	 the	 lives	 of	 impoverished	 children	 through	 a	 holistic	 program	 that	 integrates	

education,	health	care	and	meal	provision,	 “and	building	self-sufficient,	 contributing	members	

of	society”	(Christel	House	International,	2017,	n.p.).	Christel	House	Mexico	(CHMX),	in	Mexico	

City,	opened	in	1998	and	currently	teaches	to	657	students,	from	1st	to	12th	grade,	who	receive	

uniforms,	transportation	to	and	from	school,	as	well	as	two	meals	and	eight	hours	of	instruction	

a	day	(Christel	House	International,	2017).	 I	had	the	opportunity	to	work	as	an	English	teacher	

for	Christel	House	for	the	2014-2015	scholastic	year.	Since	the	GUiC	objectives	are	aligned	with	

Christel	House’s	vision,	the	project	proposal	was	well	received	by	school	administrators.		

	

More	specifically,	group	participants	were	alumni	from	CHMX’s	alumni	program,	an	integral	part	

of	Christel	House’s	holistic	design,	which	seeks	to	ensure	that	children	are	accompanied	all	the	

way	through	to	the	end	of	university.	Through	the	program,	alumni	have	access	to	English,	art	

and	computer	skills	courses	every	Saturday.	They	also	are	asked	to	contribute	a	certain	amount	

of	 community	 service	 hours	 in	 exchange	 for	 small	 scholarships.	 It	 was	 through	 the	 alumni	

program	coordination	that	the	research	was	led.	

	

In	the	summer	of	2016,	when	we	were	conducting	our	activities,	the	school	was	in	the	process	

of	 a	 large	 expansion	 project	 to	 incorporate	 a	 highschool	 (prior	 to	 this	 the	 school	 finished	 at	

grade	9),	a	large	outdoor	recreation	area,	and	larger	classrooms.	The	expansion	entailed	a	move	

from	 the	 Nápoles	 neighbourhood,	 a	 quiet	 and	 centrally-located	 middle-class	 Mexico	 City	

neighbourhood,	to	the	Tacubaya	neighbourhood,	a	working-class	historic	neighbourhood	in	one	

of	Mexico	City’s	 central	 transportation	and	 commercial	 hubs.	 The	 school’s	 new	neighborhood	

was	the	site	of	our	research.		

	

1.4	Study	area	
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Tacubaya	(figure	2)	is	an	important	central-western	hub	for	Mexico	City,	situated	in	the	Mexico	

City’s	 Miguel	 Hidalgo	 delegación3.	 The	 area	 faces	 significant	 environmental,	 structural	 and	

hygiene	 challenges.	 As	 one	 of	Mexico	 City’s	 ancient	 neighbourhoods	 inhabited	 by	 the	 Aztecs	

since	1276,	Tacubaya	is	a	heritage	conservation	zone	(SEDUVI,	2012),	although	lack	of	advocacy	

for	its	historical	structures	has	led	to	the	significant	deterioration	of	these	(Bustamante	Harfush,	

2004).	 Tacubaya	 spans	 118.8	 hectares	 with	 a	

population	 of	 approximately	 17	 585,	 giving	 it	 a	

population	 density	 of	 146	 people/hectare,	 almost	

double	 that	 of	 the	 delegación.	 The	 majority	 of	 the	

land	use	 in	Tacubaya	 is	 residential,	and	has	 issues	of	

overcrowding	 in	 433	 of	 its	 residential	 units.	 Though	

this	 proportion	 is	 equal	 to	 the	 averages	 of	 the	

delegación	 and	 the	 city,	 the	 housing	 quality	 is	 very	

low	 in	 comparison	 to	 the	 rest	 of	 the	delegación	 and	

the	city,	and	has	been	 identified	as	one	of	the	area’s	

central	 issues	 (SEDUVI,	 2012).	 Indeed,	 Tacubaya	 is	

home	 to	 a	 ‘lost	 city’,	 a	 central	 urban	 zone	 of	 shack	

dwellings	situated	within	an	area	connected	by	small	

alleyways.	 Neighbours	 share	 one	 central	 sanitation	

area.	The	‘lost	city’	has	existed	for	over	a	century	and	

suffers	extreme	problems	of	hygiene	and	 infestation,	

said	 to	 be	 among	 the	 worst	 in	 the	 city	 (González	

Alvarado,	2007).		

	

Tacubaya	 is	 a	 central	 Mexico	 City	 node	 with	 massive	 flows	 of	 people.	 It	 is	 an	 important	

intermodal	 transport	 node:	 at	 the	 interchange	between	3	 subway	 lines,	 one	bus	 rapid	 transit	

(BRT)	line,	an	intermodal	transfer	centre	(CETRAM)	for	many	public	and	franchised	city	bus	lines,	

and	 highly	 connected	 by	 multi-lane	 roadways	 to	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 city	 (see	 figure	 3).	 This	

roadway	connectivity	also	contributes	to	the	fragmentation	of	the	neighbourhood	itself:	 in	the	

1960s	modernisation	project,	the	construction	of	these	main	roadways	separated	large	sections	

																																																								
3	Delegaciones,	comparable	to	municipalities,	is	the	name	given	to	the	political	administrative	zones	that	
make	up	Mexico	City,	of	which	there	are	16.	

Figure	2:	Map	of	the	Tacubaya	neighborhood	
(IEDF,	2011) 
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of	 the	 neighbourhood	 from	 one	 another,	 making	 pedestrian	 transit	 difficult	 (Bustamante	

Harfush,	 2004).	 Tacubaya	 is	 also	 an	 employment	 hub,	 as	 the	 site	 of	 many	 local	 government	

offices	 and	 many	 large	 and	 central	 shops,	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 many	 people	 travel	 daily	 to	

Tacubaya.	 Because	 of	 these	 flows,	 there	 is	 also	 a	 large	 concentration	 of	 informal	 commercial	

activity.	The	Secretary	for	Urban	and	Housing	Development	(SEDUVI	for	its	Spanish	acronym)	of	

Mexico	City	identify	that	the	presence	of	a	high	level	of	activity	in	this	area	is	as	much	of	a	risk	as	

it	 is	 an	 opportunity	 for	 its	 development	 (SEDUVI,	 2012).	 Public	 authorities	 maintain	 that	

Tacubaya	faces	pressing	issues	of	prostitution,	drug	addiction	and	theft,	as	well	as	pollution	and	

disorder	 due	 to	 the	 presence	 of	 informal	 commercial	 activity	 and	 chaotic	 mass	 transport	

systems	(Notimex,	2016).	

	
Figure	3:	Aerial	photo	of	Tacubaya	with	reference	points	(Aerial	photo	source:	Bing,	2017)	
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The	 area	 faces	 several	 environmental	 challenges.	 During	 the	 last	 century,	 like	many	 areas	 of	

Mexico	City,	Tacubaya	experienced	accelerated	rates	of	urbanization,	which	largely	reduced	its	

natural	areas.	Two	open	public	squares	remain,	as	well	as	Parque	Lira,	a	large,	green	public	park.	

On	top	of	the	reduction	of	natural	areas,	the	area	suffers	higher	than	average	rates	of	pollution	

(both	air	and	street	trash)	due	the	presence	of	the	multiple	transport	nodes.	However,	there	are	

two	notable	strengths	of	the	area:	there	is	a	low	seismic	risk,	and	Parque	Lira	is	one	of	the	city’s	

only	parks	with	an	area	dedicated	to	youth	(a	skateboard	park)	(SEDUVI,	2012).		
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2.	Literature	Review	

	

This	chapter	elaborates	on	the	theoretical	underpinnings	of	the	project.	In	the	first	section	(2.1),	

I	 question	 dominant	 constructions	 of	 notions	 of	 youth	 examine	 how	 adopting	 a	 relational	

understanding	of	age	categories	can	help	us	challenge	youth	oppression.	In	the	second	section	

(2.2),	 I	 consider	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 age	 and	 space	 are	 co-constructed,	 and	 how	 youth	 are	

excluded	 from	 public	 space.	 Finally,	 in	 the	 third	 section	 (2.3),	 I	 look	 at	 participation	 in	 urban	

planning	theory	in	the	global	North	and	South,	and	how	using	participatory	methods	with	youth	

to	understand	and	analyze	the	city	respond	to	issues	raised	throughout	the	chapter.	

	

2.1	Youth	

	

The	UN	defines	‘youth’	as	those	aged	15-24.	However,	the	meanings	and	interpretations	of	the	

category	 ‘youth’	 vary	 in	 different	 societies	 around	 the	 world	 (United	 Nations,	 2010).	 Socially	

constructed	and	diverse,	these	meanings	change	across	time	and	different	cultural	contexts,	as	

do	 the	 relationships	 of	 dependence	 and	 power	 between	each	 age	 category.	One	of	 the	ways	

that	 assumptions	 about	 age	 lead	 to	 normative	 power	 structures	 in	 society	 is	 explained	 quite	

simply	 by	 Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk	 (2012):	 “[age]	 fundamentally	 structures	 our	 relations	

with	people	and	sets	up	a	hierarchy	that	is	difficult	to	breach	through	individual	practices”	(p.	8).	

What	 does	 youth	 mean	 in	 the	 global	 North,	 in	 Latin	 America,	 in	 Mexico?	 How	 have	 these	

meanings	been	 constructed	over	 time,	 and	what	 implications	do	 these	 constructions	have	 for	

research,	action	and	policy?		

	

How	can	we	define	youth?	A	charged	concept,	‘youth’	is	associated	with	vitality	and	force,	but	

conversely	 with	 confusion	 and	 unrest.	 It	 is	 argued	 that	 society	 is	 obsessed	 with	 youth,	 a	

reflection	 of	 adults’	 fears	 and	 anxieties	 (Huerre,	 2001),	 or	 those	 of	 the	 society	 as	 a	 whole:	

“Youth	 is	 …	 treated	 as	 a	 key	 indicator	 of	 the	 state	 of	 the	 nation	 itself…	 Young	 people	 are	

assumed	to	hold	the	key	to	the	nation’s	future,	and	the	treatment	and	management	of	‘youth’	is	

expected	 to	 provide	 the	 solution	 to	 a	 nation’s	 ‘problems’“	 (Griffin,	 1993,	 pp.	 9-10	 in	 Griffin,	

2001).	This	sentiment	is	also	articulated	by	Giroux	(2003):	“Lauded	as	a	symbol	of	hope	for	the	

future	while	…	being	scorned	as	a	threat	to	the	existing	social	order,	youth	have	become	objects	
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of	 ambivalence,	 caught	 between	 contradictory	 discourses	 and	 spaces	 of	 transition	 ”	 (p.	 24	 in	

Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk,	2012,	p.	24).	

	

Though	understandings	of	the	category	are	diverse,	youth	invariably	denominates	the	category	

between	 childhood	 and	 adulthood.	 In	 academia	 and	 in	 society,	 the	 dominant	 discourse	

understands	 ‘child’,	 ‘youth’,	 and	 ‘adult’	 to	 be	 three	 individual	 and	 opposed	 categories.	 This	

discourse	problematically	constructs	youth	as	a	 troubled	and	transitional	phase.	They	are	pre-

adults,	those	who	are	becoming,	those	who	have	not	yet	arrived	(Cicchelli,	2001;	Horschelmann	

and	van	Blerk,	2012).	While	children	are	rarely	given	any	agency	in	decision-making,	youth	are	

given	some.	But	critically,	youth	rarely	have	any	voice	or	agency	in	the	construction	of	their	own	

image,	be	it	in	popular	media	or	in	research	(Griffin,	2001;	Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk,	2012).	

Youth	are	said	to	be	those	who	are	developing	autonomy	and	constructing	their	identity;	adults,	

then,	are	those	who	have	already	formed	theirs	 (Cicchelli,	2001).	 In	this	conception,	there	 is	a	

series	of	dichotomies	between	youth	and	adult:	becoming	versus	achieved,	development	of	the	

self	versus	achieved	 identity,	 irresponsible	versus	 responsible,	 ignorant	versus	knowledgeable,	

risky	 behaviour	 versus	 calculated	 behaviour,	 rebel	 versus	 conformist,	 dependent	 versus	

autonomous	(Wyn	and	White,	1997,	in	Cicchelli,	2001).		

	

The	 hegemonic	 understanding	 of	 youth	 in	 societies	 of	 the	 global	 North	 has	 its	 roots	 in	 the	

industrial	 era	 (Huerre,	 2001;	 Griffin,	 2001).	 Before	 then,	 there	was	 no	 intermediate	 category	

between	 child	 and	 adult.	 People	 passed	 directly	 from	 one	 to	 the	 next,	 according	 to	 different	

rites	of	passage	such	as	leaving	the	family	home,	getting	married,	or	starting	to	work.	During	the	

industrial	era,	a	category	between	child	and	adult	began	to	 form	to	define	young	people	who	

were	going	to	school,	who	were	considered	neither	children	nor	adults.	This	phenomenon	only	

existed	within	the	bourgeois	classes.	It	evolved	in	tandem	with	the	education	system:	schooling	

gradually	became	more	sorted	and	defined	by	grades,	and	 the	categories	of	 the	 individuals	 in	

that	 system	 followed	 (Huerre,	 2001).	 Huerre	 (2001)	 argues	 that	 the	 long-term	

institutionalization	 of	 youth,	 combined	 with	 their	 deprival	 of	 the	 status	 of	 full	 person-hood	

(which	was	associated	with	adulthood)	–	generated	malaise	among	this	age	category,	leading	to	

revolts.	A	vicious	cycle	ensued:	youth	were	constructed	and	perceived	as	dangerous	and	were	

institutionalized	more	strictly,	which	exacerbated	malaise	and	led	to	more	revolts.	Griffin	(1993,	

in	Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk,	2012)	argues	that	young	people’s	marginalization	sprung	from	
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class	 oppression.	 According	 to	 her	 study,	 a	 generalized	 fear	 of	working-class	 young	 people	 in	

nineteenth-century	 Europe	 and	 North	 America	 led	 to	 their	 forced	 institutionalization,	 and	 to	

deviant	youth	being	a	central	societal	concern.	Both	researchers’	studies	provide	rationales	for	

the	roots	of	the	contemporary	notion	of	the	troubled	youth.	In	the	20th	century,	the	psychology	

field	 invented	 the	 category	 of	 “adolescent”	 (Huerre,	 2001),	 attributed	 to	 the	work	 of	 Stanley	

Hall	in	the	United	States	(Galland,	2008).	Authors	from	this	field	associated	youth	with	turmoil,	

and	the	age	category	became	increasingly	pathologized	by	the	psychology	field	throughout	the	

20th	 century	 (Huerre,	 2001).	 The	 psychology	 field’s	 construction	 of	 youth	 as	 trouble,	 which	

Griffin	(2001)	refers	to	as	the	Storm	and	Stress	model,	remains	the	dominant	discourse	today.	

Mainstream	studies	applying	this	discourse	are	central	in	the	construction	of	youth	as	rebellious	

and	highly	problematic,	which	leads	to	the	marginalization	of	youth	along	the	lines	of	race,	class,	

gender	and	sexuality	(Griffin,	2001).	One	example	of	this	is	how	in	the	education	system,	youth	

who	are	working	class	and/or	of	colour	are	perceived	as	troubled	and	prone	to	delinquency	or	

other	 forms	of	deviance.	As	a	consequence,	youth	who	are	working	class	and/or	of	colour	are	

more	 often	 inserted	 into	 the	 medical	 system	 for	 purposes	 of	 rehabilitation,	 with	 little	 prior	

assessment	(Griffin,	1993;	1996,	in	Griffin,	2001).		

	

As	 Feixa	 (2006)	 explains,	 in	 Latin	 American	 there	 was	 less	 discourse	 around	 youth	 for	 the	

majority	of	the	20th	century.	However,	from	the	turn	of	the	century	to	around	1930,	there	was	a	

wave	 of	 authors	 who	 wrote	 about	 youth	 from	 a	 uniquely	 Latin	 American	 perspective4.	 The	

works	 they	produced	all	belong	 to	nationalist	 Latin	American	currents	of	 the	era.	The	authors	

conceived	youth	as	a	new	generation	with	 the	potential	 to	advance	new	nationalist	 identities	

and	 the	modernization	project.	One	 famous	example	of	 this	 is	Mexican	presidential	 candidate	

Jose	Vasconcelos’,	La	raza	cósmica	(1925/1997).	The	essay	explains	the	idea	that	in	the	future,	a	

fifth	race	–	one	that	combines	all	 the	races	–	will	 rise	 from	the	Americas	and	eventually	bring	

about	a	universal	civilization5.	After	this	current,	the	concept	of	youth	was	addressed	very	little	

from	a	uniquely	Latin	American	perspective	until	 the	end	of	 the	20th	 century.	From	the	1930s	

through	 the	 1960s,	 Latin	 American	 psychologists,	 heavily	 influenced	 by	 European	 and	 United	

States	discourse,	wrote	about	youth	according	to	the	Storm	and	Stress	model.	As	in	Europe	and	

																																																								
4	Feixa	(2006)	cites	the	following	works:	Ariel	by	J.	E.	Rodó	(1900),	which	was	dedicated	to	‘The	youth	of	
America";	El	hombre	mediocre	by	J.	Ingenieros	(1913),	La	raza	cósmica	by	J.	Vasconcelos	(1924);	and	La	
reforma	Universitaria	by	J.	C.	Mariátegui	(1928).	
5	This	construction	of	youth	was	uniquely	male.	
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the	 United	 States,	 this	 had	 the	 negative	 effect	 of	 stigmatizing	 youth.	 But	 on	 the	 flip	 side,	 it	

formalized	the	study	of	youth,	opening	the	door	to	alternative	perspectives.		

