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What do people do in architecture? What do they do with it? 
the discovery of the universe of the “user” and the myriads of 
“almost nothing” which fill up the passing days, was fundamental 
for rethinking, revising, questioning, challenging, and often reject-
ing the discourse and practice of modernist architecture and 
functionalist urbanism in France from the 1950s to the 1970s. 
While the discourse on use was an integral part of the postwar 
debates on architecture and urbanism, it was the impulses from 
critical urban sociology emerging since the 1950s in France that 
created the context for a critical assessment of the doctrine and 
practices of architecture and urbanism.

this essay revisits some of the exchanges between archi-
tecture, urban planning, and urban sociology, by focusing on 
the work of Henri Lefebvre and its relation to the studies of 
Paul-Henry Chombart de Lauwe. Chombart and Lefebvre met at 
the Centre d’études sociologiques, a research institute founded 
in 1946 on the initiative of Georges Gurvitch, a sorbonne profes-
sor, the supervisor of Lefebvre’s dissertation, and the theorist 
of a “multiplicity of social times”—a concept which influenced 
Lefebvre’s understanding of the complexity of social space.1 
Chombart was one of the first in postwar France to translate 
a program of urban research into an innovative institutional 
framework, and his Groupe d’ethnologie sociale (GEs) was 
soon complemented by the work of the Centre d’étude des 
groupes sociaux (CEGs). the Center was a private organization 
set up to accommodate commissioned research contracts after 
Chombart’s successful study in Clamart where he was working 
with the architect Robert Auzelle in the early 1950s. In the course 
of the decade, Chombart and his teams at the GEs and CEGs 
carried out research and interviews in housing estates in Paris, 
Nantes, and Bordeaux with the improvement of housing policy in 
view—and continued with commissioned research on worker’s 
housing and new housing typologies.2 these studies resulted in 
several recommendations to the architects, by accounting for the 
preference of the inhabitants of specific typologies of kitchens 
and baths; voicing the demand to improve sound insulation and 
to enlarge surface areas; and urging an introduction of public 
facilities into the new neighborhoods.3

Chombart’s approach to sociological inquiries prior to the 
construction of new communities become a common practice 
in the operation of the Ministry of Construction and French state 
planning agencies in the course of the 1960s and early 1970s,4 
the period when Lefebvre’s engagements with the urban question 
were most intense. During his tenure at the CEs, Lefebvre was 
studying rural communities in the Pyrenees—a research project 
which he initiated during WWII—with special attention to the 
processes of modernization of the French countryside. this led 
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him to the study on the new town of Mourenx in south-western 
France, where he carried out interviews in the late 1950s, marking 
a shift in his research interest “from the rural to the urban” as the 
title of one of his omnibuses goes.5 In 1960 he created within 
the CEs the “Group of sociological Research on Everyday Life,” 
which gathered several interesting figures including Guy Debord, 
Christiane Peyre, Georges Perec, but also Henri Raymond and 
Nicole Haumont. the two last became Lefebvre’s close col-
laborators in the Institut de sociologie urbaine (IsU), founded in 
1962 with the aim of carrying out research on the possibilities of 
urban development northwards of Paris focused on the plateau of 
Montmorency, with the preliminary study of the 1965 masterplan 
of Paris in view. the Institut soon moved to other research topics, 
commissioned by various state planning agencies, including 
the large study on the practices of dwelling in the pavillon, or 
the suburban detached house, compared with the practices 
of the inhabitants of the large housing estates, or the grands 
ensembles. the results of this research were published in three 
volumes in 1966 as L’habitat pavillonnaire, Les pavillonnaires, and 
La politique pavillonnaire.6 together with subsequent work of the 
IsU, these studies became key contributions to debates about 
housing architecture in the late 1960s, significantly influencing the 
debates in French architecture of the 1960s as well as Lefebvre’s 
theory of production of space, published in six books between 
1968 (The Right to the City) and 1974 (The Production of Space).7

