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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

The urban is a site of diversity, multiplicity and conviviality under threat
from commercialization, not least through tourism. The dominant sociospatial logic of capitalism has urbanized its extractive practices
capturing value from the urban and social fabric and its aﬀective and
communicative values. This monetizing of everyday life through all
manners of platform capitalism embedded in ubiquitous connectivity
will erode urban cultural diversity. As a counter measure the paper
discusses the theoretical contours of urban conviviality and will
conceptually explore how to re-story the urban fostering such
conviviality, engaging with the most recent tourism policy of the city of
Amsterdam. Conviviality mediated through a vibrant urban fabric can
make for spaces of alterity and reinstate use-value as central to our
economic systems. Countering thereby capitalist monoculture of
urbanity, urban design animated by care and responsiveness can foster
multiplicity and conviviality. Applied to the tourism encounter and a
reoriented understanding of hospitality allows for tourism animated by
autonomy and creativity, personal interdependence and redistributive
justice, contributing to the momentum needed to overturn the
deadening urban frontier of capital accumulation.
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Introduction
With a growing majority of the global population living in rapidly expanding cities, an urban age has
dawned. Urban spaces are some of the most intensely designed and ordered spaces, made and
maintained by certain people and institutionalized processes guided by praxis, discourse and
spirit-de-temps. This ordering is then maintained, made and remade through diﬀerent usage by
diﬀerent people, making urban spaces a contested terrain. Urbanization can thereby be seen as a
planetary process deeply enmeshed with the dominant political-economic system, rather than primarily as a question of settlement type (see Brenner & Schmid, 2015). Moreover, this contestation
does not only reside in scripted or determined political projects of those who order space and
the diﬀerent users of that space, but also lies in the very materiality of space making the urban
fabric ‘vibrant’ and holding within it the force of its own transformation (Bennett, 2010).
One element of contestation over city spaces is tourism. Cities are important sites for tourism
whereby a healthy visitor economy can contribute to how a city develops and provides for the
living conditions of its residents and visitors alike. Following Ashworth and Page’s (2011), call to
engage tourism with wider debates in urban studies this paper will address theoretical aspects of
how to provide for sustainability and inclusivity in the tourist city, introducing the notion of
CONTACT Edward H. Huijbens

edward.huijbens@wur.nl;

@huijbense

© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives License (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/), which permits non-commercial re-use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original work is properly cited, and is not altered, transformed, or built upon in any way.

2

E. H. HUIJBENS

conviviality as originally posited by Illich (1973) focusing on the urban fabric itself as a tool to achieve
it. To do this, it is necessary to lay out some steps of reclaiming the centrality of use values to our
economic systems, as opposed to deﬁning ‘urban tourism’ or reaching some kind of a blueprint
for the ideal tourist encounter. A review of the most recent tourism policy of the city of Amsterdam
calls for these steps to be ﬁrst and foremost rigorously theoretically underpinned to grasp how urban
spaces can foster the aspired and alluded to multiplicity and conviviality therein through spatial
design. The key question therefore revolves around the socio-spatial regulations of host–guest
relations and related mobilities and what role the very urban fabric has in making for these particular
types of convivial encounters in welcoming the other.
In what follows, the necessary steps will be cast against the background of the city becoming capital’s primary playground and the challenges city planners and municipal authorities are faced with
when accommodating tourism as a vehicle of exchange. To counter an understanding of the
tourism encounter as one merely of economic exchange, it is important to understand how this
encounter can be re-storied as one of diﬀerent uses and mutuality rather than market competition
and economic gains. This mutuality then needs to be further elaborated upon, and here conviviality
will be introduced as the conceptual tool to apply to the encounter, as a means to accommodate diversity and multiplicity and take on board the very urban fabric in which these encounters take place. How
this works in practice then needs to be explored through interrogating tourism development plans
generated from stakeholders, not least in places suﬀering from ‘overtourism’ or where the limits of
acceptable change in terms of industry development are being transgressed. Indicative ideas on
how to make for convivial urban spaces in the context of the tourism encounter and how future
research taking inspiration from this could look like thereby needs to sketched. As such the following
discussion is drawn from reﬂections on city planning proposals in the city of Amsterdam to address its
oversized and spatially concentrated tourism economy. At the same time, and within the limits of a
single journal article, this paper represents the conceptual scaﬀolding for such an interrogation, hopefully inspiring more to follow in its wake with informed proposals in diﬀerent urban contexts.

