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Abstract

Since the 90s, under the conditions of post-industrial economies, European cities have experienced an accelerating pace of growth of cultural and leisure economic activities. Culture and leisure have been regarded magic substitutes for all lost factories and warehouses, and a device to create new urban image, to make cities more attractive to mobile capital and mobile qualified professionals, and to boost ‘city-break’ tourism. The rise of cultural and leisure activities is closely associated to new types of urban renewal, redevelopment and regeneration of abandoned inner city industrial sites, old and underused harbour sites, declined inner city residential areas, in which cultural and leisure activities have been mingling and clustering. Following two decades of implementation of such urban policies and practices, we are now witnessing both the success of a large number of cultural and leisure epicentres, but also the decay of others. Thus, the question of sustainability of such epicentres becomes a central concern of urban planning and design scholars. The present paper attempts to portray critical sustainability parameters of cultural and leisure epicentres in an empirical context, by highlighting paradigms in European cities.
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1. The rise of Culture and Leisure epicentres in the framework of post-industrial era.

Throughout urban history, cities have always exhibited a capacity to act as centres of cultural activities and generate culture in the form of various arts and styles, new ideas and attitudes. However, since the 1990s, post-industrial cities in developed regions have been witnessing an accelerating pace of growth of cultural and leisure economic activities. During the last two decades, in the new milieu of economic globalisation and volatility of capital and enterprises, the relocation of traditional industries in developing regions in Asia was accompanied by an unprecedented growth of cultural and leisure industries in mature cities. Production and consumption of culture and leisure (arts, fashion, music, food, tourism) and the industries that cater to it, along with ‘creative industries’ containing handcrafts and design (in architecture, fashion, graphics, internet, etc.), have become the growth engine of the post-industrial city (see Bianchini 1993, Zukin, 1995, Lash & Urry 1994, Scott, 1997 and 2000, Hall 2000, Kockel 2003). Sir Peter Hall (2000) was among the first to argue that, cities have passed at extraordinary speed from manufacturing to informational economy and from informational economy to a cultural economy; and “culture is now seen as the magic substitute for all the lost factories and warehouses, and as a device that will create a new urban image, making the city more attractive to mobile capital and mobile professional workers” (Hall 2000: 640). 
A large number of studies have measured particular parameters and analysed different sectors of the cultural and leisure urban economies (see for instance Hobbs et al. 2000, Hollands and Chatterton 2003). Scott (2000) interprets the accelerating pace of growth of cultural industries as a result of both the increasing disposable consumer income and the discretionary time of the middle classes in developed countries. On the same line, Clark et al. (2002) and Clark (2004) described the pattern of ‘amenity urban growth’ – both economic and demographic – rooted in the fact that educated and talented young professionals and high-tech staff, who can locate themselves where they choose, are mainly courted by cities that compete for them with public amenities. Thus, leading urban policies have passed from the provision of larger incentives to enterprises than other competing locations to the provision of lifestyle amenities for visitors and mainly for residents (see Montgomery 2005, Florida 2005).
The postmodern accelerating pace of growth of cultural and leisure economic activities in cities has been accompanied by a parallel strong proclivity to clustering: Before the ‘90s, cultural buildings and building complexes, even those representing big architectural statements and flagship projects like for instance, President’s Mitterand ‘Grands projets’ in Paris, were more or less randomly distributed over the plan of inner Paris – perhaps realising some small and ad hoc local concentrations. Since the ‘90s, spatial clustering of cultural activities in inner city areas represents the dominant pattern, and as Mommaas (2004) argued, there is “a shift from a policy aimed at organising occasions for spectacular consumption to a more fine-tuned policy, also aimed at creating spaces, quarters and milieus for cultural production and creativity” (Mommaas 2004: 508, my emphasis).  Typical such cases are the Museum Quarter in Vienna that consists of 20 museums and cultural institutes covering a surface of 60,000 sq. m; the Museum Island in Berlin; the Museum Quarter in Rotterdam; the Museumplein in Amsterdam; the Museum quarter in The Hague. Such clusters of high-cultural activities including museums of various kinds, galleries, theatres, operas, concert halls, convention centres, and the like, represent ‘signifying precincts’ (Hutton 2004) or ‘epicentres’ (Gospodini 2006) of post-industrial urban economies. 