	

According	 to	 Griffin	 (2001),	 in	 the	 United	 States	 and	 Europe	 –	 critical	 of	 the	 dominant	

construction	 of	 youth	 –	 these	 alternative	 currents	 of	 study	 began	 in	 the	 1960s.	 Generally,	

researchers	 examined	 youth	 cultural	 practices	 and	 youth	 subcultures	 through	 ethnographic,	

Marxist	and/or	feminist	lenses.	Though	most	of	these	studies	represented	youth	as	oppressed,	

they	were	typically	focused	on	white,	heterosexual,	working-class	males.	More	feminist	studies	

started	to	emerge	in	the	1980s,	which	looked	at	the	general	category	of	youth,	and	the	ways	in	

which	 oppression	 of	 youth	worked	 on	 class-based	 lines.	 By	 the	 1990s	 there	was	 a	 significant	

body	 of	work	 showing	 that	 youth	 are	marginalized,	 and	 that	 the	marginalization	 is	 deepened	

according	 to	 gender,	 race,	 class	 and	 sexuality.	 The	 idea	 that	 marginalization	 happens	 at	 the	

intersection	of	different	identity	categories	such	as	age,	gender,	race,	ethnicity,	nationality,	and	

sexuality	is	known	as	intersectionality6,	and	is	often	applied	in	order	to	understand	and	analyze	

oppression	(Hopkins	and	Pain,	2007).		

	

Feixa	 (2006)	 writes	 that	 in	 Latin	 America,	 alternative	 perspectives	 that	 considered	 youth	 as	

agents	 of	 social	 change	 began	 to	 develop	 somewhat	 in	 the	 1960s	 and	 1970s,	 but	 to	 a	much	

smaller	 degree	 than	 in	 Europe	 and	 the	 US.	 Sociocultural	 studies	 even	 neglected	 the	 topic	 of	

different	 age	 categories.	 They	 looked	 at	 the	 categories	 of	 ‘indigenous’,	 ‘rural’,	 ‘urban’,	 ‘men’,	

‘women’,	‘bourgeois’,	and	‘workers’,	but	not	‘youth’,	‘children’,	and	‘adults’.	As	in	the	industrial	

era	 in	 the	global	North,	 this	 tends	 to	be	attributed	to	 the	assumption	that	 there	were	no	real	

categories	of	child	and	youth	outside	of	the	middle	and	upper	classes,	which	was	historically	a	

minority;	 in	 the	 vast	majority	 of	 Latin	 American	 society,	 adulthood	 began	 early	 in	 life.	 In	 the	

second	half	of	the	1980s,	after	the	UN’s	International	Youth	Year	in	1985,	Latin	American	studies	

of	youth	subcultures	in	Latin	America	exploded	and	became	a	central	academic	discourse.	

	

																																																								
6	The	term	‘intersectionality’	was	orginally	coined	by	American	civil	rights	activist	Kimberlé	Crenshaw	
(Collins,	2015).	See		Crenshaw,	K.(1989).	Demarginalizing	the	Intersection	of	Race	and	Sex:	A	Black	
Feminist	Critique	of	Antidiscrimination	Doctrine.	Feminist	Theory	and	Antiracist	Politics,	University	of	
Chicago	Legal	Forum,	140,	139–167.	
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In	 Mexico,	 there	 was	 not	 much	 written	 on	 youth	 before	 1985,	 the	 year	 that	 one	 important	

theoretical	study	was	published	which	posited	that	the	concept	of	youth	was	a	product	of	social	

and	historical	power	 relations	 (Guillen,	1985	 in	Mendoza	Enriquez,	2011).	 It	was	not	until	 the	

mid-1990s	that	academic	discourse	in	Mexico	began	addressing	the	concept	of	youth	at	a	wider	

scale.	 Mendoza	 Enriquez	 (2011)	 separates	 the	 discourse	 that	 ensued	 into	 three	 categories:	

theoretical	studies,	ethnographical	studies	on	Mexican	youth	subcultures,	and	global	analyses	of	

issues	 facing	 Mexican	 youth.	 She	 notes	 that	 regarding	 the	 latter	 category,	 which	 broaches	

pressing	 issues	 such	 as	 demographics,	 education,	 addictions,	 migration,	 health,	 political	

participation,	 and	 gender,	 unfortunately	 no	 policies	 have	 been	 elaborated	 in	 response	 to	 the	

studies’	conclusions	and	recommendations.	

	

The	 currents	 of	 studies	 mentioned	 above,	 whether	 in	 Latin	 America,	 the	 United	 States	 or	

Europe,	whether	further	marginalizing	youth	or	working	toward	youth	empowerment,	all	view	

youth	as	an	independent	age	category.	But	in	the	1990s,	scholars	began	identifying	issues	with	

this	 construction	 of	 age	 categories.	 As	 Cicchelli	 (2001)	 explains,	 we	 cannot	 really	 compare	

phases	in	such	a	way:	there	is	no	magical	moment	of	passage	from	one	to	the	next,	when	one	

constructs	 his/her	 identity	 or	 becomes	 independent.	 Nor	 is	 independence	 something	

constructed	 solely	 within	 the	 self,	 but	 rather	 reciprocally	 with	 the	 family,	 a	 negotiation	 with	

parents.	Research	has	shown	that	both	children	and	youth	have	their	own	narratives	of	identity	

and	 the	 self,	 which	 they	 must	 negotiate	 and	 perform	 in	 the	 context	 of	 peer	 group	 culture	

(Valentine,	 1999a).	 The	 construction	 of	 age	 categories	 as	 independent	 from	 one	 another	

negates	the	idea	that	identity	continues	to	develop	in	adults.	Not	only	harmful	to	youth,	it	does	

a	disservice	to	all	(Hopkins	and	Pain,	2007).		

	

A	relational	understanding	that	views	the	categories	of	child,	youth	and	adult	as	interdependent	

helps	to	overcome	these	issues.	One	such	theory	is	that	of	life-phases,	which	helps	us	view	“the	

whole	of	this	interaction…	from	a	life-course	perspective”	(Närvnen	and	Näsman,	2004,	p.	86	in	

Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk,	2012,	p.	10),	which	is	to	say	that	the	three	categories	are	phases	in	

the	course	of	one	life.	Throughout	this	life	people	change	according	to	different	developmental	

moments	 and	 the	 construction	 of	 identity	 is	 in	 a	 constant	 state	 of	 flux.	 As	well,	 the	 relations	

between	 people	 change	 with	 context	 and	 requirement	 (Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012).	

Adopting	an	understanding	 that	 youth	 is	 a	 category	which	 is	 relationally	 constructed	helps	us	
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both	to	avoid	the	problematic	dichotomies	listed	above,	as	well	as	the	reproduction	of	some	of	

the	power	structures	that	lead	to	the	oppression	of	youth.	Though	a	relational	understanding	of	

age	entails	that	age	categories	become	ambiguous,	human	rights	agendas	which	rely	on	specific	

age	delimitations	(e.g.	 the	UN	Convention	on	the	Rights	of	the	Child	which	defines	children	as	

those	who	are	under	18,	or	the	UN	definition	of	youth	as	those	who	are	between	15-24)	are	still	

useful	 tools	 in	 promoting	 the	 rights	 of	 certain	 individuals	 (Horschelmann	 van	 Blerk,	 2012).		

Hence	 this	 report	 supports	 the	 UN	 definition	 of	 youth	 as	 those	 aged	 15-24	 for	 pragmatic	

purposes	 while	 adopting	 a	 relational	 understanding	 of	 age	 for	 spatial	 analysis	 and	

understanding.	

	

	

2.2	Youth	and	the	city	

	

In	general,	the	city	is	highly	fragmented	with	regards	to	age,	and	youth	tend	to	be	marginalized	

in	urban	space.	Even	in	exceptional	cases	where	cities	make	youth-dedicated	places,	we	tend	to	

see	adults	–	not	in	partnership	with	youth	–	making	these	spaces,	and	only	in	isolated	areas.	The	

way	 we	 understand	 age	 is	 intrinsically	 linked	 to	 the	 way	 we	 understand	 space:	 “Space	 is	

constructed,	 lived	 and	 imagined	 in	 relation	 to	 age,	while	 definitions	 of	 age	 and	 of	 a	 person’s	

age-related	 rights	 and	 abilities	 entail	 understandings	 of	 the	 spaces	 which	 are	 deemed	

‘appropriate’	 for	 certain	 age	 groups”	 (Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012,	 p.	 10).	 Bars,	

playgrounds,	and	schools	are	a	few	examples	of	spaces	that	are	defined	by	their	inclusion	of	one	

age	group,	and	their	exclusion	of	others	(Ibid).	But	we	do	not	move	through	the	city	according	to	

independent	and	separate	age	categories.	

	

Instead,	understanding	space	as	an	 integral	component	of	 the	relational	understanding	of	age	

accounts	for	the	ways	people	are	linked	intergenerationally	and	rely	on	one	another	in	their	use	

of	 the	 city	 (Hopkins	 and	 Pain,	 2007).	 For	 example,	 parents	 with	 young	 children	 may	 have	

restricted	mobility	 in	 the	 city	 in	 comparison	 to	 able-bodied	 childless	 individuals,	which	 is	why	

making	 the	 city	 more	 child-friendly	 will	 also	 increase	 the	 mobility	 of	 those	 parents	

(Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012).	 Rigid	 age	 categories	 and	 constructions	 result	 in	

fragmented	 urban	 environments	 that	 neither	 respond	 to	 the	 needs	 of	 society’s	 diverse	

members,	nor	to	the	needs	of	the	individual	(Hopkins	and	Pain,	2007).	Another	example	of	this	
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is	 the	 way	 that	 although	 play	 has	 been	 shown	 to	 be	 important	 to	 adults	 as	 well	 as	 children	

(Evans,	2008),	our	oppositional	understanding	of	the	categories	of	children	and	youth	precludes	

the	 construction	 of	 play	 spaces	 for	 adults	 in	 the	 urban	 form7,	which	 is	 detrimental	 to	 adults’	

health	and	wellbeing.	These	examples	suggest	that	understanding	space	as	part	of	the	relational	

understanding	 of	 age	 can	 improve	 the	 city	 for	 all	 residents,	 regardless	 of	 their	 age	 category.	

Another	way	of	 looking	at	 it	 is	that	making	a	city	youth-friendly	will	have	benefits	 for	all	of	 its	

residents.	

	

The	cityscape	is	charged	with	implicit	and	explicit	meaning	around	age	categories,	so	dominant	

constructions	of	the	troubled	youth	lead	to	youth’s	spatial	exclusion.	Loaded	understandings	of	

age	categories	have	shaped	the	city	for	over	a	century,	seen	notably	in	the	move	from	the	city	to	

the	suburbs	at	the	turn	of	the	20th	century.	As	Torres	(2009)	outlines,	during	the	industrial	era,	

children’s	 environmental	 sensitivity	was	 a	 growing	 concern.	 This	 spurred	 a	move	 to	 the	 clean	

outskirts	 of	 town	 (the	 proto-suburbs)	 and	 Ebenezer	 Howard’s	 pragmatic	 utopian	 model,	 the	

Garden	City.	This	model	town	was	self-sufficient	and	surrounded	by	a	green-belt,	regarded	as	an	

ideal	 family	 environment.	 The	 Garden	 City	 ideal	 was	 eventually	 quashed	 as	 functionalism	

overtook	the	urban	form	(Torres,	2009),	but	children’s	outdoor	play	remains	a	central	concern	in	

conversation	 and	 discourse	 around	 childhood	 and	 the	 city.	 As	 the	 paternalistic	 protection	 of	

children	 is	paramount	to	the	urban	form,	youth	are	treated	as	threats.	Viewed	as	unruly,	they	

are	 seen	 as	 impeding	 on	 children’s	 play	 and	 thus	 threatening	 the	 harmony	 of	 public	 spaces	

(Evans,	2008).		

	

Policies	such	as	curfews	for	young	people,	 increasingly	regular	 in	countries	such	as	the	UK	and	

Australia,	 are	 meant	 to	 solve	 the	 unruly	 youth	 problem	 by	 controlling	 their	 access	 to	 public	

space	(Malone,	2002;	Evans,	2008).	Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk	(2012)	cite	other	surveillance	

and	control	measures	meant	to	exclude	youth	from	public	and	private	spaces	in	the	UK,	which	

target	 them	 based	 on	 superficial	 characteristics.	 These	 discriminatory	 tactics	 encroach	 on	

youth’s	right	to	access	public	space.	When	diversity	 in	public	space	 is	decreased,	the	potential	

for	public	space	to	be	a	venue	for	negotiations	of	social	justice	and	citizenship	is	compromised	

																																																								
7	Although	this	is	beginning	to	change.	See	for	example	City	Museum	in	St.	Louis,	Missouri,	Kaleidome	in	
Shatin	Park,	Hong	Kong,	Seaglass	Carousel	at	the	Battery	Park	Conservancy,	New	York,	NY,	or	Superkilen	in	
Copenhagen,	Denmark	for	urban	adult	play	spaces.	
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(Malone,	 2002;	 Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012).	 Hopkins	 and	 Pain	 (2007)	 remind	 us	 that	

instersectionality,	 the	 way	 that	 oppression	 happens	 at	 the	 intersections	 of	 different	 identity	

markers	 such	 as	 age,	 gender,	 race	 and	 class,	 is	 a	 useful	 concept	 for	 understanding	 the	

dimensions	of	age-based	oppression	as	it	relates	to	space.	For	example,	the	exclusion	of	youth	

from	public	spaces	can	exacerbate	threats,	such	as	physical	violence	and	criminalization,	posed	

to	street	youth	in	particular,	especially	young	women	(Gaetz,	2004).		

	

Youth-specific	spaces	do	exist	in	the	city,	but	it	is	argued	that	these	tend	to	be	fragmented	from	

the	rest	of	the	city	and	serve	to	remove	and	segregate	youth	from	the	rest	of	the	city	(Malone,	

2002).	Malone	(2002)	gives	the	example	of	a	skate	ramp	that	was	built	in	the	city	of	Frankston,	

Australia	 to	 illustrate	 her	 point.	 Meant	 to	 be	 a	 youth	 facility,	 the	 skate	 ramp	 was	 to	 be	 a	

temporary	project	while	a	better	location	was	found,	and	in	the	meantime	was	built	on	the	edge	

of	a	car	park	in	an	isolated	area	with	low	visibility.	But	in	the	end,	the	city	showed	no	intention	

of	relocating	the	youth	facility.	Most	youth	expressed	that	they	did	feel	comfortable	accessing	

the	facility	due	to	its	isolation	and	lack	of	visibility.	Basing	her	argument	on	Jacobs’	(1960)	‘eyes-

on-the-street’	theory,	Malone	emphasizes	that	youth	spaces	should	be	integrated	into	the	rest	

of	 the	 city,	 because:	 a)	 youth	 desire	 to	 engage	with	 public	 life,	 and	 b)	 placing	 youth-specific	

spaces	 in	 highly	 visible	 areas	 provides	 natural	 surveillance	 and	 therefore,	 safety.	 If	 we	

understand	age	relationally,	creating	isolated	spaces	for	specific	age	groups	is	an	absurd	notion	

(Hopkins	and	Pain,	2007).		

	

We	have	seen	in	this	sub-section	that	age	and	space	are	intrinsically	connected,	that	this	leads	

to	youth’s	exclusion	from	public	space	because	of	dominant	constructions	of	youth	as	trouble,	

and	that	a	relational	understanding	of	age	is	not	only	beneficial	to	youth	in	urban	space,	but	to	

society	 as	 a	 whole.	 But,	 contrary	 to	 dominant	 assumptions	 made	 by	 municipal	 officials,	

developers,	and	city	planners,	adults	do	not	always	know	what	is	best	for	adolescents	(Chawla,	

2001).	 This	 entails	 that	 it	 is	 Important	 to	 continue	 to	 involve	 youth	 as	 active	 participants	 in	

research	so	as	not	to	miss	important	details	about	young	peoples’	relationship	to	place	(Griffin,	

2001;	 Hopkins	 and	 Pain,	 2007;	 Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012).	 The	 final	 section	 of	 this	

chapter	considers	participation	in	urban	planning	theory	and	practice.		
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2.3.	Participation	in	urban	planning	

	

“…Citizen	participation	is	a	categorical	term	for	citizen	power.	It	is	the	redistribution	of	

power	 that	 enables	 the	 have-not	 citizens,	 presently	 excluded	 from	 the	 political	 and	

economic	processes,	to	be	deliberately	included	in	the	future.	It	is	the	strategy	by	which	

the	have-nots	join	in	determining	how	information	is	shared,	goals	and	policies	are	set,	

tax	 resources	 are	 allocated,	 programs	 are	 operated,	 and	 benefits	 like	 contracts	 and	

patronage	are	parceled	out.	In	short,	it	is	the	means	by	which	they	can	induce	significant	

social	 reform	 which	 enables	 them	 to	 share	 in	 the	 benefits	 of	 the	 affluent	 society”	

(Arnstein,	1969,	p.	216).	