Background
Cities around the world are rapidly growing as ever more people migrate to urban settings. According to the United Nations, the year 2014 marked a pivotal year whereby the majority of the global
population lives in urban areas. In 2020 56.2% of humanity are urbanites with this percentage projected to grow to 60.4% by 2030. In the most popular global tourism destination, the European
Union, a full 75% of the population currently lives in urban areas according to the World Bank
(2021). As such cities are central to the attainment of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
and their importance is enshrined in global development policy (UN-Habitat, 2020), wherein
tourism has an ever more prominent role. Moreover, the city is ‘the skeleton and spinal cord of
the multitude, that is, the built environment that supports its activity, and the social environment
that constitutes a repository and skill set of aﬀects, social relations, habits, desires, knowledges,
and cultural’ (Hardt & Negri, 2009, p. 249). As such the city is very much a site of diversity entangled
with the very urban fabric, the bricks and mortar, a city is made of. This very urban fabric plays and
ever more prominent role in our lives, not least through capital appropriation of real-estate markets,
but also in a more direct material sense.
As urbanity is becoming a ubiquitous way of life, so is capitalism, in particular in its neoliberal guise.
Thereby all manners of materiality and relations are being monetized and appropriated in the process
of capital accumulation, enslaving people as servants to this process (Illich, 1973). Indeed; ‘capitalism
depends on a repertoire of strategies for appropriating the unpaid work/energy of humans and the
rest of nature outside the commodity system’ (Moore, 2015, p. 54). With rapidly growing cities, the
urban fabric has emerged as capital’s primary playground wherein ‘[c]apital continues to move
around in search of a “spatial ﬁx” to its overaccumulation problems but at an accelerating rate’
(Harvey, 2017, p. 189). And indeed everything is being commodiﬁed (Simon, 2013). Beyond the
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property markets of mushrooming cities, studded by starchitects’ showmanship, the very culture and
life of the city is being appropriated through commodiﬁcation exploiting and dispossessing urban
dwellers, and tourism plays its role therein (see: Harvey, 2005, pp. 160–161).
A well-known example thereof are the associated troubles of ‘overtourism’ and the transgression
of the limits of acceptable change, at least to inner city inhabitants, in the case of Amsterdam. The
aspiration of the municipal authorities in Amsterdam in tackling these issues is about creating a ‘city
in balance’ (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019). In the policy they aspire to establish a new equilibrium
between quality of life and hospitality. Their assumption is that growth will not stop and ‘shrewd’
changes need to be made to maintain the balance. Two focus areas are identiﬁed. The former is
of interest here as it focuses on attractive mixed use developments and more space to be provided
for guests and locals on the streets and canals in more areas of the city. But when scrutinizing the
measures introduced to achieve this, a distinct lack of a nuanced understanding of what the tourism
encounters entails prevails. It is mainly about an economic exchange or one of commodiﬁed beneﬁts
to be facilitated whilst locals can go about their daily lives either detached from their guests or coopted in the exchange.
Indeed the policy, albeit captivatingly worded, seems to extend the spatial register of capitalism
and the process of appropriation of cultural forms, histories and creativity, which render spaces ﬂat
and lives one-dimensional in the words Marcuse (1964). As Tsing (2015, p. 61) puts it: ‘Like a giant
bulldozer, capitalism appears to ﬂatten the earth to its speciﬁcations’ (see also Smith, 2005).
Today this process of commodiﬁcation is being accelerated by ubiquitous connectivity where
smart networks are being introduced as the leitmotifs of urban governance (Meijer & Bolívar,
2016; Kitchin, 2014), colonizing lifeworlds (Couldry & Mejias, 2019), providing means of control
(Iveson & Maalsen, 2019) and dictating how people relate (Mould, 2021, p. 16). This process the authorities in Amsterdam want to tackle ‘shrewdly’, partnering with locals to make them and their guests
alike feel more at home. Yet on the individual level, consumption thereby emerges as a privileged
site for the fabrication of self and society, culture and identity. The co-creation of commodities
with consumers and prosumerism evident in the policy are examples of the rise of ‘soft capitalism’
‘governing bodies and other objects for the sake of proﬁt’ (Thrift, 2005, p. 10), whereby life itself is
becoming a ‘ﬁctitious commodity’ (Rossi, 2013, p. 1069). Further tourism examples include online
platform intermediaries linking demand and supply in the provision of mobility, accommodation,
food and travel experiences (Srnicek, 2016). A well-documented example is the ways in which
Airbnb and similar short-term rental platforms are transforming the organization and conditions
of tourism (Adamiak, 2020). But as Harvey (2017) makes clear:
… a rapid appreciation of exchange values (e.g. in land and property markets) does not necessarily imply any
increase in values and may not mean any substantial improvement in use values. (p. 87)