The Concept of Needs and its Limits

It is from within the study on the pavillon that the discourse and 
practice of state-led urbanism in France was challenged by 
Lefebvre and several members of his team. Lefebvre perceived 
this urbanism as a realization of the principles of functionalism 
as formulated by the Charter of Athens (1933). His critique of the 
Charter and its organizational paradigm, which emphasized flows 
between production (work) and reproduction (housing, leisure), 
was a symptom of general disenchantment with modernist 
urban planning that occurred throughout the 1960s. It conveyed 
his intuition about the shift away from the social implications 
of Fordism, rather than accounting for the current debates in 
architecture and urban planning. In particular, this critique did not 
register the revision of the modern movement during the postwar 
congresses of CIAM, which complemented the doctrine of the 
“functionalist city” by emphasizing the attention to urbanity, 
monumentality, collective public spaces, historical centers of 
cities, and which gave more consideration to the views of the 
inhabitants.8
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For example, the program of the 7th Congress of CIAM in 
Bergamo (1949), which was devoted to the “application” of 
the Athens’ Charter, included the declaration of an opening 
of architecture practice towards a critique, both “rational” 
and “affective,” to which not only the “general public” and 
the “authorities” were entitled, but also individual “users.”9 At 
the same time, many architects within CIAM such as André 
Wogenscky argued for a specific focus on “dwelling,” understood 
not as a normalized function within a grid of others, but rather as 
an open-ended set of everyday practices which extend beyond 
the individual apartment towards commercial, health, education, 
and social and administrative facilities.10 this was developed in 
particular by the members of team 10, including the architects 
Georges Candilis and shadrach Woods who argued for an eco-
logical understanding of dwelling, straddling individual practices 
and collective dwelling culture within the accelerating processes 
of modernization, both in the French African colonies, where they 
gained their first experiences, and later in metropolitan France.11

this criticism of early CIAM concepts paralleled the emergence 
of institutionalized urban sociology in France, and the research of 
Chombart in particular. His work was positioned between state 
institutions and more theoretically driven interests in urbanism, 
and this was reflected in his complex understanding of needs: 
critical and operative, speculative and empirical. In the introduc-
tion to Famille et habitation (1959) Chombart urged the study of 
needs related to dwelling in their whole complexity: physiological, 
psychological, and cultural. He argued that researchers in the 
social sciences should study needs in cooperation with architects 
and administrators, so that families could “blossom” in their new 
accommodation, “freed” not only from their old housing but also 
from their old habits.12

yet, at the same time, he argued against establishment of 
universal norms, and thus needs are to be qualified by local, 
psychological, and cultural differences among the occupants. 
this means that the concept of need must be extended to acc-
ommodate such “needs” as that for space and its appropriation; 
the need for the independence of each member of a group; the 
need for rest and for relaxation; the need for comfort and libera-
tion of material constraints; the need for intimacy of the family; 
the need for social relations outside of the family; and the need 
for separation of functions.13 this list comes dangerously close to 
Borges’ Chinese Encyclopedia, with the concept of need losing 
contours, and in the course of his subsequent work Chombart 
suggested a superimposition of the scheme of “need, function, 
ensemble of functions” with a series of other schemes, such as 
that of “situations—behaviors,” “functions—social structures,” 
and “behaviors—needs—aspirations.” 14 For Chombart, “aspira-
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tions” refer to silence, beauty, rest, familiarity and dignity; and 
thus imply a stress on the singularity of each individual in opposi-
tion to the general character of needs.15

In this way, the attempt to fill in the gaps in the list of needs 
seems to challenge any attempt at completing such a list, and 
indeed to undermine the concept of need itself. this critique 
was brought further by Lefebvre from a Marxist position, which 
contrasted with Chombart’s progressive Catholicism. Lefebvre 
was building upon the Marxist opposition between the use value 
and exchange value of a commodity: in Marx’s value theory the 
use value is related to the intrinsic qualities of a commodity as 
an object of human “needs,” while the exchange value is related 
to the relationship of a commodity to other commodities on the 
market. Lefebvre’s rethinking of Marx’s understanding of this 
opposition had been developed since the 1940s, in particular in 
the three volumes of his Critique of Everyday Life (1947, 1962, 
1981), but it gained momentum in exchange with the arguments 
of Herbert Marcuse about the reproduction of capitalist relations 
of production as conditioned by the creation of “false needs” in 
consumers.16 this argument finds its rhetorical culmination in the 
work of Jean Baudrillard—Lefebvre’s doctoral student in Nanterre 
in the late 1960s—and his claim that needs are productive forces 
of capitalism and that “there are only needs because the system 
needs them.” 17