	

The	participatory	nature	of	Growing	Up	 in	Cities	 is	part	of	 the	urban	planning	 field’s	changing	

tides	that	have	been	in	momentum	since	the	mid-20th	century,	a	response	to	critiques	aimed	at	

rational	and	functional	urbanism	from	all	directions.	This	shift	began	just	two	decades	after	the	

International	 Congress	 of	 Modern	 Architecture	 (CIAM)	 established	 the	 principles	 for	 the	

functional	city	in	the	1930s,	which	still	influence	the	way	cities	are	built	today.		

	

2.3.1	Public	participation	in	the	global	North	

	

Postmodern	 planning	 is	 founded	 on	 the	 need	 for	 the	 public	 to	 participate	 in	 shaping	 their	

surroundings.	The	root	of	 this	 is	based	 in	 the	rational	comprehensive	planning	model’s	notion	

that	the	planner’s	job	is	to	represent	the	public	interest,	and	in	the	mounting	criticism	starting	in	

the	1950s	and	1960s	that	one	person	cannot	possibly	achieve	something	so	complex.	During	this	

era,	 principles	 of	 modernism	 and	 functionalism	 promoted	 by	 CIAM	 and	 the	 rational	

comprehensive	 planning	 model	 were	 overtaking	 the	 urban	 form	 in	 the	 western	 world.	

Professional	authority	and	the	‘expert’	approach,	using	the	tools	of	zoning	and	the	master-plan,	

controlled	 urban	 development.	 Urban	 decision-making	 was	 concentrated	 at	 the	 state-level,	

often	federal,	and	massive	highway	programs	tore	through	urban	centres,	clearing	slums	in	the	

name	of	urban	renewal	in	their	paths,	and	contributing	to	the	suburbanization	of	North	America	

(Bacqué	and	Guathier,	2011).	In	defiance	of	the	high	modernist	and	rational	planning	principles	

that	placed	the	urban	planner/designer/architect	as	the	unquestioned	authority	on	city	planning	

and	 design,	 the	 new	 discourse	 taking	 shape	 in	 the	 anglo-saxon	 world	 started	 with	 the	 UK’s	
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townscape	movement	and	writers	 like	Gordon	Cullen.	Their	discourse	supported	the	 idea	that	

the	perceived	quality	of	the	environment	was	an	essential	element	to	be	considered	in	its	design	

(Ellin,	1996).	In	the	same	current	on	the	other	side	of	the	Atlantic,	in	the	United	States	the	urban	

planning	 professor	 and	 creator	 of	 GUiC	 Kevin	 Lynch	 (1960)	 published	 his	 seminal	 book,	 The	

Image	of	the	City,	an	in-depth	study	of	the	way	people	perceive	and	make	sense	of	their	urban	

surroundings.	 Lynch,	 Cullen	 and	 the	 townscape	movements’	work	was	 legitimizing	 the	 notion	

that	 because	 of	 their	 lived	 experience,	 individuals	 possess	 unique	 local	 knowledge	 about	 the	

urban	form,	and	this	knowledge	has	important	implications	for	city	planning.	This	idea	radically	

challenged	the	dominant	technocratic	model	of	urban	planning.		

	

The	 planner’s	 ability	 to	 act	 objectively	 and	 in	 the	 name	 of	 the	 public	 interest	 was	 being	

challenged.	 One	 year	 later,	 journalist	 Jane	 Jacobs	 published	 her	 resounding	 critique	 of	

authoritarian	control	in	urban	planning	and	the	dramatically	destructive	effects	it	was	having	on	

urban	 communities,	 in	 The	 Death	 and	 Life	 of	 Great	 American	 Cities	 (1961).	 Alexander	 (1965)	

reinforced	 these	 ideas	 with	 mathematical	 models	 to	 substantiate	 his	 theory	 that	 there	 is	 a	

significant	 incongruity	 between	 the	 form	of	 the	 functional	 city,	 and	 the	way	 people	 live	 their	

lives.	 Implicit	 in	Alexander	 is	 that	we	must	 study	how	humans	use,	and	 interact	 in,	 the	city	 in	

order	 to	 create	 urban	 environments	 that	 promote	 wellbeing	 and	 social	 cohesion.	 A	 new	

discourse	 in	urban	planning	 literature	was	beginning	 to	develop,	 centred	around	 the	need	 for	

citizen	participation	in	order	to	democratize	planning	processes.			

	

The	 crisis	 within	 the	 planning	 field	 was	 formally	 established	 by	 Altshuler’s	 (1965)	 famous	

critique	 of	 the	 rational	 comprehensive	 planning	model:	 as	 a	 single	 person,	 a	 planner	 cannot	

possibly	grasp	and	hierarchize	the	goals	of	the	public	interest,	and	generating	interest	in	public	

discussions	will	bring	to	light	not	a	comprehensive,	but	a	limited	scope	in	the	topics	broached.	

This	 destabilizes	 the	 planner’s	 entire	 profession,	 as	 the	 primary	 function	 of	 the	 planner,	 a	

generalist,	is	to	represent	the	public	interest.		

	

In	 response	 to	Altshuler	and	other	 theorists	of	 the	 time,	as	well	 as	 the	growing	unrest	 in	 civil	

society,	 an	 array	 of	 participatory	 and	 collaborative	 approaches	 to	 city	 planning	 has	 been	

developed	 that	 promote	 the	 idea	 of	 a	 negotiated	 public	 interest,	 which	 is	 achieved	 through	

diverse	methods	including	consultation,	dialogue,	and	consensus	building	(Bacqué	and	Gauthier,	
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2011).	 Authors	 and	 proponents	 “conceive[s]	 urban	 planning	 as	 an	 interactive	 and	 political	

process”	 (Ibid,	 p.	 47).	 One	 such	 approach	 is	 advocacy	 planning,	 first	 proposed	 by	 Davidoff	

(1965),	a	radical	methodology	for	urban	planners	and	policy	makers	to	work	directly	with	urban	

movements	and	civil	society	actors.	Davidoff	(1965)	condemns	the	narrow	scope	of	planning	–	

both	 for	 its	 focus	 on	 the	 physical	 form	 and	 for	 its	 unitary	 nature	 –	 urging	 pluralist	 and	

democratic	processes	and	a	more	holistic	view	of	the	object	of	study.	Innes	(1996),	responding	

directly	to	Altshuler,	proposes	that	we	use	consensus	building	in	urban	to	understand	the	public	

interest.	Other	collaborative	approaches	deny	that	consensus	can	be	reached	in	such	a	complex	

society	 with	 multiple	 publics,	 and	 suggest	 embracing	 and	 working	 with	 the	 conflict,	 here	

referred	to	as	‘agonism’	that	necessarily	exists	(Watson,	2009).	

	

Leonie	Sandercock	 (1998)	 rejects	 the	very	 idea	of	 ‘the	public	 interest’	 in	Towards	Cosmopolis:	

Planning	for	Multicultural	Cities,	a	book	that	has	arguably	become	the	guide	for	the	city	planner	

in	postmodern	times.	In	it,	participatory	planning	practices	are	an	indispensable	element	of	the	

new	vision	she	endeavours	to	establish,	one	that	 is	apt	to	the	multicultural	cities	of	today	and	

tomorrow.	She	argues	that	in	this	new	vision	of	urban	planning,	the	role	of	the	planner,	rather	

than	 to	 uphold	 what	 she	 calls	 the	 “pillars	 of	 modernism”	 –	 rationality,	 comprehensiveness,	

scientific	objectivity,	the	project	of	state-directed	futures,	the	notion	of	'the	public	interest'	–	is	

to	 represent	 social	 justice,	 citizenship,	 community	 and	 multiple	 publics.	 Planners	 need	 to	

exercise	 this	 role	 in	 active	 participation	 with	 diverse	 urban	 communities,	 acknowledging	 the	

‘epistemology	of	multiplicity’	present	within	our	cities.	Sandercock	believes	in	the	emancipatory	

power	of	planning	 for	 these	 communities,	 and	 that	 the	new	vision	of	planning	 can	 lead	us	 to	

postmodern	urban	utopia,	what	she	calls	cosmopolis.		

	

She	 further	 develops	 on	 planning	 for	 multiculturalism	 in	 the	 book’s	 sequel,	 Cosmopolis	 II	 –	

Mongrel	Cities	 (2003).	The	book	seeks	an	answer	 to	 the	question	of	how	millions	of	 strangers	

can	 coexist	 harmoniously	 rather	 than	become	more	 fragmented	as	 cities	become	 increasingly	

diverse.	 She	 again	 advocates	 the	 need	 for	 planners	 to	 work	 with	 citizens	 from	 diverse	

backgrounds	in	order	to	foster	discussion,	negotiation	and	common	understanding:	

“This	involves	…	an	always	contested	engagement	with	and	continually	redefined	notion	

of	the	common	good	and	shared	destiny	of	the	citizens	of	the	city…	One	of	the	roles	of	
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urban	policy	 and	of	 urban	planners	 is	 to	 create	 the	physical	 and	discursive	 spaces	 for	

such	debates	and	renegotiations	of	collective	identity.”	(p.	149)	

	

Though	 Althuler’s	 (1965)	 crisis	 may	 have	 been	 mitigated	 by	 the	 previously	 cited	 authors,	

ongoing	 tensions	with	 regard	 to	public	participation	and	democracy	 in	planning	remain.	Many	

participation	 practices	 used	 are	 at	 best	 futile,	 and	 at	 worst	 harmful,	 in	 responding	 to	 the	

demands	 for	democracy	and	empowerment	made	by	advocates	 (Bacqué	and	Gauthier,	2011).	

For	 this	 reason,	 several	 theorists	 focus	 on	 the	 question:	 Which	 participation	 is	 good	

participation?	That	is	to	say,	which	models	of	participation	democratize	planning	and	challenge	

the	existing	top-down	paradigm,	creating	cities	that	represent	their	residents’	perspectives?	And	

how	can	these	be	evaluated?	Sherry	Arnstein’s	(1969)	A	Ladder	of	Citizen	Participation	is	one	of	

the	most	influential	responses	to	this.	Her	article	identifies	eight	different	ways	of	working	with	

citizens,	which	 are	 grouped	 into	 three	 categories	 that	 span	 from	 the	detrimental	 to	 the	most	

desirable	 (non-participation,	 tokenism,	 and	

citizen	 power).	 The	 target	 forms	 of	 citizen	

participation	 are	 partnership,	 designated	

power,	and	citizen	control.	The	classification	

is	graphically	represented	as	a	ladder,	which	

serves	 as	 a	 tool	 for	 developing	 good	

participatory	 processes	 (figure	 4).	 The	

ladder	can	be	seen	as	problematic	in	that	it	

represents	participatory	methods	as	a	neat,	

linear	 process.	 In	 reality,	 participation	 is	

much	 more	 complex	 and	 context-

dependent	 (Torres,	 2009).	 This	 tool	 is	 still	

widely	used	and	referenced	today.	

	

	

Issues	of	power	and	manipulation	in	participation	are	complex	and	undertaken	in	the	literature	

by	several	notable	authors.	John	Forester	(1989)	writes	about	the	power	of	information	and	the	

challenge	 planners	 face	 in	 achieving	 their	 mandate	 of	 conducting	 democratic	 city	 planning	

processes	with	citizen	participation.	He	asserts	that	misinformation	by	those	in	power,	including	

Figure	4:	The	Ladder	of	Citizen	Participation	
(Arnstein,	1969)	
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planners	 themselves,	 often	 leads	 instead	 to	 the	 manipulation	 of	 the	 public,	 and	 with	 it	 the	

derailing	of	planners’	democratic	mission.	He	argues	that	planners	must	assume	a	pragmatic	and	

progressive	 role	 that	 anticipates	 and	 then	 intercepts	 misinformation	 of	 citizens	 in	 order	 to	

promote	a	just	and	democratic	planning	process.		

	

In	a	text	citing	Forester’s	(1989)	analysis,	Hoch	(1996)	also	looks	to	pragmatism	as	the	answer	to	

the	problem	of	planning	and	power.	His	text	adds	to	his	body	of	work	identifying	the	similarities	

between	planning	theory	and	pragmatism,	specifically	John	Dewey’s	theory	of	pragmatic	action,	

explaining	 that:	 “Pragmatists	 assess	 ideas	 based	 on	 their	 usefulness	 for	 guiding	 purposeful	

conduct	in	diverse	contexts”	(p.	31).	In	this	publication,	Hoch	takes	on	Michel	Foucault’s	almost	

nihilistic	concept	of	power	relations.	Foucault’s	theory	states	that	social	 institutions	reproduce	

hegemonic	 systems	of	power.	Therefore	even	 those	social	 institutions	striving	 to	work	 for	 the	

common	 good,	 such	 as	 urban	 planning	 entities,	 actually	 serve	 to	 discipline	 and	 oppress	

individuals	 and	 communities	 despite	 their	 best	 efforts	 to	 do	 otherwise.	 Hoch	 recognizes	 the	

strength	of	 the	 concept	 and	 the	 inherent	 risks	 for	 exploitation	when	working	with	 vulnerable	

communities:	 “Unilateral	 vulnerability	 promotes	 exploitation	 because	 the	 vulnerable	 remain	

tied	to	the	social	norms	of	the	more	powerful”	(p.	41).	But	Hoch	insists	that	planners’	work	can	

contribute	 to	 community	 resistance	 and	 empowerment	 and	 substantiates	 the	 claim	 with	 a	

pragmatic	argument.	He	writes	that	when	planners	forgo	the	meagre	power	they	may	have	and	

acknowledge	 their	 own	 weakness	 and	 oppression,	 they	 become	 united	 in	 solidarity	 with	

vulnerable	 communities.	 From	 this	 position	 they	 can	begin	 to	 create	 the	 spaces	 of	 discussion	

and	debate	necessary	for	improving	the	democratic	quality	of	urban	planning.	Hoch’s	insistence	

on	solidarity	harks	back	to	Paulo	Freire’s	(1970)	Pedagogy	of	the	Oppressed,	a	book	arguing	that	

in	order	to	truly	empower	the	oppressed	through	teaching,	authoritarian	power	structures	must	

be	abandoned	in	favour	of	horizontality	in	the	classroom.		

	

Beyond	 questions	 of	 power,	 there	 are	 still	 divisions	 in	 planning	 practice	 and	 theory	 over	 the	

suitability	of	participatory	processes	 to	urban	planning.	 In	 their	study	 looking	at	 the	history	of	

participation	in	both	planning	discourse	and	practice,	Bacqué	and	Gauthier	(2011)	argue	that	we	

are	 in	 fact	 in	 a	 post-collaborative	 moment	 wherein	 two	 opposing	 discourses	 have	 been	

produced:	one	that	opposes	the	“tyranny	of	participation”	(Cooke	and	Kothari,	2001	in	Bacqué	

and	 Guathier,	 2011,	 p.	 55)	 conceiving	 it	 as	 top-down	way	 to	 covertly	 advance	 the	 neoliberal	
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agenda;	 and	 the	 other	 that	 demands	 an	 overly	 idealistic	 and	 theoretical	 image	 of	 what	

participation	should	be.	They	also	point	to	a	divergence	between	the	imperative	theoretical	and	

ethical	need,	as	well	as	the	public	demand,	for	planners	to	involve	the	public	 in	their	decision-

making	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 and	 on	 the	 other,	 the	 pressure	 for	 planners	 to	 legitimize	 their	

specialization	in	order	to	have	economic	and	professional	power	and	secure	a	field	in	which	to	

develop	 skills,	 tools	 and	 knowledge.	 At	 the	 root	 of	 both	 divisions	 we	 observe	 that	 there	

continues	to	exist	a	clash	between	modernism	and	postmodernism	in	planning	theory.	

	

Like	 Hoch	 (1996)	 and	 Forester	 (1996),	 Bacqué	 and	 Gauthier	 suggest	 that	 the	 solution	 to	 this	

clash	lies	in	a	pragmatic	approach	to	urban	planning.	One	such	author	they	identify	who	does	so	

is	 Rydin	 (2007),	 whose	 work	 explicitly	 seeks	 to	 bridge	 the	 modernism/postmodernism	 gap.	

Rydin	asserts	 that	 though	need	 to	 involve	multiple	epistemologies	 in	urban	planning	 research	

and	practice	(i.e.	both	lay	and	expert	knowledge),	we	must	not	do	so	indiscriminately;	whether	

expert	or	lay,	knowledge	is	value-laden.	Thus,	she	proposes	a	method	for	categorizing	kinds	of	

knowledge	into	four	types	(empirical,	process,	predictive	and	normative),	after	which	each	type	

of	 knowledge	 can	 be	 tested	 for	 validity	 and	 assed	 for	 their	 usefulness	 in	 mobilizing	 change.	