Parallel to culture, also popular leisure activities such as cafes, bars, restaurants, (ethnic and continental), popular-music clubs, etc., have also been clustering in particular inner city areas generating quarters or epicentres of leisure (see Gospodini 2006) and fuelling night-time economy (see Hobbs et al. 2000, Hollands and Chatterton 2003, Roberts 2006). As typical cases in metropolitan European cities, large cities and medium-sized cities in Europe, one may refer to Bagladcity in Brick Lane, London, Westergas-fabriek in Amsterdam, Witte de Withstraat in Rotterdam, Temple Bar in Dublin, Psiri in Athens and Ladadika in Thessaloniki, Palia in Volos, Greece.	
Classifications of cultural and leisure clusters (see for instance, Gospodini 2006, 2007 and 2009) according to spatial parameters, such as location in the urban grid, dominant land-uses and activities clustered in, supplementary land uses and activities, species of production (development, redevelopment, renewal), and the architectural and urban morphology, point three main types of cultural and leisure clusters: 
(1) ‘High-culture epicentres’: They are usually located in conserved inner city areas and constituted by clusters of high-culture activities such as museums of various kinds, galleries, theatres, operas, concert halls, convention centres, and the like. Supplementary land uses and activities include bookshops, cafes and trendy restaurants. These epicentres are mostly produced by means of urban renewal and redevelopment. Heritage buildings are redesigned and re-used while also new flagship buildings of innovative design are often added in – creating a mixed urban morphology of heritage and innovation. 
(2) ‘Popular leisure and creative epicentres’: They are located in conserved inner city areas and constituted by clusters of leisure activities such as cafes, bars, restaurants, (ethnic and continental), popular-music clubs, etc. Supplementary, there are creative activities which include antique shops, fashion design shops, traditional handcraft workshops, art workshops, music shops, bookshops and avant-garde small theatres. These epicentres are mostly produced by means of urban renewal of conserved urban cores – usually former industrial or residential sites. 
 (3)‘Cultural and leisure waterfront epicentres’: They are mostly located in the heart of inner city, but in some cases also in the urban periphery, and constituted by clusters of culture and leisure activities such as museums of various kinds, convention halls, galleries, concert halls, theatres, parks and promenades. Supplementary land uses and activities include housing, offices, cafes, restaurants. These epicentres mostly represent development and redevelopment schemes of innovative urban morphology and architectural design – often complemented by renewal schemes of heritage buildings and urban cores. As typical such schemes, recently developed, one may mention South Bank in London, Forum of the Cultures in Barcelona, Abandoibarra in Bilbao, City of Arts and Sciences Valencia, Spain.
In terms of urban morphology and landscape, ‘popular leisure and creative epicentres, usually hosted in conserved urban cores, generate a localised landscape. On the contrary, high-culture epicentres and waterfront cultural and leisure epicentres usually exhibit a mixture of distinctive avant-garde design schemes combined with conserved and re-used heritage buildings; and in this respect, they generate a new species of ‘glocalised’ urban landscape – i.e., urban landscape-collage dominated by two extremities: a) that of built heritage with rather local spatial references and b) that of design innovation having more universal or global spatial references (Beriatos and Gospodini 2004). 
In some cases clusters of cultural and leisure activities are spontaneously clustered due to the advantages and economic benefits produced by spatial neighbouring, but in most cases such clusters are stimulated, encouraged and planned by the public sector and the city’s authorities. This is rooted to the fact that clustering of cultural and leisure activities may work as a catalyst to processes of urban redevelopment and renewal in declined and underused inner city areas – mostly former industrial areas. The phenomenon of culture-led-regeneration of inner city areas has produced new urban forms and landscapes contributing to the economy and image of the post-industrial inner city (see Gospodini 2006). The advantages and benefits of clustering of cultural and leisure activities may be conceived in relation to the particularities of cultural industries in terms of production relations and distribution methods, as described by Scott (1997): Labour processes in cultural industries involve considerable amounts of handiwork complemented by computer technologies; production is organised in dense networks of medium to small sized establishments strongly dependent on one another for specialised inputs and services; these networks form multifaceted industrial complexes that may reduce for both employers and employees the risks deriving from frequent recurrent job-search; cultural industries are invariably replete with external economies, many of which can only be effectively appropriated via locational agglomeration which gives rise to mutual learning and cultural synergies; agglomeration also facilitates the emergence of institutional infrastructure that can ease the functioning of local economy (Scott 1997: 333). 