How to reclaim this use value and improve the quality of life in the city therefore requires a reframing
of the ways in which everyday life in the city and people’s encounters are understood. It is important
to understand how this encounter can be re-storied as one of mutuality rather than market competition and exchange.

The encounter re-storied
In a world where capitalism seems the ‘only game in town’ individualized competition in the marketplace has emerged as a way of life. Stengers (2015) states that ‘this is a perpetual state of war that
capitalism makes the rule’ (p. 23) and has permeated every aspect of life. She goes on to claim that
the State has merely become an extension of capitalism, servant to the ‘imperatives of growth and
competition’ (p. 12, see also Harvey 2005). In tourism, the primacy placed on the industry as an
engine of growth, employment and revenue generation is well recognized and thoroughly critiqued
for instance in relations to the UN SDGs. This critique revolves around countering the objectifying
gaze of tourism, raising issues of gender equity, facilitating engagement with Indigenous
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perspectives and other paradigms, thinking through degrowth and the circular economy, introducing complex participatory governance and planning and ethical consumption (see: Boluk et al.,
2019; Bianchi & de Man, 2021). Countering the neoliberal hegemony as manifest in tourism leads
thereby to a focus on other perspectives and partnerships which give agency and voice to grassroots
stakeholders and those furthest away from the vectors of power (Scheyvens & Cheer, 2021). How
these partnerships take on the guise of customer-to-customer (C2C) social practices, co-creation
and prosumerism can be explored in terms of shaping positive tourism experiences (Pandey &
Kumar, 2020; Richards, 2011), but here caution needs to be exercised countering the underlying
assumption that all people are tacitly expected to crave convenience, comfort and mobility
(Wood, 2007). Thereby to inform these oft construed promising critiques of the tourism ‘growth
paradigm’ (Viken, 2014), a more fundamental revaluing of the potential of partnerships and what
human interactions and encounters are about needs to take place. To start with, there is an
urgent need to recognize the bias of believing in competition and survival in face of scarcity as parameters of life. This bias is so insidious that it has been made true in social interaction and transposed
to analogies of organism as economic and competitive agents, passing even unnoticed in biology
literature (Escobar et al., 2022).
The idea that human interaction is animated and motivated by competition has its roots in a very
particular interpretation of Darwin’s theory of evolution. Going against the prevailing interpretation
of the time, Kropotkin (1902/1939) claimed that this was a misreading of Darwin. Finding this
interpretation ‘petty, unintelligent and narrow minded’ (see p. 18), he claimed that Darwin’s use
of competition was metaphorical, or ‘a way-of-speaking’ rather than describing real scenarios of
competition between species or their means of existence. Imagining thus that competition directed
evolutionary progress was not only wholly unproven, but ‘lacked conﬁrmation from direct observation’ (p. 14). Kropotkin’s main work, Mutual Aid, ‘remains a classic, linking thousands of years of
human sensibility and sociability with deep evolutionary, “pre-human” preference towards mutualism’ (Patrizio, 2019, p. 79). According to Kropotkin, Darwin was conveying that species compete by
way of developing competences to adapt (see also Grosz, 2011). Thereby what Kropotkin argued is
that what concomitantly occurs with the occasional energy exhausting ﬁght for survival (and of far
greater evolutionary importance) is mutual co-operation. What propels this ‘mutual aid’ is:
… a feeling inﬁnitely wider than love or personal sympathy – an instinct that has been slowly developed among
animals and men in the course of an extremely long evolution, and which has taught animals and men alike the
force they can borrow from the practice of mutual aid and support and the joys they can ﬁnd in social life. (p. 16)