Action-research	is	one	of	the	four	types	(process)	needed	for	effective	analysis.	Rydin’s	model	is	

a	 way	 to	 hear	 and	 engage	 with	 different	 stakeholders,	 acknowledging	 the	 validity	 of	 diverse	

epistemologies,	while	applying	a	rational	analysis	that	can	be	helpful	for	assessment.	

	

The	 citizen	 participation	 imperative	 is	 clearly	 still	 deeply	 embedded	 in	 planning	 theory	 today,	

though	the	methods	and	degrees	by	which	to	employ	it	are	still	debated.	Several	authors	argue	

that	we	need	to	look	at	concrete	examples	that	are	democratic	and	worked,	how	practitioners	

achieved	success	and	what	barriers	 they	encountered	 in	the	process	 (Hoch,	1996;	Bacqué	and	

Gauthier,	 2011).	 The	 surveyed	 literature	 therefore	 suggests	 the	 need	 for	 continued	

implementation	and	evaluation	of	a	diversity	of	evaluated	approaches.	

	

One	of	these	is	the	phenomenological	approach,	encompassed	by	GUiC	and	advocated	by	Breux	

and	Torres	(2010).	The	phenomenological	approach	“permits	us	to	grasp	the	relationship	that	an	

individual	has	with	his/her	built	environment	and	with	the	very	process	of	urban	planning	and	

design…	 [it]	 permits	 us	 to	 consider	 the	 individual	 as…	 a	 co-producer	 of	 knowledge	 for	 the	

planning	 and	 design	 of	 his/her	 living	 environment”	 (Ibid,	 p.	 118).	 In	 this	 perspective,	 the	
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individual	not	only	possesses	unique	local	knowledge	about	his/her	living	environment,	but	also	

is	responsible	for	constructing	what	that	living	environment	is.	It	follows	that	since	residents	and	

living	environments	are	 inseparable	from	one	another,	residents	are	necessary	components	of	

the	planning	process.	Though	 it	 is	amply	discussed	and	developed	 in	 the	 literature,	Breux	and	

Torres	 (2010)	 identify	a	gap	with	regards	 to	 the	practical	application	of	 the	phenomenological	

approach	 in	 urban	 planning	 and	 design.	 The	 two	 main	 advantages	 of	 using	 the	

phenomenological	approach	are	enriching	 researchers	and	practitioners’	understanding	of	 the	

urban	environment,	 and	mobilizing	people	 to	understand	and	 improve	 their	 surroundings.	On	

top	 of	 these	 are	 advantages	 of	 an	 ethical	 order,	 as	 the	 participant/user/resident	 is	 seen	 as	 a	

partner,	 which	 makes	 the	 research/project	 structure	 horizontal	 (Ibid).	 Again	 in	 the	

phenomenological	approach	we	see	Freire	(1970),	who	advocated	drawing	education	materials	

from	 students’	 experiences,	 and	 raising	 the	 consciousness	 of	 both	 educator	 and	 student	 to	

create	critical	communities	that	will	then	enter	political	deliberations.		

	

In	this	sub-section,	we	have	seen	how	citizen	participation,	as	the	proposed	way	to	construct	an	

understanding	of	the	public	interest,	is	at	the	very	core	of	postmodern	planning.	We	have	also	

seen	 how	 questions	 of	 power,	 the	 neoliberal	 agenda,	 diversity,	 and	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 the	

planning	 profession	 have	 been	 important	 elements	 in	 the	 ensuing	 discourse	 around	

participation.	Finally	we	looked	at	the	phenomenological	approach,	which	looks	at	participation	

as	 partnership,	 and	 responds	 to	 Arnstein	 (1969)	 and	 Hoch’s	 (1996)	 concerns	 about	 power.	

Concerns	 about	 power	 and	 the	 neoliberal	 agenda	 become	 particularly	 pertinent	 when	

considering	participation	and	planning	in	the	global	South,	explored	in	the	next	sub-section.	

	

	

2.3.2	Public	participation	in	the	global	South	

	

“In	virtually	all	 low-	and	middle	income	nations,	 large	sections	of	the	urban	population	

lack	 provision	 for	 very	 basic	 needs	 including	 secure	 housing	 with	 safe,	 sufficient,	

convenient	 supplies	 of	 water	 and	 provision	 for	 sanitation,	 drainage,	 paved	 roads	 and	

streets,	electricity,	solid	waste	collection,	schools,	health	care,	emergency	services	and	

the	 rule	 of	 law.	…	 Far	more	 progress	will	 be	 achieved	 if	 city	 authorities	 and	 agencies	

develop	 co-designed	 and	 co-managed	 processes	 with	 urban	 poor	 organizations	 with	
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more	localized	decision-making	and	with	greater	equality	between	the	groups	involved.”	

(Satterthwaite	et	al.,	2005,	p.	57)	

	

The	concept	of	citizen	participation	 is	highly	 relevant	with	regards	to	the	global	South’s	urban	

planning	 and	 development;	 it	 is	 identified	 as	 a	 main	 element	 in	 ‘good	 governance’ 8 	by	

international	institutions	such	as	the	United	Nations	and	the	World	Bank,	which	is	one	of	their	

key	development	priorities	(UN-Habitat,	2016;	World	Bank,	2017).	But	in	order	to	consider	this	

concept	 of	 participation	 in	 the	 global	 South,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 first	 understand	 how	 planning	

theories	and	models,	historically	and	now,	have	tended	to	be	transferred	from	the	global	North	

to	 the	 global	 South,	 and	 the	 implications	 of	 this	 vertical	 transfer	 of	 ideas	 for	 planning	 and	

participation	specifically.	

	

The	vertical	 transfer	of	urban	planning	models	 from	North	to	South	dates	back	to	the	colonial	

period.	During	this	era,	European	nations	imposed	Western	urban	planning	tools	and	models	for	

the	purposes	of	resource	exploitation,	colonization,	spatial	segregation	between	Europeans	and	

indigenous	 people,	 paternalism,	 and	 improving	 hygiene,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 experiment	 with	 new	

models	that	European	governments	were	reluctant	to	implement	(Chitti,	2016;	Watson,	2009).	

The	 transfer	 continued	 at	 a	 large	 scale	 during	 the	 post-WWII	 era,	 due	 to	 the	 large	 wave	 of	

experts	who	were	trained	in	CIAM	principles	and	the	rational	comprehensive	planning	model,	as	

well	as	the	different	ways	in	which	international	development	and	agencies	(such	as	the	World	

Bank,	UN	Habitiat,	 USAID,	 JICA,	 the	 AFD	 and	 other	 international	NGOs)	 supported,	 promoted	

and	 imposed	 Western	 planning	 models	 in	 cities	 in	 the	 global	 South.	 In	 recent	 decades	 the	

transfer	 of	 ideas	 has	 become	 more	 complex,	 with	 increased	 transfer	 happening	 horizontally	

between	 countries	 of	 the	 global	 South	 (Chitti,	 2016),	 however	 the	 rational	 planning	 model	

remains	the	most	practiced	in	the	global	South,	with	some	exceptions	in	Latin	America	(Watson,	

2009).		

	

As	the	world’s	biggest	and	most	challenged	cities	are	increasingly	in	the	global	South,	the	need	

for	planning	theory	to	respond	to	these	challenges	is	urgent.	Herein	lies	a	major	problem	with	

the	vertical	transfer	of	planning	theory:	Northern	planning	models	are	built	for	Northern	cities	

																																																								
8	For	these	institutions,	governance	is	seen	as	the	cooperation	between	government,	private	and	civil	
society	actors	towards	societal	and	urban	improvements.	
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and	thus	are	not	equipped	to	respond	to	the	 issues	that	Southern	cities	 face	because	the	two	

urban	contexts	are	dramatically	different.	Namely,	 there	 is	a	need	 to	account	 for	poverty	and	

informal	settlements	when	working	as	a	planner	in	the	global	South.	In	failing	to	do	so,	planning	

literature	 is	 deficient	 (Watson,	 2009).	Watson	 (2009)	 urges	 that	 the	 planning	 field	 evolve	 its	

Northern-centric	 framework	 to	 be	 able	 to	 address	 the	most	 pressing	 urban	 challenges	 of	 the	

present	 and	 future,	 which	 are	 based	 in	 the	 South.	 She	 suggests	 that	 we	 can	 look	 to	 the	

development	theory	literature	to	aid	in	this	evolution,	and	argues	that	the	evolution	must	also	

account	 for	 the	 ‘conflicting	 rationalities’9	that	 planners	 face	 in	 the	 global	 South	 context,	 a	

concept	 she	 has	 previously	 developed	 (Watson,	 2003;	 Watson,	 2006).	 As	 explained	 in	 the	

previous	chapter,	the	global	South	is	increasingly	urbanized	and	the	number	of	people	living	in	

urban	 slums	 is	 increasing.	Hence,	urban	planning	goals	 for	 the	global	 South	and	development	

goals	are	essentially	one	in	the	same,	and	the	reviewed	literature	comes	from	both	fields.		

	

Many	theorists	also	question	the	power	dynamics	inherent	in	the	North-South	transfer	of	ideas.	

Specifically	with	regards	to	public	participation,	these	authors	claim	that	it	has	limited	potential	

to	empower	communities	when	it	is	imposed	in	a	de-politicized	manner,	such	as	in	the	case	of	

the	international	development	institutions	governance	guidelines.	They	charge	that	it	is	instead	

a	top-down	model	that	serves	to	advance	the	neoliberal	agenda	(Guarneros-Meza	and	Geddes,	

2010;	 Cooke	 and	 Kothari,	 2001	 in	 Watson,	 2009).	 Referencing	 Dagnino’s	 discussion	 on	

participation	 as	 it	 pertains	 to	 citizenship	 in	 Latin	 America,	 Lombard	 (2003)	 summarizes	 the	

problems	with	the	perceived	 issues	 in	conceiving	participation	as	democratizing	 in	the	context	

of	neoliberalism:	

“Participation,	as	both	a	condition	and	guarantee	of	democracy,	 is	 seen	as	harbouring	

the	 prospect	 of	 radical	 transformation	 of	 power	 relations	 in	 Latin	 American	 societies;	

but	 neoliberalism’s	 appropriation	 of	 participation	 in	 this	 context	 has	 led	 to	 its	

redefinition	 as	 the	 execution	 of	 service	 provision	 by	 civil	 society,	 within	 a	 neoliberal	

framework”	(p.	140)	

From	another	angle,	looking	to	the	way	that	planning	models	have	historically	been	transferred	

from	 North	 to	 South,	 I	 would	 question	 whether	 this	 method	 of	 diffusion	 leads	 to	 real	

																																																								
9	Watson’s	concept	of	‘conflicting	rationalities’	is	that	planners	face	a	disjuncture	when	working	in	the	
global	South:	between	working	with	a	governing	logic	–	the	push	for	modernization	and	‘proper’	urban	
environments	–	and	working	with	a	survival	logic	–	accepting	and	working	with	informality	in	the	global	
South	to	support	the	wellbeing	and	survival	of	these	communities.		
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appropriation	 of	 models	 by	 local	 populations,	 what	 Chitti	 (2016),	 summarizing	 Friedmann,	

describes	as	the	“possibility	for	rooting”.	Lombard	(2013)	explores	transferability	in	a	similar	line	

of	questioning.	Her	 study	 looks	at	whether	 theory	around	 the	 concept	of	 citizen	participation	

from	the	global	North	can	be	applied	in	the	same	way	to	the	Mexican	context	she	researches,	

which	she	assesses	based	on	the	historical	context,	local	policy,	and	residents’	perceptions.	She	

concludes	that	they	cannot.	

	

Lombard	 (2013)	 argues	 that	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 participation	 in	 the	 global	 South,	 it	 is	

necessary	 to	understand	 the	history	of	 international	development’s	 self-help	paradigm.	 In	 the	

late	1970s	 in	 response	to	rapid	urbanization	 in	 the	global	South	 in	 the	mid-twentieth	century,	

frequently	in	the	form	of	informal	settlements	with	no	urban	services	such	as	water,	electricity	

and	 sewage,	 giving	 rise	 to	 major	 housing	 deficits,	 the	 World	 Bank	 adopted	 the	 self-help	

paradigm	as	 a	 framework	 for	 housing	 aid	 from	1972-1982.	 In	 opposition	both	 to	 the	massive	

slum	 clearance	 of	 the	 1960s,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 era	 of	 government-provided	 social	 housing,	 the	

paradigm	 was	 based	 on	 slum	 upgrading	 and	 the	 provision	 of	 sites	 and	 services	 in	 informal	

settlements	 (Gulyani	 and	 Connors,	 2002).	 The	 assumption	 behind	 the	model	was	 that	 people	

living	 in	 informal	 settlements	 had	 large	 capacities	 for	 self-organizing	 and	 that	 therefore,	

providing	 upgrading	 to	 their	 homes	 and	 neighbourhoods	 would	 stimulate	 their	 voluntary	

participation	 in	 urban	 and	 housing	 maintenance.	 This	 would	 therefore	 yield	 improved	

neighbourhoods	at	a	much	lower	cost	to	the	bank	than	other	lending	schemes	(Werlin,	1999).		

	

Evaluations	 of	 the	 10-year	 period	 showed	 that	 the	model	was	 only	moderately	 effective,	 and	

had	yielded	many	 failures.	 It	was	widely	 criticized	 from	 inside	and	outside	of	 the	Bank	by	 the	

1980s.	Many	of	these	criticisms	were	related	to	the	model’s	 inconsistent	results	at	responding	

to	housing	 and	 service	needs	 (Gulyani	 and	Connors,	 2002;	Werlin,	 1999),	while	others	 charge	

that	the	model	represents	an	undemocratic	and	unjust	 form	of	participation,	putting	the	onus	

on	 residents	 to	 do	 the	 work	 the	 government	 should	 be	 doing	 (Satterthwaite	 et	 al.,	 2005;	

Lombard,	2013),	resulting	in	the	poor	paying	more	(their	time)	to	receive	what	others	receive	as	

regular	 government	 services	 (Devas,	 1993	 in	 Lombard,	 2013).	 Others	 still	 criticize	 that	 the	

model’s	proponents	had	a	poor	understanding	of	building	and	organizing	methods	 in	 informal	

communities:	 like	 the	belief	 in	 the	 ‘noble	savage’,	 the	self-help	paradigm	was	 founded	on	 the	

faulty	assumption	that	residents	build	their	communities	with	their	bare	hands	when	in	reality	
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they	 hire	 labourers,	 an	 assumption	 which	 led	 to	 problematic	 financing	 strategies	 (Canel	 and	

Girard,	 1988).	 Ultimately	 there	was	 a	 global	 shift	 in	 aid	 policies	 (Gulyani	 and	 Connors,	 2002;	

Werlin,	 1999),	 but	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 self-help	 notion	 still	 endures	 in	 Mexico’s	 state	 and	

municipal	policies	(Lombard,	2013).	

	

Lombard	(2013)	argues	that	Mexico	has	a	unique	history	of	participation	and	that	chalking	it	up	

to	the	neoliberal	regime	is	a	gross	oversimplification	of	local	policies,	identities	and	perceptions.	

In	Mexico	due	to	the	adverse	conditions	people	faced	with	regards	to	housing,	considering	that	

60%	of	neighbourhoods	had	informal	origins	according	to	2003	estimates	(Connolly	et	al.,	2003;	

Lombard,	2013),	those	living	in	informal	settlements	had	relative	success	at	gradually	improving	

their	 communities’	 access	 to	 services	 and	 integrating	 into	 the	 city	 through	 self-organizing,	

petitioning	 governments,	 and	 supporting	 social	 movements.	 Often,	 alternative	 infrastructure	

arrangements	 are	 set	 up	 (Lombard,	 2013).	 Throughout	 Mexico,	 there	 have	 been	 legislative	

frameworks	for	citizen	participation	at	the	state	and	municipal	(but	not	national)	levels	since	the	

mid-1990s,	 modeled	 on	Mexico	 City’s	 policy	 (Olvera,	 2009;	 Lombard,	 2013).	 Lombard	 (2013)	

studies	peripheral	neighbourhoods	of	Xalapa,	Veracruz	specifically,	a	medium-sized	Mexican	city	

and	concludes	that	here,	these	frameworks	exploit	residents’	willingness	to	self-organize.	They	

rely	mostly	on	citizens’	fiscal	and	labour	cooperation	in	order	to	improve	physical	aspects	of	the	

city,	 relieving	municipal	 authorities	of	 these	duties,	 and	without	 considering	more	democratic	

aspects	of	governance	and	citizen	voice.	As	well,	they	sometimes	deepen	stigma	and	inequalities	

around	residents’	citizenship.	Though	it	is	tempting	to	conclude	that	this	confirms	the	coopting	

of	participation	by	neoliberalism,	 Lombard	 (2013)	 shows	 that	 the	operation	of	participation	 is	

rooted	in	contextual	factors.	For	example,	community	self-organizing	is	not	even	conceived	of	as	

participation,	contrary	to	Northern	theory.	This	is	in	line	with	ideas	exposed	by	Boudreau	et	al.	