this speculative critique was informed by Lefebvre’s engage-
ment with the empirical research he carried out and supervised 
and by his exchanges with postwar architecture culture. A 
significant step for Lefebvre’s critique of the concept of needs 
was his 1961 review of the project of the new town in otelfingen 
in the Furttal valley near Zurich (Figure 8.1). the project was a 
feat of swiss functionalist urban planning, developed by a team 
headed by Ernst Egli, professor of urbanism at the EtH Zurich.18 
the design of the town for 30,000 inhabitants was based on a 
matrix of seven levels of “human organization” combined with 
a list of twelve basic needs. In accordance with Maslow’s “hier-
archy of needs” (1954), which suggested that the satisfaction of 
basic needs leads to an emergence of more refined aspirations, 
the authors extended the list of needs defined in the Charter of 
Athens.19 their list of twelve needs included nutrition, hygiene, 
recreation, nursing, religion, science, art, protection, welfare, 
politics, administration, and upbringing.20 they were combined 
with the levels of social groups (from the family to the city as a 
whole), and the resulting matrix prescribed the answer to every 
need on each level of social organization (Figures 8.2a, b, c).21 
this reflected the development of postwar CIAM, including the 
introduction of the concept of the neighborhood unit in the work 
of siegfried Giedion and Josep Lluís sert (Figure 8.3).
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Figure 8.1 Housing typologies 
in the new city in the Furttal 
valley. In Fachgruppe Bau-
planung der Studiengruppe 
“Neue Stadt” headed by Ernst 
Egli, “Projekt einer Studien-
stadt im Raume Otelfingen 
im Furttal, Kt. Zuerich,” n. p. 
Courtesy of ETH/GTA Archive.

Figure 8.3 Neighborhood 
West, center. In Egli et al., 
“Projekt einer Studienstadt,” 
n. p. Courtesy of ETH/GTA 
Archives.

Figure 8.2a “Diagram of hu-
man relationships in the city,” 
reproduced in Lefebvre’s 
review of the project in Revue 
française de sociologie. In Egli 
et al., “Projekt einer Studien-
stadt,” n. p. Courtesy of ETH/
GTA Archives. 

Figure 8.2b and c A center of a 
neighborhood unit in the new 
city in the Furttal valley. In Egli 
et al., “Projekt einer Studien-
stadt,” n. p. Courtesy of ETH/
GTA Archives.
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While acknowledging the professional skills of the designers, 
Lefebvre’s review launched a critique of the way the concept of 
needs is operationalized in the Furttal project, which since then 
began to be—for better or worse—one of his orientation points 
in postwar urbanism. thus, when in the introduction to L’habitat 
pavillonnaire he contrasted the philosophical theorizing of 
dwelling as a “poetical” practice with “scientific” methodologies 
aiming at an “accumulation” of facts,22 the latter repeats some of 
his comments about the swiss project. In this sense, the review 
became a key contribution to Lefebvre’s overarching critique of 
functionalist planning as based on a simplistic theorizing of needs 
and functions, and thus as prohibiting what a phenomenological 
account would identify as constitutive for an urban experience: 
the unforeseeable, the surprising, the spontaneous, the ludic.

the reason for this, argued Lefebvre, was that functionalist 
planning conceives the city as a system: a system of functions. 
this leads to an omission of those of its elements which cannot 
be included in a functional grid, such as an event, a monument, 
or a traditional street with its multiple functions and vivid social 
life. Also, and more fundamentally, by determining the functions 
by their relationship to each other within a closed system, the 
reference to the demands they were designed to answer is lost. 
this was, for Lefebvre, the case with the Furttal design and the 
city of Mourenx, characterized by an autonomization of segre-
gated functions, which are defined by differences between them. 
In other words, they are detached from the everyday life of the 
inhabitants. In response, and in line with his fundamental critique 
of structuralism—understood as a theory of systems of differ-
ences—Lefebvre formulated an alternative research program on 
the study of the everyday practices of dwelling.23

From Needs to Practices: The Study on the Pavillon

Michael trebitsch, one of the best commentators of Lefebvre’s 
work in France, described Lefebvre as “the thinker of ‘dwell-
ing’”,24 and nowhere is this more applicable than to the work 
of the IsU initiated and supervised by Lefebvre. In the study of 
the pavillon, but also in other studies of the IsU from the 1960s 
and early 1970s, the practices of dwelling were ordered into two 
broad groups.