Kropotkin’s eﬀorts are part of a burgeoning tradition of opening our imagination to re-story human
and material relations (see e.g. Graeber & Wengrow, 2021). A re-storying helping us ‘ … to search for
the joy we directly ﬁnd in cooperation, sharing, and helping’ (Protevi, 2019, p. 131). As Grosz (2011)
points out, individual will, desires and pleasures animates life as forms of coordinating modes of
openness, thereby opening Darwin’s work to nonreductive politics (p. 168). As Bregman (2020,
pp. 69, 214) underlines, humans are ‘ultrasocial learning machines. We are born to learn, to bond
and to play’, creating a distinct evolutionary advantage (see also Kropotkin, 1902/1939, pp. 32, 61,
99, 171) nurtured by all our preceding evolution (Kropotkin, 1902/1939, p. 229).
Kropotkin’s (1902/1939) aim was to counter what he terms the ‘cancerous growth of individualism’, through vividly describing examples of both primitive and most importantly medieval social
institutions of mutual aid and the ways they were ‘scaled up’ with growing populations and urbanism. The ‘narrow bonds which united men’ (p. 113) maintained by the inseparability of law, morality
and facts he set against the domineering agenda of capitalist State building. Despite the actively
‘crushing powers’ of the modern State and its economic logic Kropotkin urges a focus on the everyday practices and relations at play in human life (p. 184). Kropotkin provides examples of many
associations ‘based on the readiness to sacriﬁce time, health, and life if required’ (p. 217) constitutive
of the ‘narrow bonds’. With focus on these associative bonds, Stengers (2015) advocates for cultivating the art of paying attention to the possible, starting with attending to the manners in which we
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can escape the pervasive grip of capitalism. Being together and thinking collectively has actively
been foreclosed and destroyed she claims. Possibilities lie therefore in other narratives, focused
on thinking and acting together, opening up the competition enclosure of the mind. Like Illich
(1973) however, she is wary of all manners of utopianisms, honouring rather divergence and diﬀerences based on what people make matter countering debilitating perfectionism of all relations.
Thereby she advocates for the middle ground of thought, i.e. what is proportionate in relation to
the environment in which decisions are made (Stengers, 2015, p. 121). Grappling with these ways
of revaluing human and material relations, the second convivialist manifesto focuses squarely on
this ‘art of living together’ and ‘conviviality’ which to them is:
Over and against neoliberalism, productivism, and populism, it values relations of cooperation that allow
humans to compete with each other without hubris and violence, by taking care of one another and nature.
(Convivialist International, 2020, p. 1)

The question to be posed in this context is to what extent tourism can be thought of as energizing
that middle ground of thinking, generative of particular spaces of care and multiplicity.