(2016)	when	 looking	 at	 theories	 on	 global	 neoliberalism	 versus	 situated	 history	 and	 policy	 in	

Mexico	 and	 Vietnam:	 political	 and	 social	 dynamics	 are	 culturally	 embedded	 and	 prevailing	

theories	of	neoliberalism	overlook	this.	The	two	studies	conclude	that	we	need	more	locally	and	

historically	 specific	 information	 in	order	 to	make	 conclusions,	 recommendations,	 and	 theories	

about	urban	dynamics	in	the	global	South.	Lombard	(2013)	recommends	more	empirical	studies	

on	 participation	 in	 the	 global	 South	 to	 understand	 interpretations	 of	 neoliberalism	 and	 the	

democratizing	potential	of	participatory	processes.	
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In	 a	 survey	 of	 participatory	 methods	 and	 results	 in	 low-	 and	 middle	 income	 countries,	

Satterthwaite	 et	 al.	 support	 (2005)	 the	 idea	 that	 participation	 has	 democratizing	 potential	 in	

these	contexts	when	 it	 is	well	designed	and	 implemented.	They	uphold	 that	Arnstein’s	 (1969)	

reference	 must	 still	 serve	 as	 the	 guide	 to	 navigate	 which	 participation	 will	 lead	 to	 justice,	

summarizing	 succinctly	 that:	 “The	 most	 fundamental	 test	 of	 whether	 ‘participation’	 is	 real	

participation	is	whether	it	is	addressing	inequality”	(p.	9).	They	show	how	partnerships	between	

governments	 and	 community	 actors	 to	 organize	 participatory	 governance	methods	 show	 the	

highest	 rates	 of	 success	 in	 innovating	 to	 address	 inequality,	 and	 often	 with	 higher	 efficiency	

than	other	types	of	strategies.		

	

The	cited	authors	in	this	sub-section	point	to	the	need	to	understand	countries’	specific	cultural	

and	historical	realities	in	order	to	propose	urban	planning	solutions,	such	as	participation,	to	the	

complex	problems	faced	in	cities	in	the	global	South.	This	is	especially	true	when	we	look	at	how	

planning	models	have	historically	been	transferred	vertically	from	North	to	South,	which	implies	

both	an	inherent	hegemonic	relationship,	as	well	as	the	transfer	of	deficient	models,	not	created	

for	the	particular	issues	facing	global	South	cities.	Though	some	authors	insist	that	participation	

serves	only	 to	 further	hegemonic	North-South	dynamics,	others	 insist	 that	 it	 can	be	a	 tool	 for	

empowerment	when	used	with	a	critical	awareness	that	addresses	inequality.	

	

	

2.3.3	Youth	and	participation	

	

The	surveyed	literature	on	youth	as	a	relational	concept,	youth	in	the	city,	and	participation	in	

urban	planning	make	a	strong	case	for	the	need	to	integrate	youth	as	partners	in	city	planning	

processes,	in	order	to	enhance	urban	vitality.	Kevin	Lynch	(1977),	then,	was	way	before	his	time.	

Long	before	a	relational	understanding	of	age	categories	became	a	concept,	he	was	proposing	

children	as	design	and	planning	partners	in	the	original	GUiC,	which	he	initiated	in	1970.	
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As	 mentioned,	 the	 original	 GUiC	 was	 carried	

out	under	 the	aegis	of	UNESCO	 in	six	different	

sites	 in	 Argentina,	 Australia,	 Mexico	 and	

Poland.	 The	 project	 was	 born	 from	 Lynch’s	

(1977)	 concern	 that	 since	 children,	 too,	 are	

users	 of	 the	 city,	 the	 same	 ideas	 and	 critiques	

about	 participation	 and	 planning	 and	 design	

should	 apply	 to	 them,	 and	 yet	 they	 are	 never	

involved	 in	city	planning	and	design	processes.	

In	 involving	 them	 in	 the	 participatory	 action-

research,	 he	 hoped	 to	 raise	 awareness	 about	

this	 discrepancy,	 gain	 insight	 about	 the	 city	

from	 this	 previously	 un-surveyed	 population,	

and	 involve	 them	 in	 the	 democratic	 process.	

The	studies	were	conducted	with	children	aged	

11-14.	 Lynch	 (1977)	 indicated	 that	 children	

living	 in	 the	 poorest	 and	 most	 vulnerable	

contexts	 should	 be	 targeted	 the	 most	 with	

projects	such	as	GUiC.	He	designed	a	methodology,	based	on	the	one	used	in	The	Image	of	the	

City,	 for	 getting	 inside	 people’s	 heads	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 how	 they	 conceive	 of	 their	

surroundings,	 but	 adapted	 to	 children.	 Some	 of	 the	 tools	 elaborated	 include	 interviews,	

drawings,	and	walking	tours.	

	

The	foundation	laid	by	Lynch	(1977)	was	given	a	legal	impetus	with	the	1989	ratification	of	the	

CRC,	now	signed	by	all	but	two	countries	in	the	world,	and	Lynch’s	20-year-old	ideas	began	to	be	

developed	 (Chawla,	 2001).	 As	 well	 as	 the	 CRC,	 both	 Agenda	 21,	 the	 action	 programme	

developed	at	the	United	Nations	Conference	on	Environment	and	Development	in	1992,	and	the	

agenda	 from	 the	 Second	 United	 Nations	 Conference	 on	 Human	 Settlements,	 held	 in	 1996,	

emphasized	 the	 need	 to	 for	 children’s	 participation	 in	 the	 shaping	 of	 their	 environments	

(Chawla,	2001).	Tools	and	initiatives	to	put	these	agendas	into	practice	began	to	be	mobilized.	

Roger	Hart	(1992)	brought	children’s	participation	to	the	fore	with	his	child-specific	adaptation	

of	 Arnstein’s	 (1969)	 ladder	 (figure	 5).	 Just	 like	 the	 recommendations	 by	 proponents	 of	 the	

Figure	5:	A	Ladder	of	Children's	Participation	
(Hart,	1992)	
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relational	approach	to	age,	child	and	adult	decisions	made	in	partnership	are	on	the	top	rung	of	

this	 ladder.	 And	 throughout	 the	 1990s,	 UNESCO	 once	 again	 supported	 the	 development	 and	

implementation	 of	 the	 GUiC	 model	 in	 eight	 different	 countries	 across	 the	 globe,	 led	 by	

researchers	David	Driskell	and	Louise	Chawla.	The	results	of	this	effort	are	documented	in	two	

complimentary	 resources:	 Creating	 Better	 Cities	 with	 Children	 and	 Youth:	 A	 Manual	 for	

Participation	(Driskell,	2002),	and	Growing	Up	in	an	Urbanising	World	(Chawla,	2002).	

	

GUiC	and	other	participatory	processes	are	adopted	 in	order	 to	ensure	young	people’s	 voices	

are	 heard	 and	 overcome	 power	 relations.	 But,	 as	 discussed	 above,	 there	 are	 still	 ethical	

concerns	related	to	power	 imbalances	when	engaging	with	any	marginalized	community,	even	

when	 using	 methods	 explicitly	 designed	 to	 overcome	 these.	 Because	 of	 the	 dominant	

understanding	 of	 age	 categories,	 which	 contrast	 youth	 and	 children	 with	 adults,	 researchers	

may	 use	 strategies	 that	 leave	 children	 and	 youth	 powerless	 (Valentine	 1999b;	 Horschelmann	

and	van	Blerk,	2012)	for	example,	traditional	public	consultation	processes	(Torres,	2009).	This	is	

why	the	GUiC	methodology	integrates	tools	that	are	fun	and	make	sense	for	children,	and	uses	a	

language	and	approach	that	positions	children	as	research	partners	(Driskell,	2002).	Tools	used	

include	hang-out	sessions,	walking	tours,	drawings,	photos	by	children,	and	interviews.	Several	

of	these	are	elaborated	in	detail	in	the	Methodology	section	(3.3).	As	advocated	by	researchers	

studying	 space	 and	 relational	 concepts	 of	 age	 (Hopkins	 and	 Pain,	 2007),	 GUiC	 is	 an	

intergenerational	 approach.	 Though	 children	 are	 the	 primary	 participants,	 the	 methodology	

endeavours	to	integrate	children	into	the	community,	and	develop	an	understanding	within	the	

community	that	children	are	active	and	valuable	members.	As	well,	 it	seeks	to	understand	the	

way	that	children’s	networks	work	intergenerationally	(Driskell,	2002).	

	

The	intention	of	GUiC	is	to	initiate	a	process.	The	results	lie	as	much	in	beginning	to	understand	

and	 change	 perceptions,	 as	 they	 do	 in	 creating	 physical	 changes	 to	 the	 living	 environment	

(Chawla,	2001).	Physical	changes	did	indeed	occur	as	a	result	of	many	projects,	such	as	the	re-

activation	 of	 a	 swimming	 pool	 and	 the	 use	 of	 user-fees	 to	 pay	 local	 homeless	 people	 for	

neighbourhood	 security	 efforts	 in	 Ferreirasdoro,	 South	 Africa,	 or	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 children’s	

centre	 and	 an	 adjacent	 playground	 in	 a	 displaced	 squatter	 settlement	 in	 Canaansland,	 South	

Africa.	But	 in	these	cases,	researchers’	evaluation	of	outcomes	focuses	on	children	and	parent	

participants’	perceptions	of	the	process	(Griesel	et	al.,	2002).		
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Although	the	15-25	year	old	age	category	is	not	identified	as	the	target	population	of	the	GUiC	

methodology,	it	is	clear	from	the	reviewed	literature	that	this	group	too	faces	many	challenges	

with	regards	to	stigmatization,	which	lead	to	their	underrepresentation	in,	and	limited	access	to,	

urban	space.	It	has	also	been	mentioned	that	although	there	is	a	rich	and	developed	academic	

literature	on	children	and	space,	the	topic	of	youth	has	received	much	less	attention.	Perhaps	an	

effect	 of	 the	 very	 stigmatization	 (Evans,	 2008;	 Horschelmann	 and	 van	 Blerk,	 2012)?	 It	 is	

therefore	 theoretically	 significant	 to	 the	 urban	 planning	 discourse	 to	 conduct	 participatory	

action	 research	 with	 youth	 as	 partners.	 In	 the	 next	 section,	 I	 will	 explain	 the	 selected	

methodology	in	detail,	as	well	as	the	problem	statement	for	the	research.	
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3.	Problem	statement	and	methodology	

3.1	Research	problem	and	objectives	

	

Looking	 at	 the	 surveyed	 literature,	 several	 things	 are	 clear:	 1)	 youth	 are	 marginalized	 and	

misunderstood,	which	is	reflected	in	urban	space,	2)	though	there	is	an	ample	and	growing	field	

looking	at	children	and	space,	the	literature	on	youth	and	space	is	much	less	developed,	and	3)	

the	 literature	 on	 participation	 underlines	 the	 importance	 of	 continued	 implementation	 and	

evaluation	of	participatory	approaches	 in	order	 to	both	have	a	better	practical	 and	pragmatic	

understanding	of	what	works,	as	well	as	to	continue	the	ongoing	process	of	democratizing	city	

planning	processes.	All	of	this	points	to	the	need	to	implement	and	evaluate	participatory	urban	

actions	 with	 youth	 which	 challenge	 existing	 power	 structures,	 integrating	 them	meaningfully	

into	city	planning	and	design	processes.	In	response,	this	study	has	multiple	objectives:		

a) To	understand	the	neighbourhood	from	youth	participants’	perspectives	

b) To	create	urban	planning	and	design	recommendations	

c) To	determine	the	suitability	of	the	GUiC	model	with	older	youth,	and	

d) To	generate	methodological	recommendations	

	

Engaging	youth	 in	participatory	action	furthers	objectives	stated	 in	the	UN’s	(1992)	Agenda	21	

and	in	the	agenda	from	Habitat	II	(1996),	as	well	as	in	the	UN’s	most	recent	Global	Youth	Report	

(2016).	As	well,	as	observed	by	UNICEF,	though	working	with	youth	18	and	over	is	not	explicitly	

framed	 by	 the	 CRC,	 in	 engaging	 youth	 as	 community	 leaders,	 it	 contributes	 to	 CRC	 goals	

(UNICEF,	 2001),	which	 also	 has	 relevance	 for	Mexico’s	 national	General	 Law	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	

Children	 and	 Adolescents	 (Presidencia	 de	 la	 República,	 2014).	 Therefore,	 as	 well	 as	 being	

strongly	identified	as	a	need	in	the	academic	literature,	three	international	policy	documents	as	

well	as	national	Mexican	legislation,	justify	the	significance	of	the	current	study.	

	

The	particular	research	interest	 in	this	study	was	the	living	environment	of	six	youth,	aged	16-

20,	 in	Mexico	 City’s	 Tacubaya	 neighbourhood.	 The	 youth	 participants	 are	 from	 impoverished	

backgrounds	 and	 the	 study	 site	 is	 in	 an	 impoverished	area	of	Mexico	City,	which	 responds	 to	

Lynch’s	 (1977)	 call	 for	 the	GUiC	 to	 target	 less	privileged	urban	young	people.	 Specifically,	 this	

research	was	approached	in	collaboration	with	an	organization	with	strong	ties	to	a	community,	
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CHMX,	and	in	partnership	with	the	youth	participants.	This	partnership,	understood	as	seeking	a	

reciprocally	beneficial	relationship	with	youth,	responds	to	 issues	of	power	raised	 in	chapter	2	

which	 are	 particularly	 difficult	 to	 overcome	 when	 working	 with	 a	 massive	 power	 imbalance,	

such	 as	 the	 one	 inherent	 in	my	 relationship	 with	 youth	 participants	 from	 an	 underprivileged	

background	in	the	global	South.		

	

The	living	environment,	Tacubaya,	was	chosen	because	it	was	a	common	area	to	all	participants.	

This	 is	 a	 slight	 modification	 to	 the	 original	 GUiC	 methodology	 that	 takes	 places	 in	

neighbourhoods	of	which	participants	are	residents.	Although	none	of	the	research	participants	

is	 a	 resident	 of	 the	 neighbourhood	 per	 se,	 each	 of	 them	 had	 had	 previous	 contact	 with	 the	

neighbourhood,	 as	 it	 is	 a	 central	 node	 of	 the	 city.	 	 This	 contact	 was	 about	 to	 increase	

considerably	 as	 it	 would	 become	 the	 site	 of	 the	 new	 Christel	 House.	 Exploring	 this	

neighbourhood	with	the	GUiC	methodology	becomes	justified	with	an	understanding	that	one’s	

living	environment	is	not	only	where	one	sleeps,	but	the	surroundings	in	which	one	passes	one’s	

life,	be	that	for	commuting,	shopping,	sleeping,	eating,	entertainment,	or	accessing	other	urban	

services	and	amenities.		

	

It	is	thus	that	in	this	study,	I	have	two	research	questions,	which	can	be	understood	as	eliciting	

micro-	and	macro-analyses,	respectively:	

	

1) What	 can	 the	 youth	 participants	 and	 I	 recommend	 in	 order	 to	 transform	 the	

neighbourhood	into	a	more	youth-friendly	area?	And,	

2) What	conclusions	and	recommendations	can	be	drawn	from	using	the	GUiC	model	 for	

working	with	older	youth	aged	16-20,	considering	it’s	designed	for	children	aged	11-14?	

	

The	 research	 results	 in	 response	 to	 question	 1	 can	 be	 found	 in	 Part	 II	 of	 this	 report,	 Youth	

Participation	 for	 Urban	 Vitality	 with	 Christel	 House	 Mexico	 alumni	 in	 Mexico	 City	 (Part	 II):	

Analysis	 and	 Recommendations,	 a	 synthesized	 report	 created	 specifically	 for	 Christel	 House	

administrators	 and	 research	 participants.	 A	 reflection	 on	 the	 results	 in	 light	 of	 theoretical	

considerations,	 as	 well	 as	 insights	 on	 question	 2,	 is	 found	 in	 this	 document’s	 conclusion,	 in	

chapter	4.	
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3.2	Methodology	

	

GUiC,	 the	methodology	on	which	the	current	study	 is	based,	 is	considered	an	action-research,	

wherein	 a	 researcher	 is	 using	 data	 that	 he/she	 is	 actively	mobilizing	while	 realizing	 a	 project,	

rather	than	observing	and	analysing	a	phenomenon	that	would	be	happening	independently	of	

the	 researcher.	 One	 of	 the	 most	 valuable	 assets	 of	 participatory	 action	 research	 is	 that	 it	

produces	very	rich	data,	since	participants	have	insider	knowledge,	and	are	the	ones	gathering	

information.	 This	 provides	 the	 research	 with	 a	 deep	 understanding	 of	 the	 context	 and	 the	

practices	 intrinsic	 to	 it.	 It	 allows	 the	 researcher/practitioner	 to	 have	 a	 shared	 language	 with	

participants,	which	facilitates	more	critical	conversations,	enables	the	researcher/practitioner	to	

take	part	in	shaping	practices,	and	challenges	the	researcher/practitioner	to	have	a	more	critical	

approach	to	their	own	work.	In	its	essence,	participatory	action	research	rejects	the	notion	that	

the	researcher	can	be	a	purely	objective	observer.	Engaging	in	this	kind	of	research,	then,	forces	

the	 researcher	 to	 take	 a	 critical	 stance	 and	 push	 boundaries	 within	 their	 field	 (Kemmis	 and	

McTaggart,	1988).		