First, the researchers focused on operations of marking, 
limiting, and arranging space, familiarizing oneself with it and 
transforming it through the manipulation of objects. Marking a 
space (by building a fence, taking care of the house, or occupy-
ing a nook) introduces distinctions between open and closed, 
clean and dirty, empty and full, seen and hidden, seeing and 
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being seen—distinctions which cannot be directly linked to 
social determination and are thus called “anthropological” in 
Lefebvre’s preface to the study on the pavillon.25 the introduction 
of these distinctions into domestic spaces was, in the course 
of the 1960s, gathered by the IsU under the general term of 
“appropriation” of space. Appropriated space is a familiar space; 
it is a space where the inhabitant feels at home (“chez-soi”). In 
Lefebvre’s words, it is not a matter of “localizing in a pre-existing 
space a need or a function, but, on the contrary, of spatializing 
a social activity, tied to a practice as a whole, by producing 
an appropriated space.”26 this statement reveals how closely 
Lefebvre’s theory of production of space was related to the 
research within the Institut.

According to the IsU, to inhabit space means that “marked” 
distinctions become translated into such oppositions as public 
and private, female and male, work and leisure, which structure 
social groups in a given society (family, friends, neighbors, visi-
tors). the second level of analysis accounts for practices which 
introduce these meanings into the domestic space, that is to say 
socialize it: socialization of space is defined by the IsU as “the 
capacity of space to receive a network of social relations.” 27 the 
researchers of the IsU describe the socially accepted relation-
ships between these oppositions by means of the concept of 
a “cultural model” defined in reference to the work of Georges 
Gurvitch and, in the course of the 1970s, approximated with 
Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of “habitus”: a system of durable, 
transposable dispositions which function as principles generating 
and structuring practices and representations which conform 
to socially determined rules without being understood as con-
sciously presupposing them.28 one of the main arguments of the 
research of the IsU was that the inhabitant transforms spaces 
in order to make them comply with his or her cultural model: a 
sense of what is and what is not appropriate to do in specific 
spaces in the pavillon. this, for example, requires introducing 
boundaries, thresholds, or spaces of transition between areas 
expected to be associated with different levels of privacy, from 
the front garden, the entrance, the dining and living rooms, the 
kitchen, children’s bedrooms, to the master bedroom as the most 
private place, connoted with nudity and sexuality.

In this perspective, Henri Raymond—one of Lefebvre’s 
closest collaborators both at the IsU and at the University of 
Nanterre—argued that the role of the architect is not to answer 
the predefined needs, but to interpret possible practices. this 
means furnishing the inhabitants with spaces which they can 
appropriate: that is to say modify according to the culturally 
accepted models of sexuality, traditional gender roles, and rela-
tions with neighbors. In Habitat et pratique de l’espace (1973) 
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Nicole Haumont and Henri Raymond stressed the richness of 
possibilities for the expression of cultural models and promoted 
an architectural thinking about them, urging architects to “think 
‘spaces’ and less ‘functions.’” 29 Along a similar line, the architect 
Bernard Huet and a transmitter of Italian architecture culture to 
France since the late 1960s, reflected on the consequences of 
the IsU studies for design practices and concluded: “we don’t 
want to design houses which materialize the cultural models, but 
ones which are capable of accommodating them.” 30

The Politics of the User

If the study on the pavillon made an impact on French architec-
tural culture in the late 1960s, it was also because it identified 
several points in which the practice and discourse of architects 
touched upon the political controversies of the period. Henri 
Raymond stressed that the research on the pavillon falsified 
the initial hypothesis of the study: that a cultural model can be 
attributed to a particular class. If “everybody would like to share 
this way of life” 31 it cannot be identified with the ideology of the 
petit-bourgeois as it emerged from nineteenth-century struggles 
around the “housing question.” 32

More fundamentally, the study of the pavillon can be seen 
as inscribed into a revision and rethinking of traditional Marxist 
concepts in postwar France, in view of the developments of a 
society becoming, in Lefebvre’s words, a “bureaucratic society 
of controlled consumption.” For many Marxist thinkers it became 
urgent to understand the shifts in the class composition of 
advanced societies beyond Marx’s homogenous categories of 
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. some of the most prominent 
theorists in this line were serge Mallet, Pierre Belleville, and 
Alain touraine who argued in the late 1950s that there is a “new 
working class” emerging in relation to the changes of technology 
and the management techniques of modern industry, and thus, 
potentially, replacing the heavy-industry proletariat as the revolu-
tionary actor of historical change.33