Following two decades experience on cultural and leisure epicentres, there is nowadays a clear evidence that a large number of such epicentres represent a success story whilst some others show signs of decay. Thus, the question of sustainability of such epicentres has lately become a central concern of urban planning and design scholars. The present paper will attempt to reveal critical sustainability parameters by analysing paradigms in European cities.	


2. The question of sustainability and critical parameters.
Regarding sustainability of such clusters in European context, there are lessons to be learned from cities with rich experience and mature cultural, leisure and creative economies.  Studying London’s experience, Evans emphatically notes that “we are now in the creative age”, explaining that in our era “economic value in a growing number of sectors depends directly on the ability of firms to embed creativity and cultural content within the goods and services they produce” (Evans et al. 2006: 4). This means that mono-functional clusters – whether clusters of high-culture like museum quarters and museum islands, or, clusters of popular leisure like night-time entertainment quarters – cannot secure sustainability. As Evans & Foord (2009) believe clusters with a variety of post-industrial economic activities represent a more workable model of living quarters, rather than “museumified quarters”. Land-use mix, and especially the presence of creative industries forming sub-clusters in cultural and leisure clusters can increase the degree of sustainability. Strong evidence to this is provided by Southbank London (see Fig.1), Temple Bar, Dublin (see Fig.2), but also by Psiri, Athens (see Figs 3 and 4). Evidence to the opposite, - i.e., the monofunctional development of popular leisure activities on;y - is also provided by cases like Ladadika, Thessaloniki – a popular-leisure cluster which experienced a quick rise, but deprived from the support of creative industries, has then experienced a rapid fall entering a new phase of decline (see Figs 6 and 7).
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Fig.1; Southbank, London.
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Fig. 2; Temple Bar, Dublin
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Figs 3, 4 and 5; Psiri, Athens. Map of sub-clusters. Popular leisure is coloured dark blue; high-culture is coloured yellow; creative industries is coloured red; commerce is coloured green; and light blue shows non-regenerated parts.
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Figs 6 and 7 Ladadika, Thessaloniki, Greeced; Land-use map showing the decay of the cluster: (a) night-time entertainment with red colour, (b) conserved but vacant buildings with grey colour, and (c) not yet conserved and re-used buildings with black colour.
Again from London’s evidence, Evans (2009) points the attribute of ‘integration’ - spatial, economic and social - as a major parameter of the cluster’s sustainability. In particular, he suggests the following:
1. Cultural, creative and leisure clusters formed in areas where they can draw on existing authenticity and inheritance of former cultural and creative activities and production have a more sustainable future. 
2. Cultural, creative and leisure clusters with strong spatial integration with adjoining areas and neighbourhoods create a greater sense of ‘ownership’ and ‘belonging’ to stakeholders (residents, entrepreneurs). On the contrary, when urban planners and designers propose clusters that are on purpose divided and clear-cut off from the surrounding areas, there is a risk producing ghettoization or sterile zones. 

Evidence to the above theoretical approach of Evans and Floord (2006 and 2009) on sustainability parameters may be provided by paradigms such as for instance, Westergasfabriek, Amsterdam. Westergasfabriek (see Figs 8, 9 and 10) is a cultural and leisure cluster located at the old gas factory site, at the city’s periphery, with relatively poor transport connection to the city centre and also a weak integration to Jordan – an immediately neighbouring quarter which represents the liveliest quarter of creative industries and leisure in Amsterdam. Jordan draws on inheritance of former cultural and creative activities and production and so far, exhibits sustainable model of growth. On the contrary, Westergasfabriek, as clear-cut sterile zone, shows signs of decline after twenty years of development. For instance, in mid-July 2014, I have witnessed as visitor that there was a very deprived program of music, theatrical or other performances and exhibitions. 
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Figs 8, 9 and 10; Westergasfabriek, Amsterdam.