	

For	a	student	of	a	discipline	grounded,	at	its	core,	in	both	research	and	action,	as	in	the	case	of	

urban	planning,	participatory	action-research	is	an	educational	tool	of	high	value.	In	their	paper	

examining	two	GUiCs	realized	as	studios	with	their	design	students,	Lessard	and	Torres	 (2007)	

argue	 that	 action-research	 responds	 to	 a	 problem	 in	 urban	 planning	 education	 that	 was	

identified	by	Schön:	that	though	there	is	a	need	for	planners	to	reflect	on	theory	in	action	and	

practice,	most	planning	 schools	do	not	prepare	 students	 to	do	 so.	 They	note	 that	 Sutton	and	

Kemp	(2002)	propose	the	studio	as	the	answer	to	this,	as	it	provides	the	conditions	for	students	

to	 act	 and	 reflect	 on	 those	 actions	 and	 continuously.	 Lessard	 and	 Torres	 suggest	 that	 action-

research	in	the	field	is	a	highly	enriching	studio	as	it	brings	students	beyond	the	university	and	

into	 contact	 with	 a	 diversity	 of	 actors	 and	 complex	 problems,	 improving	 them	 not	 only	 as	

practitioners	but	also	as	people.	Breux	and	Torres	(2010)	argue	that	from	a	phenomenological	

standpoint	as	well,	participatory	experiences	 in	educational	contexts	are	an	 ideal	environment	

for	 students	 to	 engage	 in	 the	 critical	 reflection	 necessary	 to	 prepare	 them	 to	 be	 good	

practitioners.		
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3.2.1	Participant	recruiting	

	

My	 goal	 for	 the	 project	 was	 to	 have	 a	 group	 of	 10	 participants	 aged	 16-20.	 To	 recruit	 the	

participants	 I	 hosted	 an	 information	 session,	 with	 the	 help	 of	 the	 Alumni	 Coordinator	 on	

Saturday	 June	 25th,	 2016,	 in	 the	 midst	 of	 their	 regular	 Saturday	 activities,	 at	 Christel	 House	

Mexico	 in	Mexico	City.	 The	 information	 session	had	been	announced	one	week	earlier	by	 the	

coordinator	 and	 she	 then	 put	 information	 posters	 on	 walls	 in	 places	 alumni	 have	 regular	

activities	and	volunteer	hours.	The	entire	recruitment	process	was	started	after	having	received	

an	ethics	 certificate	 from	 the	Comité	 plurifactiare	 d’éthique	de	 la	 recherche	de	 l’Université	 de	

Montréal.	On	the	day	of	 the	 information	session,	alumni	were	reminded	of	 the	activity	by	the	

coordinator	and	were	invited	to	go,	which	they	could	do	voluntarily.	Approximately	25	students	

were	 in	 attendance.	 I	 gave	 a	 presentation	 explaining	 who	 I	 was,	 the	 GUiC	methodology	 and	

goals,	and	my	own	goals	as	a	researcher.	My	main	message	for	the	students	was	that	the	project	

was	about	being	instrumental	in	creating	positive	change	in	their	life	environment.		

	

3.2.2	Data	collection	tools	

	

The	data	collection	tools	used	in	this	action-research	were	a	selection	of	the	activities	proposed	

by	 Driskell	 (2002)	 in	 Creating	 Better	 Cities	 with	 Children	 and	 Youth,	 some	 with	 slight	

modifications.	 In	 our	 project,	 the	 main	 objective	 of	 my	 participants	 and	 me	 was	 to	 assess	

participants’	 living	 environment	 in	 order	 to	 propose	 interventions	 and	 think	 of	 ways	 to	

implement	them.	My	secondary	objective	was	an	assessment	of	the	methodology.	The	following	

methodologies	 were	 selected	 from	 the	 book	 based	 on	 their	 relevance	 to	 said	 goals,	 their	

feasibility	 in	 terms	of	 time	and	our	particular	 context	and	 resources,	and	age-appropriateness	

(considering	 the	 activities	 are	 originally	 meant	 for	 a	 younger	 age	 group).	 Some	 were	

complemented	by	definitions	from	additional	sources.	

	

Tool	1:	Keeping	a	journal	

	

Throughout	 the	 duration	 of	 the	 project,	 as	 per	 Driskell’s	 (2002)	 recommendation,	 I	 kept	 a	

journal.	 This	 was	 separate	 from	 other	 project	 documents,	 reserved	 only	 for	my	 observations	
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about	 the	 process	 and	 about	my	 own	 personal	 process	with	 it.	 This	method	 responds	 to	 the	

problem	 of	 researcher	 influence	 and	 bias	 in	 the	 qualitative	 research	 process.	 I	 followed	 the	

method	proposed	by	Ortlipp	(2008)	who	advocates	the	use	of	reflective	journals	throughout	the	

research	process	(which	she	also	demonstrates	in	the	work	cited).		Ortlipp	draws	from	a	critical,	

feminist,	 and	 postructuralist	 conceptual	 framework	 that	 argues	 that	 rather	 than	 eliminating	

researcher	influence	and	bias	(which	is	not	possible),	the	objective	of	the	reflexive	journal	is	to	

reinforce	 researcher	 transparency.	 The	 latter	 is	 attained	 through	 the	 researcher	 using	 his/her	

notes	to	engage	in	critical	reflection	about	his/her	own	values,	assumptions,	and	beliefs.	

	

As	recommended	by	Ortlipp	(2008),	I	began	writing	journal	entries	prior	to	starting	the	research,	

expressing	as	honestly	as	possible	my	personal	objectives	and	reasons	for	doing	the	research,	as	

well	as	my	background,	and	my	assumptions	and	beliefs	about	the	participants,	the	context,	and	

the	research	question.	I	continued	these	journal	entries	and,	as	recommended	by	both	Ortlipp	

and	 Driskell	 (2002),	 wrote	 one	 for	 each	 session	 with	 participants	 (generally	 following	 the	

session,	completing	shorthand	notes	that	were	taken	during	sessions).	I	made	an	effort	to	write	

my	observations	with	a	critical	perspective	that	recognized	my	inherent	researcher	biais.		

	

Tool	2:	Interviews	

	

The	 goal	 of	 the	 semi-directed	 interviews	 is	 to	 gather	 information	 directly	 from	 participants.	

Driskell	(2002)	states	that	despite	the	time-consuming	nature	of	the	process,	“interviews	were	

consistently	ranked	by	the	Growing	Up	in	Cities	teams	as	one	of	the	most	valuable	information-

gathering	 techniques”	 (p.	 103).	 Accordingly,	 each	 participant	was	 given	 a	 20-30	minute	 semi-

directed	 interview.	They	were	recorded	with	an	electronic	 recording	device	as	 I	 took	notes	by	

hand,	except	in	one	case	when	the	participant	requested	he	not	be	recorded	electronically	and	

so	 the	 interview	 was	 only	 recorded	 by	 note-taking.	 Interviews	 were	 done	 throughout	 the	

project,	according	to	participants’	availability,	in	a	closed	room	in	either	Christel	House	Nápoles	

or	Christel	House	Tacubaya.		

	

The	prepared	 interview	guide	 (Annex	1)	 includes	10	main	questions	 to	 stimulate	 conversation	

and	direct	the	 interview.	The	questions	were	asked	 in	order	to	create	an	understanding	about	

the	 relationship	 and	 the	 perception	 that	 the	 youth	 have	 with	 the	 different	 places	 in	 the	
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neighborhood	 being	 studied,	 and	 the	 desires	 they	 may	 have	 to	 improve	 it.	 They	 were	 both	

adapted	and	taken	directly	from	Driskell	(2002),	and	then	translated	to	Spanish.	The	ten	primary	

questions	 are	 accompanied	 by	 additional	 questions,	 and	 clarification	 questions,	 to	 help	 the	

interview	process	(in	the	event	that	clarification	is	necessary).	As	recommended	by	Savoie-Zajc	

(2003),	 all	 questions	 are	 open	 and	neutral,	 so	 as	 to	 elicit	 responses	 that	 are	 richer	 and	more	

detailed	and	to	avoid	researcher	bias	being	evident	in	questions	which	may	lead	participants	to	

particular	responses.		

	

The	order	of	the	questions	also	follows	the	order	proposed	by	Savoie-Zajc	(2003).	The	questions	

at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 interview	 are	 more	 general	 and	 descriptive	 in	 nature	 and	 help	 to	

introduce	the	interview	topics	while	providing	data,	as	well	as	to	break	the	ice.	Questions	that	

are	potentially	more	sensitive	are	placed	at	the	middle	of	the	interview	so	as	to	be	asked	once	

there	 is	 already	 a	 certain	 trust	 formed	 between	 interviewer	 and	 interviewee.	 As	well,	 at	 said	

point	in	the	interview,	the	interviewee	is	more	likely	to	be	making	links	between	the	questions,	

his/her	memories	and	reality.	The	interview	ends	with	more	factual	questions,	as	the	participant	

may	 be	 getting	 tired	 towards	 the	 end	 of	 the	 process.	 After	 conducting	 interviews	 with	 all	

participants,	I	did	verbatim	transcriptions	of	each	one.	

	

Tool	3:	Informal	observations	and	hanging	out	

	

Driskell	(2002)	emphasizes	the	importance	of	‘hanging	out,’	or	spending	time	with	participants	

in	their	own	life	environment,	before	beginning	research.	This	is	one	of	the	key	activities	for	the	

beginning	of	the	project	to	start	to	get	to	know	the	youth’s	context	and	to	start	to	build	trust.	

Driskell	recommends	that	hang	out	sessions	be	from	a	day	or	two,	to	a	couple	weeks,	depending	

on	the	time	available	for	the	project.		

	

The	 hanging	 out	 was	 organized	 with	 the	 youth	 during	 the	 first	 information	 session	 with	

interested	 participants	which	was	 held	 on	 Tuesday,	 July	 28th.	During	 this	 session,	 I	 explained	

and	distributed	 consent	 forms	 to	 the	participants,	 and	described	 in	more	detail	 than	 the	 first	

information	session	what	 the	project	would	consist	of	and	what	 the	objectives	were.	We	also	

determined	which	days	would	work	for	everyone.	I	had	originally	intended	to	have	several	hang-

out	sessions,	but	while	setting	up	the	first	I	encountered	the	first	barrier	in	the	project,	and	one	
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that	would	keep	coming	up:	youth	have	complicated	schedules	and	it	can	be	difficult	to	organize	

a	time	that	works	for	everyone.	Because	of	this,	time	became	more	limited	than	it	already	was	

and	we	only	had	two	hang	out	sessions.		

	

The	first	session	was	on	July	1st,	2016	for	about	an	hour	and	a	half.	The	participants	agreed	that	

we	should	have	the	session	in	Christel	House	Nápoles	(the	old	school),	as	it	best	represented	a	

place	that	was	common	amongst	all	of	them	and	was	a	place	where	they	all	felt	welcome	and	

comfortable.	Taking	advantage	of	 the	 fact	 that	 the	chosen	date	would	be	 the	birthday	of	one	

participant,	 we	 had	 pizza	 to	 celebrate	 and	 get	 to	 know	 each	 other.	 As	 Driskell	 (2002)	

recommends,	 this	 time	 was	 informal	 and	 unstructured.	 We	 ordered	 and	 ate	 pizza	 and	 let	

conversation	flow.	I	took	no	notes	until	after	the	session	so	as	not	to	interfere	with	the	relaxed,	

informal	atmosphere.		

	

The	second	session	was	on	July	5th,	2016.	We	took	advantage	of	the	activity	to	go	see	the	new	

school.	 We	 met	 at	 Christel	 House	 Nápoles.	 As	 in	 each	 of	 the	 following	 sessions,	 some	

participants	were	late	and	as	a	result	the	time	we	had	for	the	activity	was	significantly	reduced.	

Once	 5	 out	 of	 6	 participants	 had	 arrived	we	 set	 out	 in	 the	 direction	 of	 the	 new	 school.	 The	

activitiy	consisted	of	walking	 to	 the	bus,	 taking	 the	bus	 to	 the	stop,	and	walking	 from	the	bus	

stop	to	the	new	school.	Again,	conversation	was	unstructured	and	a	way	of	getting	to	know	one	

another,	and	again	I	restricted	my	note-taking	until	after	the	session	was	over.	

	

Tool	5:	Guided	tour	

	

This	 activity	 consists	 of	 a	 guided	 tour	 of	 the	 neighborhood	 being	 studied,	 given	 by	 the	

participants	 to	 the	 researcher.	 These	 tours	 help	 researchers	 understand	 the	 participants’	

perspectives	 and	 ways	 of	 living.	 As	 a	 sort	 of	 walking	 interview	 putting	 participants	 in	 direct	

contact	with	the	environment,	this	method	generates	a	lot	of	data	(Driskell,	2002).	

	

Driskell’s	method	was	slightly	modified	for	our	purposes:	 instead	of	the	suggested	one-on-one	

tours,	the	whole	group	went	on	the	tour	together	as	a	sort	of	walking	focus	group,	carried	out	

on	Thursday	July	7th,	2016.	Tour	participants	and	I	met	at	the	school.	I	brought	them	maps	of	the	

neighborhood,	 which	 we	 first	 examined,	 identifying	 the	 familiar	 subway	 stations,	 and	 which	
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each	participant	carried	with	them	as	the	tour	went	on	to	write	their	notes	of	observations	and	

important	 sites.	 We	 then	 set	 off	 on	 the	 hour	 and	 a	 half	 walk	 of	 a	 small	 section	 of	 the	

neighborhood,	as	participants	 identified	 to	me	and	 to	each	other	what	 they	 liked	and	disliked	

about	the	neighborhood,	where	they	did	and	did	not	feel	comfortable,	and	other	observations.	I	

animated	some	of	the	discussion,	eliciting	the	responses	to	the	previous	questions,	and	some	of	

the	discussion	happened	naturally	as	students	explored	and	observed	the	neighborhood.	

	

Tool	6:	Auto-photography	

	

Auto-photography,	also	known	as	photovoice,	 is	an	activity	whose	goal	 is	gathering	visual	data	

of	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 compiling	 photos	 taken	 by	 participants	 in	 their	 living	 environment.	

These	photos	help	to	stimulate	discussion	between	group	members	and	researchers.	They	can	

even	be	used	as	material	for	a	community	art	show,	which	is	one	of	the	suggested	methods	for	

mobilizing	attention	and	support	 for	 the	project	with	community	members	 (Driskell,	2002).	 In	

her	 research	 in	 informal	 settlements	 in	 Mexico	 using	 auto-photography	 as	 a	 tool,	 human	

geographer	Melanie	 Lombard	 (2012)	 concludes	 that	 auto-photography	 is	 a	 phenomenological	

approach	 that	 challenges	 hegemonic	 representations	 and	 understandings	 of	 place,	 and	 can	

therefore	be	a	powerful	tool	for	anti-oppression,	offering	planners	and	human	geographers	local	

insight	into	a	living	environment.	

	

The	 photovoice	 session	 was	 held	 on	 Tuesday	 July	 12th,	 2016,	 beginning	 at	 Christel	 House	

Tacubaya.	 As	 agreed	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 previous	 session,	 participants	 took	 photos	 using	 their	

phones,	 and	 sent	 me	 the	 files	 in	 the	 days	 following	 the	 session.	 I	 provided	 one	 disposable	

camera	to	the	participant	who	did	not	have	a	smartphone.	We	determined	a	general	route	prior	

to	leaving	the	school,	taking	advantage	of	the	opportunity	to	explore	some	areas	that	we	did	not	

see	during	 the	previous	 tour.	 In	 some	ways	 this	day	was	a	continuation	of	 the	 tour,	and	both	

became	 critical	 explorations	 of	 the	 neighbourhood.	 I	 reminded	participants	 that	 the	 goal	was	

not	necessarily	to	take	impressive	photos,	and	not	for	them	to	take	photos	of	things	that	they	

think	 I	 will	 like,	 but	 rather	 to	 take	 photos	 of	 things	 that	 they	 like	 and	 dislike	 about	 the	

neighbourhood,	and	other	observations.	The	activity	lasted	just	over	one	hour,	and	I	took	notes	

both	during	and	after	the	session.		
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Tool	7:	Drawings/maps	

	

This	method	invites	participants	to	draw	a	map/drawing	of	their	living	environment.	The	activity	

helps	 the	 researcher	and	other	participants	 to	understand	 the	perspectives	 that	each	one	has	

about	 the	area.	The	drawings	 illuminate	 that	which	 is	 important,	and	 that	which	 is	not,	about	

the	 area.	 They	 also	 help	 to	 get	 participants	 talking	 about	 the	 different	 aspects	 of	 their	

environment.	 The	 activity	 is	 not	 only	 fun,	 but	 also	 contributes	 to	 a	 visual	 database	 about	

participants	perspectives	on	their	living	environments.	The	session	can	last	anywhere	from	five	

to	thirty	minutes;	it	is	important	that	participants	do	not	feel	rushed	(Driskell,	2002).		

