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Conitlicts over Space

ture have to be involved into this organic form
of commerce. Moreover should the traditional
outdoor markets appear in the new semi — pub-
lic spaces in the commercial centers? The an-
swer is opened.

In architectonic aspect, poverty is both obso-
lete and innovative new taboo.

Throughout the history of architecture, erect-
ing of structures for the rich has been observed.
The poor haven’t been users of structures de-
signed by architects. Moreover, structures for
the poor have usually been hidden in the coun-
tryside. Nowadays this taboo is abolished due to
provocative architectonic forms in public space.
The article presents selected projects and their
concepts.

The article deals with the social conflict, which
developed around the infamous cross in front
of the Presidential Palace in Warsaw. On April
15th 2010, eleven days after the Polish Presiden-
tial plane crashed in Smolenisk, members of the
Polish Scout Association placed an approx. ten
feet tall wooden cross in front of the Presiden-
tial Palace. Initially a place of mourning, soon
enough the site became became a space of a po-
litical and cultural conflict revolving around the
issues of religion and its visibility in public spaces.
The dispute about whether the cross should re-
main outside the Presidential Palace or whether
it should be removed, engaged many different
types of “publics” and undermined the popular
belief in the possibility of a consensus. Drawing
on Chantal Moufle’s and Ernesto Laclau’s the-
ory of radical democracy, the author analyzes
the multiple interventions in the “representative”
public space in front of the Presidential Palace —
of the scouts, who installed the cross; of the so
called “defenders of the cross,” who occupied
the area around it, once the Presidential Office
decided to remove it; of the counter-demonstra-
tors, who supported the decision to move the
cross to a nearby church. Seen as examples of
democracy in practice, these interventions also
help us to deconstruct such seemingly neutral
concepts as the “public sphere,” “public space,”
and “common good.”