The tourism encounter
Mark Twain (1869) quipped that ‘[t]ravel is fatal to prejudice, bigotry and narrow-mindedness’
(p. 650) and indeed much promise is invested in tourism as a source of fostering mutual understandings, appreciating cultural relativity, contributing to peace building and global citizenship
(Smith, 1978; Hermann et al., 2019). Much beyond the unchosen bonds of kinship and of neighbours, the tourism encounter is one between individuals in chance-a chance meetings, of choice
and freedom. Those who travel ‘leap over the wall, ﬁguratively or literally, thus demonstrating a
willingness to depart from the protective boundaries of the known and the familiar’ (Tuan,
1986, p. 13). Nash (1978) points out; ‘[t]he tourist is almost an ideal-typical example of what
Simmel (see Wolﬀ, 1950, pp. 402–407) had in mind when he formulated his conception of
the stranger’ (p. 40; quoting Wolﬀ, 1950). This Simmelian formulation of the stranger is of a particular category of individual who ‘is near and far at the same time’ and thereby in relation to
the stranger they are:
… close to us, insofar as we feel between him and ourselves common features of a national, social, occupational, or generally human, nature. He is far from us, insofar as these common features extend beyond him
or us, and connect us only because they connect great many people. (In Wolﬀ, 1950, p. 404, emphasis original)

This middle ground of nearness and farness represented by the tourist in the urban underpins a
tourism encounter animated by a; ‘ … routine calculus of exchange with unknown others:
ongoing negotiations of proximity and boundaries premised on varying degrees of familiarity, intimacy and trust … ’ (Koch & Miles, 2021, p. 1380). This prompts the question of what informs the
routine calculus of exchange:
… how should we welcome the stranger, the sojourner, the traveller, the other? Where might hospitable
encounters occur, and what kind of spaces does hospitality produce? Who is able to perform the welcoming
host, and who can be admitted as a guest? And in extending hospitality to the other, how should we deﬁne
our individual, communal, or national self? (Germann-Molz & Gibson, 2007, p. 1)

In tourism, conviviality and its associated ontology of convivialism is a contribution to the understanding of the host–guest relations, which has long been the focus of tourism scholarship (see
Smith, 1978). Extant analysis however present a rather basic understanding and grappling with
social-cultural impacts and stressors of guests and/or revert to reifying conviviality as commodity
(see e.g. Lehto et al., 2020). Contrarily Büscher and Fletcher (2020) present tourism as an avenue
for convivial conservation, whereby the encounter would be moved from ‘voyeurism to engaged visitation’ and tourism becomes a vehicle for democratic engagement and social and ecological justice
(pp. 168–169).
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Beyond these reformulation of the social and material relations, space matters. Arguably ‘[t]he gift
and surprise that is the Other can only wander in when that space is open’ (Farage, 2013, p. 46).
Moreover,
… my hunch is that the image of dead or thoroughly instrumentalized matter feeds human hubris and our
earth-destroying fantasies of conquest and consumption … if a set of moral principles is actually to be lived
out, the right mood or landscape of aﬀect has to be in place … [and] we have to be perceptually open to it.
(Bennett, 2010, pp. ix, xii and 14)

What the current climate and biodiversity crisis, not least the Covid crisis, should make clear by now
is that non-humans impinge upon society and force people to bow. In fact they own people in a way
and are thereby more-than-/non-human making life livable. Thereby and under these conditions:
‘One of our responsibilities as human people is to ﬁnd ways to enter into reciprocity with the
more-than-human world’ (Kimmerer, 2013, p. 190).
The routine calculus of exchange is thus more than social and extends to the very material urban
fabric as well. What Bregman (2020) argues is for a society based on trust and recognizing that
nothing is more powerful than people acting because they want to act (p. 278). In Stengers
(2015) intervention to the domination of growth and competition as the only conceivable horizons
of people’s aspirations, she evokes matters of concern and ‘new powers of acting, feeling, imagining,
and thinking’ (p. 24). Kropotkin (1902/1939) foresaw the gradual extension of the institutes of mutual
aid to global proportions. As these had developed from tribes, through clans to cities and later
trade unions, these would ‘ﬁnally embrace one day the whole of mankind without respect to its
diverse creeds, languages, and races’ (p. 180). The tourism encounter in the city can indeed be conceived of as a conduit of global stretch and duration for new powers of acting, feeling, imagining,
and thinking and for that, space matters. Therefore a rigorously theoretically underpinned excursion
to grasp how urban spaces can foster multiplicity and conviviality through spatial design is needed.