	

We	held	 this	 activity	 on	 July	 14th,	 2016,	 at	 Christel	House	Nápoles.	 I	 brought	 sheets	 of	 11x17	

paper	and	many	pencil	crayons.	We	set	up	in	one	of	the	classrooms	in	the	school,	where	there	is	

a	radio	where	participants	can	choose	which	station	to	listen	to.	I	instructed	the	participants	to	

draw	a	map	of	Tacubaya	to	the	best	of	their	memory,	primarily	detailing	the	main	places	in	the	

neighborhood.	The	map	should	be	as	detailed	as	their	memory	would	provide,	including	things	

like	 color,	 names	 of	 places,	 and	 any	 other	 notes	 about	 what	 was	 present	 in	 each	 area.	 I	

reminded	them	that	this	was	not	a	drawing	contest,	and	that	we	would	be	able	to	learn	equally	

from	 each	 drawing.	 The	 activity	 lasted	 about	 an	 hour	 and	 a	 half,	 with	 a	 slow	 and	 enjoyable	

rhythm,	the	students	and	I	chatting	about	the	drawings	and	the	neighborhood.	Discussion	about	

the	drawings	was	reserved	for	the	following	activity.	

	

Tool	8:	Focus	group	

	

The	goal	of	the	focus	group	is	to	understand	group	dynamics,	community	attitudes	and	ideas,	to	

analyze	 the	gathered	data,	and	 to	agree	upon	a	plan	 for	 the	 following	steps	 (Driskell,	2002).	 I	

acted	as	the	facilitator	of	the	focus	group,	which	was	held	in	Christel	House	Nápoles	on	Tuesday	

July	19th,	2016.	Driskell	emphasizes	 that	 the	 role	of	 the	 facilitator	 is	 to	 stimulate,	 rather	 than	

dominate,	the	conversation.	I	started	the	conversation	by	reminding	participants	of	my	role,	and	

that	the	guidelines	for	the	discussion	were	to	listen,	to	respect	each	other,	to	participate,	and	to	

keep	 an	 open-mind.	 Participants	 were	 then	 asked	 to	 establish	 any	 other	 rules	 they	 felt	

necessary.		



Youth	Participation	for	Urban	Vitality	with	Christel	House	Mexico	alumni	in	Mexico	City		 	

Georgia	Johnson	 August	2017				 	 	 	 	 												44	

	

The	participants	and	I	started	the	discussion	by	posting	the	drawings	from	Tool	7	and	the	photos	

from	 Tool	 6	 (which	 I	 had	 previously	 printed)	 on	 the	 wall.	 I	 asked	 students	 to	 observe	 the	

different	 images	 and	 then	 we	 went	 through	 and	 commented.	 Following	 this,	 I	 shifted	 the	

discussion	to	overall	comments	and	observations	about	the	neighbourhood’s	key	challenges	and	

advantages.	 The	 final	 part	 of	 the	 discussion	 focussed	 on	 what	 we	 could	 to	 do	 improve	 the	

situation	in	the	neighbourhood.	I	took	notes	by	hand	of	the	discussion.	

	

Tool	9:	Field	trips	

	

At	 this	 stage	 of	 the	 process,	 it	 is	 useful	 for	 participants	 to	 have	 some	 ideas	 of	 the	 kinds	 of	

interventions	that	can	be	done	in	response	to	the	observed	challenges	of	the	area.	In	order	to	

stimulate	these	I	proposed	to	the	students	that	we	either	go	on	a	field	trip,	or	that	I	give	them	a	

presentation	 with	 images	 of	 examples	 from	 around	 the	 world.	 Field	 trip	 was	 unanimously	

chosen	and	I	organized	a	tour	of	3	sites	with	different	characteristics	that	responded	to	one	of	

the	key	challenges	identified	by	participants	during	the	focus	group.	The	field	trips	were	done	on	

two	different	occasions	(Monday	July	11th	and	Wednesday	July	13th,	2016)	as	all	participants	were	

not	 available	 on	 the	 same	 day.	 We	 visited	 the	 sites	 and	 took	 pictures,	 and	 I	 took	 notes	 of	

participants	observations,	comments	and	impressions.	

	

Tool	10:	Community	Discussion	and	Presentation	of	Results	

	

Driskell	(2002)	recommends	some	sort	of	community	event	in	the	late	stages	of	the	process	in	

order	to	involve	different	community	members	in	the	conversation.	This	has	several	benefits:	it	

generates	awareness	about	 the	project,	which	will	 in	 turn	create	more	openness	 to	 the	 same	

kind	 of	 project	 in	 the	 future;	 it	 gives	 participants	 a	 chance	 to	 speak	 about	 the	 activities	 and	

practice	community	participation;	and	it	has	the	potential	to	create	allies	within	the	community.	

I	invited	all	Christel	house	Mexico	alumni,	faculty,	and	administrators	to	join	us	at	the	event.	

	

As	well,	as	per	Driskell’s	(2002)	recommendation,	I	reached	out	to	different	members	from	the	

community.	 In	 the	 weeks	 prior	 to	 the	 Community	 Discussion,	 I	 met	 with	 people	 from	 three	

community	 organizations	 and	 institutions:	 1)	 AFEECI,	 a	 not-for-profit	 community	 organization	
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that	works	with	children	who	are	homeless	or	vulnerable	to	being	homeless,	2)	TRASO,	a	not-

for-profit	 community	organization	 that	uses	boxing	as	a	means	 to	 interest	children	 in	physical	

activity,	 healthy	 values,	 and	 emotional	 well-being,	 and	 3)	 the	 boxing	 gym	 Club	 Lupita,	 an	

institution	that	has	been	deeply	rooted	in	the	community	since	it	was	established	in	the	1950s.	

One	representative	from	each	organization	was	present	at	the	Community	Discussion.	

	

Finally,	 I	 invited	 an	 architect	 who	 had	 been	 involved	 in	 community	 mobilization	 and	 tactical	

urbanism,	 to	 act	 as	 an	 outside	 expert	 to	 help	 guide	 us	 and	 give	 opinions,	 who	 agreed	 to	

volunteer	his	time	to	help	us	on	the	day	of	the	event.		

	

The	Community	Discussion	and	Presentation	of	Results,	our	final	event	of	the	project,	was	held	

on	August	20th,	2016.	We	started	the	day	with	an	ice-breaker	session	between	the	participants,	

the	architect	and	me,	with	breakfast	and	a	storytelling	session	from	the	architect	to	help	build	

trust.	 We	 then	 shifted	 into	 a	 session	 in	 which	 participants	 shared	 with	 the	 architect	 the	

challenges	 they	 had	 identified	 in	 the	 neighbourhood,	 and	 he	 proposed	 ideas	 for	 different	

methods	 that	 would	 enable	 us	 to	 tackle	 the	 issues	 in	 a	 tactical	 way.	 Finally,	 the	 community	

members	 from	 the	 school	 and	 the	 community	 organizations	 joined	 us	 for	 a	 presentation	 and	

discussion,	which	began	with	a	presentation	given	by	the	participants	to	the	group,	and	finished	

with	 a	 question	 and	 answer	 period	 and	 an	 open	 discussion.	 This	 final	 section	 of	 the	 activity	

lasted	just	under	one	hour	and	there	were	15-20	community	members	in	attendance,	including	

the	 three	 representatives	 from	 the	 community	 organizations,	 all	 of	 the	 school’s	 senior	

administrators,	 and	 several	 alumni.	A	 local	politician	had	 indicated	 that	 she	would	attend	but	

finally	was	not	able	to	make	it	to	the	event.	
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4.	Conclusion	

	

GUiC	 is	proposed	as	a	model	with	 the	potential	 to	ensure	young	people’s	 voices	are	heard	 in	

urban	 planning	 and	 design	 processes,	 while	 overcoming	 several	 of	 the	 conceptual	 and	

hegemonic	 issues	 identified.	 The	 UN’s	 most	 recent	 World	 Youth	 Report	 (2016)	 recommends	

engaging	 in	 active	 partnership	with	 youth,	 in	 actions	 focussed	on	 their	 lived	 experiences	 that	

foster	analysis	and	reflection.	The	surveyed	literature	on	youth	as	a	relational	concept,	youth	in	

the	city,	and	participation	 in	urban	planning	also	make	a	strong	case	for	the	need	to	 integrate	

youth	 in	 city	 planning	 processes.	 As	 we	 have	 seen,	 ‘child’,	 ‘youth’	 and	 ‘adult’	 are	 three	

interdependent	age	categories,	and	it	 is	suggested	that	if	this	understanding	is	reflected	in	the	

cityscape,	urban	vitality	will	be	enhanced.	As	we	have	also	seen,	authors	argue	 that	 there	are	

numerous	 benefits	 to	 partnering	 with	 residents	 in	 design	 and	 planning	 processes:	 from	 a	

phenomenological	standpoint,	any	study	on	living	environments	is	methodologically	incomplete	

without	 its	 residents’	 perspectives;	 from	 an	 ethical	 standpoint,	 people	 must	 be	 involved	 as	

partners	 in	 the	 processes	 of	 city	 planning	 and	 design	 in	 order	 to	 change	 our	 existing	 power	

structures	 and	 create	 more	 just	 cities.	 Although	 there	 is	 an	 added	 ethical	 complexity	 when	

working	as	a	 researcher	 from	 the	global	North	 in	 the	global	 South,	especially	with	 youth,	 this	

power	dynamic	can	theoretically	be	overcome	when	oppression	is	outwardly	addressed,	and	a	

horizontal	dynamic	is	created.	

	
As	 a	 model	 that	 views	 young	 people	 as	 agents	 in	 their	 environments	 who	 are	 part	 of	 an	

intergenerational	 network,	 the	 GUiC	model	 assumes	 a	 relational	 understanding	 of	 age.	 GUiC	

conceives	 of	 young	 people	 as	 research	 partners	 and	 uses	 methodologies	 that	 they	 can	

appropriate.	 The	 model	 therefore	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 overcome	 the	 problematic	 power	

dynamics	 and	 ethical	 concerns	 inherent	 in	 researcher-participant,	 planner-citizen	 and	 adult-

youth	participation.	However,	GUiC	has	been	designed	for	children	aged	11-14,	not	youth	aged	

15-24.		

	

In	 employing	 the	 GUiC	 participatory	 action-research	 with	 CH	 alumni	 in	 the	 Tacubaya	

neighbourhood,	I	thus	have	two	research	questions	to	assess	our	results	at	both	a	micro	and	a	

macro	 level.	 The	 first	 one	 is:	What	 can	 the	 youth	 participants	 and	 I	 recommend	 in	 order	 to	
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transform	 the	neighbourhood	 into	a	more	 youth-friendly	 area?	 The	 answer	 to	 this	 question	 is	

summarized	in	our	neighbourhood	analysis	and	recommendations,	in	Part	II	of	this	report.		

	

The	 results	 of	 the	 first	 question	 confirmed	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 what	 has	 been	 suggested	 in	 the	

literature	 review.	 For	 example,	 youth	 liked	Parque	 Lira	 because	 it	 is	 a	 large	 green	 space	with	

youth-specific	installations	and	colourful	murals.	However,	most	participants	felt	uncomfortable	

actually	using	the	park	because	it	is	isolated	and	sheltered	from	view	and	fragmented	from	the	

public	sphere.	Malone	(2002)	refers	to	this	urban	design	strategy	as	“not	seen	and	not	heard”	

(p.	164).	A	product	of	understanding	youth	as	problematic,	and	as	a	separate	and	distinct	age	

category,	Malone	writes	that	this	urban	design	strategy	fails	to	understand	that	youth	want	to	

be	 in	 public	 spaces	 where	 they	 can	 see	 and	 be	 seen,	 like	 the	 rest	 of	 us.	 In	 the	 Parque	 Lira	

example,	we	see	the	consequences	of	this	clearly:	the	city	builds	a	large	public	space	specifically	

for	 youth	 that	 many	 youth	 end	 up	 avoiding,	 meaning	 that	 the	 city	 planning	 effort	 was	

unsuccessful,	 and	 youth	 are	 left	 with	 few	 safe	 public	 spaces.	 Many	 of	 the	 places	 where	

participants	said	they	would	like	to	spend	time	were	private	spaces,	like	ice	cream	shops,	which	

have	a	cost-barrier.	

	

More	 than	 age-specific	 access	 and	 marginalization	 issues,	 many	 of	 the	 participants’	

preoccupations	about	the	city	were	more	general	and	pertained	to	the	ways	in	which	they	use	

the	 city.	 These	 included	 issues	 about	 public	 safety,	 public	 cleanliness,	 the	 general	 aesthetic	

quality	 of	 their	 surroundings,	 and	 especially	 issues	 with	mobility,	 particularly	 with	 regards	 to	

pedestrian	 safety	 and	 comfort.	 This	 is	 because	 youth	 participants	 are	 pedestrians	 and	 public	

transit	users,	not	drivers.	Here,	Horschelmann	and	van	Blerk’s	(2012)	suggestion	for	a	relational	

understanding	 of	 age	 is	 highly	 relevant	 for	 the	 analysis	 of	 this	 generality.	 This	 understanding	

considers	 that	 our	 interactions	 with	 the	 city	 to	 be	 shaped	 by	 life	 stages,	 rather	 than	 age	

categories.	 For	 example,	 in	 Canada,	where	 the	 vast	majority	 of	 intra-urban	 trips	 are	made	by	

car,	young	people’s	mobility	is	highly	dependent	on	their	parents	until	they	can	gain	autonomy	

by	 getting	 their	 driver’s	 license	 (Torres,	 2009).	 Conversely,	 in	 Mexico	 City,	 the	 majority	 of	

residents	are	pedestrians	and	public	 transit	users	 (Bray	Sharpin,	2014),	 so	 the	driver’s-license-

rite-of-passage	 from	 a	 dependent-	 to	 an	 autonomous-life-stage	 does	 not	 apply	 to	 most	 of	

society.	As	soon	as	household	authorities	permit	 it,	young	people	have	autonomous	access	 to	
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the	city’s	mobility	system10.	To	a	certain	extent,	this	means	that	pedestrian	mobility	issues	affect	

15-24	years	olds	–	i.e.	the	participants	in	this	study	–	as	they	affect	25-64	year	olds,	and	65+	year	

olds.	In	Mexico,	these	issues	are	pressing:	with	more	than	1000	yearly	pedestrian	deaths	due	to	

traffic	 accidents	 (INEGI,	 2016b;	 Penman-Lomeli,	 2017)	 the	 country’s	 rates	 are	 some	 of	 the	

highest	in	the	world	(García	Hernández,	2015;Penman-Lomeli,	2017).	

	

This	 zeroes	 in	 on	one	of	 the	 key	 issues	our	 research	 revealed	 to	us.	 The	day	of	 our	 very	 first	

hang-out	session	after	getting	off	the	bus,	youth	led	me	to	the	new	CHMX	school,	crossing	four	

lanes	of	traffic	on	Avenida	Jalisco.	The	point	at	which	we	crossed	was	apparently	a	well-traveled	

and	very	dangerous	informal	pedestrian	crossing	(See	figure	6).	The	crossing	traverses	Avenida	

Jalisco,	on	the	west	side	from	the	intersection	with	Manuel	Dublan	street,	and	on	the	east	side	
																																																								
10	This	autonomy	is	positive	in	that	young	people	who	use	public	transit	and	active	forms	of	transportation	
are	less	isolated	than	young,	non-driving	Canadians	(Torres,	2009).	However,	Mexico	City	youth,	like	
Mexico	City	adults,	are	subjected	to	the	inefficiencies	of	Mexico	City	traffic	and	public	transportation.	
Some	of	my	participants’	commute	to	school	is	over	an	hour	long.	One	participant	does	not	arrive	home	
until	11:30pm	after	school,	between	her	classes	ending	at	10pm	and	her	90-minute	commute.	This	is	a	
standard	Mexico	City	story:	the	average	commuting	time	in	the	Mexico	City	Metropolitan	Area	is	1	hour	
and	21	minutes	(CDHDF,	2013,	p.	11).	In	this	case,	then,	we	can	see	the	potential	for	youth	to	benefit	
more	from	autonomous	public	transportation	use,	should	public	authorities	choose	to	support	
development	oriented	towards	pedestrians/public	transit	users	rather	than	cars.	

