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by Andrew Curry

The rise of the city is one of the great phenomena of the late 20th and early 21st 
centuries. Globally, more than half of the world's population live in cities rather than 
rural areas. In the countries of the North and the South alike, cities are the 
increasingly the engines of regional wealth. This is a trend which extends far beyond 
local or national policy: the rise of the city is driven by the economic dynamic of 
affluence. 

As Adair Turner explains in his book, Just Capital:

A far larger proportion of what goes on in a city or 
region is now consumed in that city or region than 
was the case fifty or a hundred years ago; a bigger 
share of economic activity occurs in the retail 
outlets, schools, hospitals, restaurants, sports centres 
and the like whose output is consumed in the 
region; a smaller share occurs in the factories which 
produce goods which are then shipped to other 
factories.1 

As cities become hubs, so the question of their 
design becomes more critical. This is for reasons of 
economics and competitiveness, and also of social 
equity. Often, these two issues diverge, but here 
they pull in the same direction.

Richard Daley, who has spent hundred of millions 
of dollars “greening” the city of Chicago since 
becoming Mayor a decade and half ago, said in a 
speech in 2001, 

Companies look at a variety of factors, including 
location, taxes, economic incentives and quality of 
the workforce. But they also want to be in a city 
that's a good place to live: It keeps executives and 

their families happy, and it makes it easier to recruit 
new employees.2

Or in the words of Enrique Penaloosa, who 
transformed Bogota during his mayoralty:

We all need to see other people. We need to see 
green. Wealthy people can do that at clubs and 
private facilities. But most people can do it only in 
public squares, parks, libraries, sidewalks, 
greenwalks, public transit.3

Britain, too, has success stories. The renovation of 
Manchester's City Centre in the wake of the IRA 
bombing, of the Salford Quays, of the stretch of the 
Tyne now dominated by the BALTIC, Sage and the 
'blinking eye' bridge, have all created new and 
attractive public spaces. Coventry city centre has 
been remade as a modern space with a modern 
idea of itself; public squares and gardens, art 
installations, trees, and water.4  

Of course, all of these British large scale 
regeneration projects have benefited substantially 
from lottery funding. And it is the argument of this 
chapter that lottery funding has made these 
transformations possible, for reasons which have a 
little to do with money and rather more to do 
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with politics and our public culture. It is worth 
exploring some of the theory which underpins 
this. The classic account of why urban renovation is 
good for competitiveness comes in Rosabeth Moss 
Kanter's book "World Class". Cities which want to 
compete need to attract top class talent, she 
argued, and this requires both "magnets" and 
"glue".5

Magnets are the features of a city which make it 
visible in the first place; beyond a job, why would I 
want to move there? The "glue" is those factors 
which make people want to stay. If the magnets are 
about moments, the glue is about the durable 
quality of city life. It is as likely to be about 
schools, hospitals, and public parks as about 
concert halls, restaurants, and galleries. Robert 
Lang of the Fannie Mae Foundation has said of the 
United States, "The big thing is that the jobs now 
follow where the people feel like moving. It used to 
be the other way around."6 

The geographer Richard Florida, meanwhile, has 
written of the "creative class", those toilers in the 
fields of abstract knowledge, who seek each other 
out in the "third places" of the modern city, in the 
bars, the cafes, and the streets.7  In the words of 
the Danish urbanist Jan Gehl, a good city should 
like a good party. People should not want to leave.

If this seems perverse in an age of information, it is 
precisely because what has value, when 
information be encoded instantly and transmitted 
even faster, is knowledge and understanding which 
can't be streamed across a network by a 
computer. It is the stuff which is more complex, 
which needs to shared, even negotiated, before it 
can be understood. It may appear paradoxical, but 
the rise of the digital age is matched exactly by an 
increase in the use of dialogue and conversation to 
produce value and social meaning.8 Such processes 
need spaces in which to take root and to thrive. 
The thriving city is a city of conversations. 

So far, however, this story has been about 
attracting the successful to build a successful city. 
Good urban design and investment, however, is 
also about social equity. “The least a democratic 
society should do”, argues Enrique Penaloosa, “is to 
offer people wonderful public spaces. Public spaces 
are not a frivolity… They create a sense of 

belonging. This creates a different type of society – 
a society where people of all income levels meet in 
public space is a more integrated, socially healthier 
one”.9 Or, as Penaloosa has said elsewhere, in a 
phrase which is also a striking metaphor about 
access and power, “Modern cities are built for cars’ 
mobility, not for children’s happiness. But I believe 
the most successful big city would be totally 
accessible on a child’s tricycle.”10