The spatility of conviviality
In Richard Sennett’s book The Fall of Public Man (1996/1977), a critique is levied on modern architecture and the production of what he termed ‘dead public spaces’. These spaces he saw as manifesting
the rise of individualism and the compartmentalization of social life. For him the public realm was
being erased as people slowly were losing their sense of publicness and becoming individual strangers navigating the city. Sennett (1996) saw ‘the eﬀacement of the res publica by the belief that
social meanings are generated by the feelings of individual human beings’ (p. 339), with the consequence of obscuring urban spaces as a realm for social life. On ﬁrst impression a notion of conviviality
may seem to address Sennett’s critique, whereby the urban should be conceived as an all-inclusive
open-air living room or a space where all can meet and interact, potentially restoring the res publica
eﬀaced by individualism. As such the urban has indeed revealed itself as the site of contestation,
where people sharing diﬀerent ideas and desires interact and often clash. Analyzing these can
reveal a counter-cartography of ideals on the uses of urban spaces and assess their publicness
through how present these other voices and viewpoints are (Mitchell, 2003, p. 35).
Such an analysis of the mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion though, mostly views urban spaces
in terms of the individualism and social compartmentalization Sennett (1996) saw emerging as result
of modern architecture. Certainly part and parcel of Sennett’s idea of the res publica, struggles are
playing out in our cities, whereby people take space to get political messages across, as is being
done worldwide today in numerous demonstrations. But as the urban emerges as this realm for
social interaction, it lends itself all too easily to be seen as a mere stage in which these interactions
play out. Seeing space itself as the tool for taking and making the city in the everyday is the next
step, as:
Conviviality rests immensely on the imaginative potential of the individual and the everyday use of tools rather
than premised on a political mass mobilization or institutional territories of anti-industrial resistance. It is
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through the individual rediscovery of everyday life and tools, we begin to imagine convivial commonwealth
alternatives to industrialism, cultivated and vitalized as social challenges to industrial forms of life. (Atasay,
2013, p. 63)

Critiquing the use of the urban as a mere scene for social interactions, the urban fabric provides for a
multidimensional balance of human life and framework for evaluating relations (Illich, 1973). Iveson
(2007) sees material urban space as the space of the public, meaning that it is the space and its materiality that is to be taken over, appropriated and hence the nature of that space’s publicness determined. Drawing on Lefebvre (1991), he argues that space is simultaneously material and mediated
and thereby it is rather the lived spaces that are manifest everyday, which play a more active, albeit
smaller-scale role, in the mediation and production of urban space.
The urban is thus a lived space performed by ‘a crowd [that] must be fully individuated, but by
group individuations that are not reducible to the individuality of the subjects that compose the
crowd’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 341). Moving from the individual to individuation the urban
becomes:
… raw matter-energy, [which] through a variety of self-organising processes and an intense, immanent power
of morphogenesis, generates all the structures that surround us … render[ing] matter-energy ﬂows, rather than
the structures thereby generated, the primary reality. (DeLanda, 1997, p. 509)

The compartmentalized individual is in reality ‘one and the many’ as people are energy, at one with
the raw matter energy of space making the urban a seething mass of energy, immanent to which is
its own transformative potential. The individuated individual, one with the urban, reinstates the res
publica, not so much ‘for active social life, for the conﬂict and play of interests, [but] for the experience of human possibility’ (Sennett, 1996, p. 340), but moreover in terms of how people becomeurban. Including space is a recognition that the world is ceaseless and ongoing and although
having settled into balanced states such as the urban fabric as we know it, this fabric is full of
gaps as alternatives, or potential that need to be recognized. Following Deleuze (1990), everything
in whichever way it is conceived can never be fully apprehended, each part concludes with a beginning, there is always more, always an and … Inspired by this Deleuzian thinking on underpinning the
immanent potential of alternatives Mould (2021) proposes ‘7 ethics against capitalism’. The seven he
proposes are about mutualism, transmaterialism, minoritarianism, decodiﬁcation, slowness, failure
and love. Each of these could form an analytical theme for the manifestation of convivial tourism
and host–guest relations but as Mould (2021) highlights,
… opening up the spaces to allow the recognition and indeed a celebration of the diﬀerent forms of living
justly in this world, beyond the totalizing hegemonic force of capitalism, is an ethical act. (p. 23, emphasis
original)