Figure	6:	Formal	and	informal	pedestrian	paths	around	CHMX	(Map	source:	Georgia	Johnson,	2017;	
Aerial	photo	source:	Bing,	2017)	
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at	the	intersection	with	José	María	Vigil	street.	This	section	of	Avenida	Jalisco	 is	occupied	by	a	

CETRAM,	 a	 zone	where	 privately	 operated	 busses	 park	 until	 they	 have	 enough	 passengers	 to	

begin	their	journey.	This	means	that	there	are	always	large	busses	parked	on	either	side	of	the	

street	 reducing	 visibility	 and	making	 the	 crossing	more	 dangerous	 for	 pedestrians.	 As	 seen	 in	

figure	5,	this	point	is	the	continuation	of	a	natural	pedestrian	route	coming	from	the	pedestrian	

bridge	over	Parque	Lira	street,	as	well	as	being	the	most	direct	crossing	from	the	bus	stop	on	the	

east	side	of	Avenida	Jalisco	to	Manuel	Dublan	street,	or	from	the	bus	stop	on	the	west	side	to	

José	María	Vigil	street.	Although	there	is	a	barrier	running	along	the	centre	median	on	Avenida	

Jalisco,	presumably	to	deter	pedestrians	from	traversing,	the	point	is	apparently	well	traveled	in	

spite	of	municipal	efforts.	This	is	evidenced	by	the	fact	that	one	of	the	barrier’s	panels	has	been	

removed	at	the	exact	point	of	the	crossing	(see	figure	6).	Many	CHMX	students	will	be	using	this	

crossing	 at	 least	 twice	 a	 day.	 Other	 issues	 that	 youth	 identified	 pertained	 to	 unmarked	

pedestrian	 crossings	 and	 uncomfortable	 pedestrian	 bridges	 and	 tunnels.	 Considering	 the	

obvious	 danger	 that	 this	 crossing	 poses	 to	 all	 pedestrians,	 regardless	 of	 age,	 especially	when	

looking	at	Mexico’s	 indices	of	 traffic	 fatalities	and	Mexico	City’s	pedestrian	majority,	 it	 is	clear	

that	 municipal	 and	 metropolitan	 authorities	 need	 to	 address	 pedestrian	 mobility	 and	 safety.	

Figure	7:	A	panel	is	removed	from	the	barrier	on	Avenida	Jalisco	to	permit	pedestrian	crossing	
(Source:	Herminio	Alatorre,	2016)		



Youth	Participation	for	Urban	Vitality	with	Christel	House	Mexico	alumni	in	Mexico	City		 	

Georgia	Johnson	 August	2017				 	 	 	 	 												50	

Using	participatory	practices	to	do	so	could	help	to	ensure	that	solutions	such	as	barriers,	which	

infringe	on,	 rather	 than	 facilitate,	 pedestrian	mobility	 (because	pedestrians	must	 extend	 their	

trip	distance	by	walking	to	a	safe	intersection),	and	sometimes,	as	in	the	example	in	figure	7,	are	

in	vain.	

	

But	mobility	 is	not	 the	 same	 for	 all	 pedestrians.	As	discussed	 in	previous	 sections,	 certain	 life	

stages	may	further	complicate	pedestrian	mobility	issues	–	like	a	stage	of	pregnancy,	of	traveling	

with	 infants	or	 young	children,	or	of	having	physical	 challenges	due	 to	old	age	–	while	others	

may	simplify	them	–	 like	a	stage	of	being	particularly	able-bodied,	 typically	occurring	 in	young	

adult	 life.	This	can	be	coupled	with	an	 intersectional	analysis	 to	shed	 light	on	certain	nuanced	

barriers	to	urban	mobility,	 like	how	several	young	women	participants	in	our	group	would	add	

5-10	minutes	to	their	trip	to	avoid	subway	entrances	where	they	would	be	sexually	harassed	by	

men11.	 A	 participatory	 approach	 to	 Mexico	 City’s	 issues	 facing	 pedestrians	 should	 therefore	

ensure	diversity,	and/or	be	done	with	several	different	identity	groups.	Projects	like	the	current	

study	that	walk	with	some	of	the	city’s	most	marginalized	members	are	dire	for	moving	towards	

a	semblance	of	universal	access	to	mobility.	

	

In	regards	to	the	second	research	question,	overall	using	the	selected	GUiC	methodology	with	

older	youth,	aged	16-20,	was	very	successful.	The	success	of	the	methodology	 is	evidenced	by	

several	factors:	

1) Youth	valued	and	enjoyed	the	experience.	One	participant	commented	to	me,	“I	 think		

[the	project]	is	great.	I’ve	never	done	anything	like	this	before:	no	one	ever	asks	for	my	

opinion	 on	 these	 kinds	 of	 things,”	 attesting	 to	 both	 the	 lack	 of	 youth	 participation	 in	

decision-making,	and	youth’s	desire	to	be	included.		

2) The	resulting	data	is	rich,	providing	significant	insight	into	the	participants’	experiences	

of	 the	 city.	 Some	 observations	 confirm	 what	 research	 shows	 about	 youth	 in	 urban	

space,	 and	 others	 challenged	 my	 taken-for-granted	 assumptions	 about	 youth	

perceptions	and	experiences.	 The	methodology,	 in	helping	 the	 researcher	 see	 the	 city	

through	the	eyes	of	young	people,	facilitated	these	insights.		

																																																								
11	Though	the	sample	size	of	the	current	study	is	not	large	enough	to	draw	firm	conlcusions	on	young	
women’s	marginalization	in	public	space,	findings	confirm	conclusions	of	a	large	body	of	work	on	the	
subject.	See	review	by	Wekerle	(1984).	Also	see	information	and	analysis	on	Mexico	City’s	gendered	
subway	cars	(Moreno,	2016;	CDHDF,	2013).	
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3) The	 tools	 used	 facilitated	 youth’s	 sensitive	 identification	 of	 complex	 urban	 problems,	

and	brainstorming	of	ways	to	solve	them.	The	community	meeting-turned-debate	was	a	

particularly	sophisticated	way	for	youth	to	be	faced	with	this	complexity	as	well	as	their	

own	assumptions.		

I	would	 recommend	 slight	modifications	and	a	 targeted	 selection	of	 the	Driskell’s	 (2002)	data	

gathering	tools	–	which	would	ideally	be	done	in	collaboration	with	youth	–	in	order	to	adapt	to	

the	 age	 group.	 The	 tool	 selection,	 and	 adaptation,	 could	 be	 compiled	 and	 added-to,	 and	

published	in	a	new	manual	specific	to	older	youth	for	the	sake	of	ease,	but	this	is	not	necessary.	

	

The	 main	 modification	 I	 would	 recommend	 to	 the	 selected	 methodology	 is	 to	 the	 drawing	

activity.	Youth	were	very	self-conscious	about	their	ability	and	kept	looking	for	confirmation	that	

they	were	doing	it	right,	despite	my	insistence	that	the	desired	outcome	of	the	activity	was	to	

understand	their	perspectives,	rather	than	to	produce	drawings	with	a	certain	aesthetic	quality.	

One	possible	explanation	for	this	is	that	this	group	of	youth	had	had	more	schooling	than	most	

11-14	year	olds,	which	can	 lead	 to	understandings	about	 the	skill	 level	 they	are	 ‘supposed	 to’	

possess	in	different	activities.	Another	possible	explanation	is	that	older	youth	tend	to	be	more	

self-conscious	 than	11-14	year-olds.	As	we	have	discussed,	 life	 stages	 vary	 in	different	people	

and	 in	 different	 cultural	 and	 geographical	 contexts,	 so	 the	 appropriate	 modification	 (if	 any)	

would	have	 to	be	 assessed	 for	 each	 situation.	Although	 the	 activity	 permitted	 youth	 to	make	

interesting	 observations,	 for	 example	 that	 they	 orient	 themselves	 by	 landmarks	 rather	 than	

street	names,	or	 that	 the	 large	scale	of	 their	maps	 indicated	 their	unfamiliarity	with	 the	area,	

modifying	 the	 activity	 may	 help	 to	 make	 it	 more	 comfortable	 and	 fluid	 for	 participants	 and	

produce	a	wider	variety	of	observations.	Some	possible	ways	do	this	are:	

1. Have	someone	give	a	drawing	class	on	particular	skills	and	guidelines	for	

drawing	space	previous	to	this	session,	explicitly	identifying	a	2-3	main	

objectives	

2. Give	participants	the	option	to	make	a	collage,	providing	magazines,	images,	

and	other	necessary	material	

3. Train	youth	on	a	computer	program	and	have	them	create	their	images	here,	

meaning	the	activity	will	also	serve	to	build	their	job-related	skillset	

4. Create	a	group	symbology	so	that	youth	can	place	symbols	according	to	what	

they	felt	where	in	the	neighbourhood	
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Considering	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 unique	 contexts	 and	 backgrounds	 of	 different	 groups	 of	

children	and	youth,	all	 tools	could	be	adapted,	 if	slightly,	 to	different	groups’	realities.	Driskell	

(2002)	 in	 fact	 recommends	 this,	 especially	 in	 selecting	 the	 most	 appropriate	 set	 of	 data	

gathering	 tools	 for	 the	 particular	 context.	 Therefore,	 prior	 to	 testing	 the	 methodology’s	

suitability	for	older	youth,	I	had	already	made	adaptations,	because	I	selected	a	set	of	Driskell’s	

(2002)	tools	that	I	deemed	age-appropriate.	For	lack	of	time,	I	did	this	selection	by	myself,	to	be	

submitted	 for	 review	 to	 an	 ethics	 committee	 prior	 to	 commencing	 my	 research.	 Time	 was	

therefore	 one	 of	 the	 limitations	 to	 the	 current	 study,	 because	 ideally	 with	 older	 youth,	 the	

selection	should	be	done	in	collaboration	with	participants.	

	

The	participants	themselves	then	further	modified	some	of	these.	A	meaningful	example	of	this	

is	how	our	 community	discussion	 turned	 into	a	 lively	 (though	 civil)	 debate	because	attendees	

and	 participants	 naturally	 led	 the	 discussion	 in	 this	 direction.	 A	 debate	 is	 a	 sophisticated,	

challenging,	 and	 engaging	 form	 of	 public	 participation	 for	 older	 youth.	 Youth’s	 perspectives	

were	 challenged	 not	 only	 by	 their	 peers,	 but	 also	 by	 their	 administrators,	 and	 community	

members	 they	 were	 meeting	 for	 the	 first	 time.	 In	 response,	 participants	 stood	 their	 ground	

while	listening	to	the	opinions	and	suggestions	of	attendees.	

	

The	 selection	of	data	gathering	 tools	 for	older	youth,	 the	 slight	modifications	considered,	and	

the	 need	 to	 emphasize	 the	 importance	 of	 older	 youth’s	 participation	 in	 urban	 planning	 and	

design,	could	be	enough	to	warrant	a	dedicated	GUiC	manual	 for	older	youth.	But	overall,	 the	

example	of	the	debate	makes	it	clear	that	the	existing	model	serves	as	an	excellent	guideline	for	

working	with	young	people	in	general.	It	is	not	a	formula,	and	modifications	to	the	tools	are	not	

only	recommended,	they	are	an	inevitable	part	of	the	process	of	working	with	people	 in	 living	

environments.	The	constant	evolution	of	people	and	environments	interacts	with	the	researcher	

and	 the	 methodology:	 they	 transform	 one	 another.	 Researchers	 can	 use	 the	 existing	 GUiC	

methodology	 for	working	with	older	youth,	approaching	 the	project	with	an	awareness	of	 the	

methodology’s	target	age	group	(children	aged	11-14).	With	this	in	mind,	an	appropriate	set	of	

data	 collection	 tools	 can	 be	 selected	 and	modified	 from	Driskell’s	 (2002)	manual,	 and	 others	

could	be	invented	or	borrowed	from	other	inspiring	projects,	depending	on	what	will	work	best	

for	 the	 context.	 Researchers	 should	 be	 prepared	 to	 improvise	 along	 the	way	 to	 adapt	 to	 the	
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unforeseen	circumstances	of	 fieldwork.	Above	all	else,	 the	GUiC	model	 is	a	well-designed	tool	

for	 exercising	 an	 ongoing	 imperative	 in	 urban	 planning	 and	 design:	 to	 address	 equality	 by	

challenging	power	structures,	even	with	society’s	youngest	members.	The	tool	can	and	should	

be	adapted	for	different	contexts	and	age	groups.	Afterall,	GUiC’s	integrity	lies	not	in	static	data-

gathering	tools,	but	in	the	upholding	of	this	imperative.	

	

In	 upholding	 the	 GUiC	 imperative,	 this	 report	 and	 its	 complimentary	 document,	 Part	 II,	

contribute	 to	 the	 need	 identified	 in	 previous	 sections	 by	 myself	 and	 various	 authors:	 to	

implement	and	evaluate	participatory	urban	actions	with	youth	which	challenge	existing	power	

structures,	 integrating	 them	 meaningfully	 into	 city	 planning	 and	 design	 processes.	 The	

participatory	 urban	 actions	 with	 youth,	 evaluated	 in	 both	 documents,	 challenged	 power	

structures	in	several	notable	ways:	

1. In	engaging	myself,	a	future	urban	planner	in	a	participatory	exploration	of	the	city	with	

youth,	I	saw	first-hand	why	it	is	necessary	integrate	youth	into	city	planning	processes.	

This	will	affect	the	way	I	practice	city	planning	in	my	future	career.	

2. In	creating	a	forum	in	which	youth,	school	administrators	and	community	members	and	

an	architect	expressed	themselves	about	their	ideas	regarding	their	urban	surroundings,	

a	 typically	 vertical	 power	dynamic	 (youth	and	administrators,	 youth	and	adults,	 youth	

and	expert)	was	made	more	horizontal	than	usual12.	

3. In	 publishing	 youth’s	 ideas	 in	 a	 report	 that	 will	 be	 circulated	 among	 the	 school’s	

administration,	 both	 locally	 and	 internationally,	 these	 ideas	 are	 validated	 and	

publicized.	

	

However,	a	significant	shortcoming	of	the	project	lies	in	second	part	of	the	above	phrase:	these	

actions	have	not	been	meaningfully	integrated	into	city	planning	and	design	processes.	Although	

a	 politician	 who	 represents	 the	 delegación	 had	 indicated	 that	 she	 would	 join	 us	 for	 the	

community	meeting	and	presentation,	she	was	not	in	attendance	the	day	of	the	event.	One	of	

the	results	of	our	community	meeting	was	the	creation	of	several	recommendations	for	youth	

																																																								
12	It	is	important	to	be	critical	about	the	level	of	horizontality	that	can	be	achieved	in	one	meeting.	Power	
dynamics	are	persistent,	and	throughout	the	project	the	tone	of	many	adults/experts/administrators,	
including	myself	at	times,	tended	to	be	paternalistic.	This	highlights	the	importance	of	a	journal	for	self-
reflexion	for	the	researcher,	and	role	of	the	researcher	in	swaying	the	vertical	dynamic	towards	
horizontality	whenever	possible.		
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to	 petition	 public	 authorities.	 With	 more	 time	 and/or	 more	 human	 resources	 (another	

researcher	 or	 project	 leader,	 another	 study	 limitation)	 for	 the	 study	 I	 would	 have	 helped	 to	

petition	the	delegación	and	continued	mobilizing	efforts	to	create	partnerships	with	regards	to	

the	 youth	 participation	 initiative.	However,	 one	 participant	was	 elected	 to	 be	 the	 leader	 of	 a	

youth	urbanism	group	at	the	school.	I	am	hopeful	that	the	report	Youth	Participation	for	Urban	

Vitality	 with	 Christel	 House	 Mexico	 alumni	 in	 Mexico	 City	 (Part	 II):	 Analysis	 and	

Recommendations	will	provide	the	group	with	the	support	needed	to	approach	the	delegación	

with	their	requests13.		

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

																																																								
13	Although	the	metropolitan	government	of	Mexico	City,	in	collaboration	with	the	French	Development	
Agency,	supported	a	large	participatory	project	with	children	in	2016	to	survey	and	teach	children	about	
the	urban	environment,	which	was	implemented	in	110	different	schools	(Arvizu	Bernal	Urbanistas,	2016),	
it	was	an	effort	with	children,	not	youth.	Also,	it	is	not	yet	clear	whether	or	not	the	findings	will	influence	
the	city’s	urban	planning	and	design	efforts.	
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Annex	

Interview	guide	in	English	

Questions principales Questions additionnelles Questions pour clarifier 

Can you please tell me your name (or alias), age, and the neighbourhood you live in? 

How long have you been 
coming to Tacubaya? 

 
-For what reason(s)? 

·       Can you tell me 
more about that? 

  
·       Is there something 

else you’d like to 
add? 

  
·   Can you give me 

some examples? 
  

  

How would you describe the 
borough to someone who 
had never been there 
before? 

 

Can you tell me a list of all 
the places in the area? 

-Of all these places, in which 
would you like to spend 
your time? 

-What would you do there? 
-Which is your favourite? 

Which places, if any, feel like 
your own? 

-Why? 

Can you tell me about any 
places that you avoid? 

-Why do you avoid them? 

« Who owns the streets 
here? » (p. 111) 

« Who takes care of them? » 
(p. 111) 

What are your impressions 
about the Tacubaya borough 
versus the Napoles? 

 

What changes would you like 
to see in the area… 

-over the next 5 years? 

-over the next 10 years? 

How much time will you 
spend in the area? 

-Daily/weekly? 

Is there anything else I 
should have asked? 

 

	

	