Porter (2000) points the spatial scale of cultural and leisure clusters as critical parameter for their sustainability. He argues that the scale of a cultural and leisure cluster relates to the ‘distance’ over which information, transactions, incentives and other interactions occur. Specifying his argument, in global cities like New York, London, Paris, etc., with great economic and cultural impact at local, regional, national, and global level, the sustainability of large-scaled cultural and leisure clusters may be quite secured. But in large and medium-sized cities, large-scaled such clusters have limited potential for sustainable growth - unless great efforts and investments are made by local authorities and the state to attract particularly popularly popular activities. As evidence to this, one may refer to the ‘white elephant effect’ in the 1998 World Expo site, Lisbon - a linear cultural and leisure cluster in Lisbon's east-end periphery alongside the Tagus river.
All building complexes for hosting Expo '98 were fully built from scratch in a total surface of 50 hectares (see Fig.11). For Lisbon city with 2.7 million people and weak economic impact, a cultural site of 50 hectares represents a giant cluster. Every building was planned for reuse after-Expo, so as ensuring that the site would not be left semi-abandoned, as had happened with previous expos, particularly Seville Expo '92. To support influx of visitors, major access infrastructure projects were made by public funds, including: (a) a new bridge across the river, the Vasco da Gama Bridge (then the longest in Europe); (b) a new line along the Lisbon Metro, with seven stations; (c) Gare do Oriente - the new main multi-modal terminal, featuring trains, metro, buses, and taxis. 
However, despite major public investments for transport projects, master-planning for re-use, the site lost its economic activities and liveliness after Expo closed. To regenerate the area, authorities renamed it as ‘Park of Nations’, while they made great efforts for over a decade, to attract particularly popular activities – shifting the character of the cluster from entrepreneurial epicentre to leisure and consumption epicentre. To mention the most important ones, 
· The main entrance building converted to Centro Vasco da Gama (see Fig.12), a regional shopping mall (opened on 27 April 1999);
· The main exhibition pavilions, converted to Lisbon International Exhibition Fair;
· Utopia Pavilion, converted to MEO Arena - Lisbon's main multi-purpose indoor arena;
· Knowledge of the Seas Pavilion, converted to science museum;
· Another exhibition pavilion, converted to a bowling centre, but subsequently demolished;
· Future Pavilion converted into Casino;
· The Observation tower (Vasco da Gama Tower) was converted into luxury hotel and conference centre, mainly addressed to business world, and opened in September 2012.
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Fig 11; World Expo site, Lisbon (left). Fig 12; Centro Vasco da Gama converted into shopping mall (right).
Finally, regarding all species of clusters of post-industrial economies, including cultural, creative and leisure epicentres, Neto and Serano (2009) introduce ‘territorial governance model’ as significant parameter for sustainable growth. Drawing from experience and paradigms in French cities, they argue that a successful ‘territorial governance’ model of clusters of post-industrial economies lies on 
(a) attracting a combination of economic activities and enterprises; 
(b) encouraging the creation of public and private units engaged in a partnership, and focused on synergies around common innovative projects and on knowledge production and sharing processes; 
(c) public policies aiming at regional processes of competitiveness, and based on intervention models with a strong emphasis on a coordinated action industry-territory. 
The above three parameters have according to Neto and Serano (2009) been particularly effective in terms of ensuring sustainability for territories and clusters in French cities.

3. Some concluding points.

Following two decades of experience on the rise of cultural and leisure clusters, there is nowadays a clear witness that a large number of such epicentres are a success story whilst some others show signs of decay. Thus, the question of sustainability of such epicentres has lately become a central concern of urban planning and design scholars. International experience and the analysis of a sample of cultural and leisure epicentres in European cities in terms of spatial, morphological, economic and social characteristics, reveal certain parameters as critical for sustainability (see Gospodini 2017)	
· Land-use mix, and especially the presence of creative industries forming sub-clusters within cultural and leisure epicentres can increase the degree of sustainability.
· The geographic location of the cluster in the urban grid and its ‘integration’ - spatial, economic and social – to the adjoining urban areas, local societies, existing economic activities and economic heritage, can increase the cluster’s sustainability.
· The spatial scale of a cultural and leisure cluster has to match with the population size and the economic status of the city in the hierarchies of the global urban systems.
· An effective governance model for cultural and creative clusters has to (a) focus on attracting a combination of economic activities and enterprises, and (b) put a strong emphasis on coordinated industry-territory actions.
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