In the words of Fincher and Iveson (2015), conviviality would then be about the ethics of care
in the city, achieved by opening up spaces of empathetic and selﬂess encounters. At the same
time going against the interpretation of nature’s love, peace and harmony being destroyed by
the ascent of humans into civil society, yet agreeing that things did go seriously awry through
appropriative enclosures and stating ‘this is mine’ (see Bregman, 2020, p. 100; Graeber &
Wengrow, 2021). The challenge is then of ﬁnding a home in the city and with each other
on the premise of social and material reciprocity as opposed to seeing space as a bag of appropriationable single use commodities. As Lugosi (2009) explored in a hospitality context, we can
move beyond focusing on host–guest relations as individualized exchange and see how tourists’
perceptions and actions shape the production of hospitality and more importantly how particular spaces render hospitality or inhospitality. Moving beyond the focus on the social interaction
between individuals and how these can be convivial, what is of particular interest, and of fundamental importance when it comes to notions of conviviality, is then the role of the materiality
of the space itself and how on-going relationality can potentially be accommodated in the
urban.
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Discussion: on making convivial spaces
Making the urban fabric into a tool for convivial encounters in the city is an augmented ‘sacred
journey’ Graburn (1978) talked about, whereby ‘the most minimal kinds of tourism, such as a
picnic in the garden, contain elements of the magic of tourism’ (p. 19). Although his focus was on
the fact that backyard picnics entailed movement and an unusual setting, the point remains. In
the nooks and crannies of our urban fabric magic resides and urban tourism can be truly a
voyage of discovery. Not only of self, and the consuming of spectacularised attractions, but as contributing to a vibrant urban fabric of alterity and otherness, making for autonomy and creativity in
repurposing and reappropriating the tools that make up for the current commodiﬁed everyday life in
the city. It all starts with the stories told. If the story of the city is one of the spectacle that needs to be
ticked of the proverbial bucket list, few sites will become inundated by the masses in search for the
one mediated experience. Examples abound already of cities inundated by the proverbial ‘golden
hordes’ and suﬀering ‘overtourism’ today. The current policy response however represent business
as usual albeit more spatially distributed and garbed in fancy wording of inclusivity and partnerships.
Designing relationally and designing for relationality which seems the aspiration of the policy of
Amsterdam introduced at the outset is about making for the conditions of life of individuated interdependence. Escobar et al. (2022) argue that the prevalent denial of relationality is responsible for
the current impasse in terms of climate, biodiversity and capitalism excess, whilst creating an illusion
of individual in-dependence. As such making convivial spaces is not about radical alterations of the
urban fabric, or tearing it apart, but about recognizing all the other stuﬀ that resides in the urban
fabric and people rely on in their everyday lives (Amin & Thrift, 2007, p. 114). What is highlighted
here is the recognition of practices of alterity, doing and being otherwise, but at the same time
and more radically put:
We always need to be several steps ahead of the capitalist mulching machine, reinventing these struggles, devising new language, new political strategies, new ideas, new forms of activism. (Smith, 2005, p. 891)