the hypothesis of the “new working class” was at the center 
of much of Lefebvre’s work from the 1950s, including his paper 
about Mourenx which was programmatically subtitled “the urban 
problems of the new working class” (Figure 8.4).34 Built around 
one of the most advanced petrochemical plants in France, 
Mourenx was considered by Lefebrve a paradigmatic example 
of postwar French capitalism with all of its actors present on 
the spot: the financing sector, big monopolist companies, and a 
state-supported developer of housing (société civile immobilière 
de la caisse de dépôts et consignations, sCIC) (Figure 8.5).35 \
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For Lefebvre, Mourenx became a test case for arguing that 
with the arrival of the “new working class,” the factory ceases to 
be the site for the socialization of workers, constitutive of their 
consciousness and self-organization, and becomes replaced by 
urban space in this role. Lefebvre speculated that it is in urban 
space that various social groups, which appeared to many 
sociologists at that time as increasingly fragmented and thus 
incapable of collective action, become unified around demands 
focused on the urban everyday. this is how he interpreted 
the formulation of a common list during municipal elections in 
Mourenx, which included trade unionists; farmers defending their 
interests against the state; and teachers of a new college, who 
demanded autonomy concerning the municipal budget, use of 
public places, and organization of market places (Figure 8.6).36  
In this sense, the paper on Mourenx was inscribed into a body of 
empirical work carried out, or supervised by Lefebvre since the 
1940s, which aimed at identifying groups resisting the develop-
ment of advanced capitalism: peasants in tuscany and southern 
France; inhabitants of the mass housing estates in major French 
cities, suburbanites, tenants, and users of public transport in the 
agglomeration of Paris.37

Figure 8.4 Aerial view of 
Mourenx. In Bruneton-
Governatori, Ariane, and 
Denis Peaucelle. Bâtiment A, 
rue des Pionniers (Mourenx: 
Éd. Lacq odyssée, 1997). 
Courtesy of Lacq Odyssée. 
 
Figure 8.5 The petrochemi-
cal complex of Lacq-Mourenx 
on the cover of L’architecture 
d’aujourd’hui 133 (1967).
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this search for urban space as a medium, means, and milieu 
of a new, collective political subject marked major lines of 
Lefebvre’s research in the years to come, and, for example, in La 
survie du capitalisme (1974) he argued that subsidized housing 
estates and new urban neighborhoods are meeting points for the 
new working class.38 He argued that parallel to the conservative 
tendencies becoming dominant within the industrial proletariat 
in France—which he observed in the reactions of the French 
Communist Party (PCF) to the events of May ’68—a global 
proletariat is emerging, characterized both by its position in the 
process of production, and by new forms of domination, espe-
cially in terms of the social positions of women, students, and 
immigrant workers distributed in “areas subordinated to centers 
of power”: ghettos, banlieues, peripheries.39

the political consequences of these speculations were most 
clearly drawn in the text “L’espace: Produit social et valeur 
d’usage” (1976), published in La nouvelle revue socialiste, a 
journal close to the socialist Party (Ps).40 Written at the time of a 
rapprochement between the PCF and the Ps, the article summa-
rized Lefebvre’s understanding of space and its production, and 
sketched a political program based on refusing capitalist space 
instrumentalized as a means of production, an object of con-
sumption, a political instrument, and an instrument of class strug-

Figure 8.6 Protest of the 
inha bitants of Mourenx 
against the Société civile  
immobilière de la caisse  
de dépôts et consignations 
(SCIC), November 1962.  
In Bruneton-Governatori,  
and Peaucelle. Bâtiment A.  
Courtesy of Lacq Odyssée.
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gle. Returning to the counterdistinction in Marx between “use 
value” and “exchange value,” Lefebvre embraced the emerging 
“movement of users” which complements the old revindications 
of workers and peasants, and which, as he writes, reveals that 
“space is still a model, a perpetual prototype of use value.”41 
thus, he concluded that the Left needs to give an impulse to 
these movements, which will translate into nothing less than “the 
class struggle in space.”42 this implies the formulation of “the 
right to urban life” and the direct participation of inhabitants in 
decisions concerning housing, public facilities, and transport.43