If place is more important than ever before, within 
the UK this raises its own questions. Local 
authority expenditure is closely directed and 
closely monitored by the centre. The council or 
councillor who steps out of line is usually rebuked 
soon enough by the Audit Commission. And many 
of the services which we know make for vibrant 
cities - culture, sports, environmental innovation - 
fall outside of the statutory requirements of 
council provision. Any sign of financial difficulties, 
and they are the first to go.  

how the lottery changed this

The lottery commissions changed the rules by 
creating a different funding stream with different 
rules; this creates diversity of itself, and the 
structure of multiple distributors increases this 
diversity. In turn diversity is generally agreed to be 
the handmaiden of innovation. A structure that has 
on occasion been criticised for being inefficient or 
costly (why have multiple distributors when it 
would be more rational to have one?) is itself a 
source of social invention. And so too is the fact 
that access to lottery funds opens up match 
funding, which in turn opens up new conversations 
with co-funders about the future shape of an area. 

So these multiple combinations of funding, 
distributors, and awards schemes creates multiple 
possibilities, a world away from local finance rules 
devised on the principle that local government 
officers and councillors are set on mischief and will 
do bad things if you give them less than half a 
chance.

The lottery funding balances this perspective by re-
emphasising the significance of the local. Many of 
the best schemes have been about affirming the 
value both of place and of localness. In doing this, it 
has put us in touch with a stream of British public 
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and political life which has got lost in the cultures 
of control which have informed the management of 
local areas for the last thirty years or more. 

For the local has been a powerful source of public 
innovation since the 18th century. One thinks of 
the great municipal works of Joseph Chamberlain's 
Birmingham, or Bazalgette's vast metropolitan 
sewerage; the planning innovation of the Adams' 
Edinburgh New Town, or the Quaker model towns 
of Bournville or Port Sunlight. Or, more recently, 
the radical social reforms of Poplar. 

In part, this story is about moving away from the 
economic agendas which have dominated urban 
and regional development over the past forty 
years. Most regional economic strategies are still 
led by the pursuit of economic growth, even in 
places where many of the social problems are 
caused by too much affluence, not too little. If local 
agendas have, historically, been about producing 
and consuming, the work of the environmental 
economist Paul Ekins suggests that new objectives 
need to be added. As well as concentrating on 
“having” (consuming) and “doing” (producing) – 
the classic economic measures of prosperity – 
people derive value from other important sources; 
from “being” (quality of life) and from 
“relating” (social exchange).11 In this process, the 
small interventions can be as important as the big 

ones. Social exchange and quality of life are as likely 
to be enhanced by the restoration of a local 
woodland, or the refurbishment of a park or a 
village hall, as by a multi-million pound 
regeneration scheme. Here too, the lottery 
distributors have put money into the hands of 
communities which would have found it hard to 
raise it themselves, at the service of projects which 
have renewed a sense of local purpose.12 As 
Melissa Mean and Charlie Tims argue, 

Public space is better understood less as a 
predetermined physical space and more as an 
experience created by an interaction between 
people and place. In other words, public space is co-
produced through the active involvement of the 
user”.13 

And this view of place, and of its importance for 
social exchange, is connected to one of the long 
shifts we can observe in society, in the UK and 
elsewhere. This is the rise of models of the world 
which are about networks, connections, and 
complexity, in the place of models based on 
causality and even intent. The metaphor of the 
machine is giving way to that of the system.14 A 
century after Newtonian physics was displaced by 
Einstein and Heisenberg, linear models are now 
being displaced in social and economic theory as 
well.15 

Figure: The economics of place

Source: Paul Ekins, adapted Andrew Curry
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While still running the Cabinet Office’s Strategy 
Unit, Geoff Mulgan suggested,

Where most policymakers today see markets of 
consumers and producers, [it is possible] in ten or 
twenty years time we will all automatically see 
systems of matter, energy and waste. At the 
moment ecology is being squeezed to fit into 
economics. In the future the reverse may be true.16

In this new world, then, the density of networks 
and the richness of the conversations between 
them become the factors of success in 
organisations and in locations. The architecture of 
the networked world may be hidden underground 
in pipes and cable runs, but the virtual world needs 
a physical counterpart above the surface. This is a 
world of public spaces and third spaces between 
home, workplace, and the commercial leisure 
sector, the spaces which create the potential for 
“being” and for “relating”. It is this which is being 
created, and re-created, in large part through funds 
distributed from the lottery: the building of the 
public architecture of the networked world.  

Andrew Curry is a Director of Henley Centre Headlight 
Vision.  A version of this article was first published in 
The Lottery Debate, 2006, published by Premium 
Publishing on behalf of Camelot. 

Further copies can be downloaded from http://
thenextwavefutures.wordpress.com/selected-articles/
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