However, when Lefebvre was formulating these postulates, 
participation had already become a standard procedure in French 
urban planning. As Brian Newsome argued in his book on post-
war French planning, this process was based upon previous 
experiences which included, among others, marketing studies 
about popular preferences concerning living rooms, kitchens, 
bathrooms, bedrooms, and laundry rooms, carried out in the 
course of the 1950s around exhibitions organized by the Ministry 
of Reconstruction.44 Newsome links this process to several high-
ranking officials among reformist administrators, such as Pierre 
sudreau, Charles de Gaulle’s first minister of construction, who 
introduced procedures of representing community interest groups 
in cities developing new town plans; and François Bloch-Lainé, 
the director of the Caisse des dépôts et consignations in charge 
of the sCIC, the organization responsible not only for Mourenx 
but also for sarcelles, the grand ensemble which became a con-
venient target for critiques of French postwar urbanism. And yet 
it was the sCIC which introduced elected councils of residents 
that would manage sociocultural institutions in the neighborhood 
and work with sCIC on new additions and changes of the grands 
ensembles, including sarcelles. In the course of the 1960s these 
procedures were also instigated in the provinces, where some 
municipal governments started to involve community interest 
groups (Dijon, Bordeaux) while others yielded to the demands 
of such groups (Lille) or were defeated in municipal elections by 
them (Grenoble).45

In other words, when writing some of his most militant paroles 
in favor of the participation of users in the decisions concerning 
urban planning, Lefebvre was facing the translation of principles 
of participation into procedures of representational bodies. More 
generally, when publishing his books on space between 1968 and 
1974, Lefebvre witnessed the incorporation of critical concepts 
into the increasingly self-critical French state planning discourse. 
this included concepts he had himself coined or shaped, such as 
the postulate to grant the “right to the city” and “centrality” to the 
“inhabitants” and “users” by accounting for their “appropriation 
of space” in “everyday life.” 46
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Written from within this context, Lefebvre’s books adopted a 
polemical mode of argumentation, constantly reformulating the 
meanings of concepts, shifting demarcation lines, and developing 
connections between phenomena his opponents would rather 
keep apart. While pointing out the danger of the “normalization” 
of subversive ideas, which are “reintegrated into the existing 
order,”47 Lefebvre argued that the introduction of critical concepts 
into broad public discourse does not necessarily dismantle them, 
but can be used to broaden the discussion and advance political 
goals. Already in the mid-1950s—when protesting against the 
pontifical use of Marxist concepts by the PCF while being still a 
card-holding member of this organization—Lefebvre argued that 
by “becoming worldly,” a concept stakes out a field of political 
discussion in the course of which this concept can be critically 
fathomed.48 

Much of this is true also about Lefebvre’s engagement with 
urban debates in the course of the 1960s and 1970s. For 
example, in response to the institutionalization of the procedures 
of participation in urban planning, he stressed that participation 
must be based on the principle of self-management rather than 
representation (“Without self-management, participation does 
not have any sense: it allows for manipulation, it becomes an 
ideology”—he wrote in Le survive du capitalisme).49 this critique 
was strengthened in his comments on the implementation of 
participation as a means to enforce consensus on inhabit-
ants, for example in the case of the toulouse le Mirail housing 
project.50 similarly, when referring to the concept of the “user” in 
The Production of Space to define “spaces of representation,” 
Lefebvre put it into quotation marks in order to signal his distance 
from the planning discourse.51 Lefebvre returned to this position 
in a 1979 lecture given in Belgrade, when he argued that the 
concept of the “user,” once conveying progressive claims for 
“use value” as opposed to “exchange value,” had been increas-
ingly rendered meaningless.52 It was exposed to the danger of 
depoliticization (with the “user” replacing the “citizen”), function-
alization (by reducing “use” to services), and normalization (that 
is to say the definition of the “users” according to the average 
within a “target group”).53

Lefebvre’s critique in the Belgrade lecture reveals the poten-
tials which he saw in the concept of the user; indeed a “project” 
of a user developed from within his work in rural and urban 
sociology since the 1950s. First, if Lefebvre protests against 
the depoliticization of the concept of the user it is because his 
work on the practices of dwelling in the pavillon and the grands 
ensembles—together with his earlier studies on peasant com-
munities and petroleum workers—was launched as a contribution 
to rethinking the class composition of postwar France. While not 
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everybody is a user, not always, not all the time, and not forever, 
the negotiations around this concept were seen by Lefebvre as 
contributing to the theorizing of the possibility of a new collective, 
political subject. second, in Lefebvre’s protests against the func-
tionalization of use reverberate not only his critique of postwar 
urbanism, but also, more importantly, his attempt to expand the 
understanding of use beyond the domestic interior and to think 
of it as a way of addressing the urban society as a whole. Finally, 
when Lefebvre opposed the normalization of the concept of the 
user, he not only opposes the transformation of this concept into 
a biopolitical tool of population management, but also embraces 
the focus on the everyday use of space as processes of differen-
tiation which cannot be captured within the capitalist system of 
differences.