Space is indeed in a perpetual state of becoming and is one made for by the uses of the urban as it
makes for these uses. Today, the seemingly stable, albeit dynamic, spatial order of capitalist accumulation is running up against conditions of its own excessiveness. The tourism encounter is becoming
more and more ‘ … a matter of choice [through ICT] as much as chance, many long-standing norms
and conventions through which intimacy and trust among strangers is negotiated are being reconﬁgured’ (Koch & Miles, 2021, p. 1380). In response, the terms of tourism and hospitality, these can be
rendered as about situations that do not lend themselves to straight forward rationalisations of the
exchange exasperated through ITC. As a consequence, everywhere and in everything we do, with
each and every moment, there is ‘an endless struggle with the diﬀerence of daily existence’
(Caputo, 2003, p. 171) engaging space in its own transformation. However plausible one ﬁnds
this, the convivial imaginary provides all a place from which to have the power to aﬀect. These
are situated encounters that lead up to an elaboration on ‘non-representing’ space (Thrift, 2008)
and the ‘art of the political’ (Amin & Thrift, 2013). In this context it is indeed our; ‘duty not to be constrained into three-dimensional space […] What would happen to me there? I would lose the interiority of my heart’ as the convivial instigator Ivan Illich explained in a conversation with Cayley (1992,
pp. 113–114).
Representations of space, rendered predominantly through capital exchange and so often dominating tourism development policies, need to be seen as the ‘lived spaces’ they are, whereby the
heart has a place (Lefebvre, 1991). The challenge to be addressed is how to render tourism
spaces and places hospitable, i.e. less based on an impatient mode of individualized pragmatism
serving short term growth imperatives and more based on ‘local, positive, spontaneous, co-creative
and emergent process’ (Wood, 2007, p. 5). A destination that is radically open and welcoming is one
in which ﬂow and energy is the primary motor as opposed to representations and form. Thereby
attunement becomes the operational word as opposed to ownership, in recognition of the fact
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that we are ‘fully sensuous mind–body organisms in a ﬂuent and contiguous multi-dimensional
time–space world’ (Wood, 2007, p. 81). The city and its consumable ‘spectacles’ marketed by
tourism DMOs can thereby be rendered ﬂuid:
When we open up an object and combine its material composition with our own knowledge drawn from our
cultural and social conditioning, the commodities all around us suddenly can become anything we want
them to be. (Mould, 2021, p. 68)

Moving thus beyond the commodity fetish and the neoliberal utopia of a fully codiﬁed smart city is
crucial to recognize the power of space. This power can be realized and sensed at the margins of
what currently makes up the urban. In opening up the spaces on the margins ‘ … the stakes [are
raised] for asking what else is going on – not in some protected enclave, but rather everywhere,
both inside and out’ (Tsing, 2015, p. 61). Or as Tsing succinctly puts it in concluding her work; ‘we
can still explore the overgrown verges of our blasted landscapes – the edges of capitalist discipline,
scalability, and abandoned resource plantations’ (p. 282). These edges are not to be seen as the parameters of scarcity to be overcome, but the actual conditions for the proliferation of life and allowing
for ‘ … an auspicious culture of serendipity’ (Wood, 2007, p. 168).
Exploring alterity, the edges of capital accumulation and allowing for ﬂow, urban architecture
needs to be deﬁned and understood ‘ … as the organization of complexity … shifting architecture
to organize complexity’ (Krasny, 2020, p. 54). In the encyclopedic volume on the Anthropocene
emphasizing connectedness, Krasny promotes ‘respons-able and care-full architecture’ in recognition of the fact that:
Despite the stories of universal logic and rationality that prevail throughout infrastructure space, irrationality
rules in a world that is susceptible to the most immaterial rumors and unlikely events. (Easterling, 2016, p. 240)

As stated at the outset of this paper, the urban is one of the most intensely ordered spaces, wherein
rendering it as a tourist attraction plays a role. Making space for irrationality, alterity and ﬂow is a
recognition of the fact that:
Design determines who and what will be made public. And, in this way, the construction of the built environment is not just about justice or injustice, but it is also about the greater moral formation of the community
because publicity and proximity can aﬀect one’s desire and ability to tend to tragic circumstances. (Perillo,
2015, p. 56)

Making for the lived spaces of conviviality is thereby about inclusion, and recognition of all the
diﬀerent lifeworlds lived in cities every day. Tourism as part and parcel of commodifying the
urban needs to be ‘hacked’ in the words of Easterling (2016), whereby ‘breaking up monopolies,
increasing access to broadband, or exposing enclaves to richer forms of urbanity is to engage in
the political power of disposition in infrastructure space’ (p. 214). This celebration of everyday hospitality has ramiﬁcations beyond the tourism encounter and can inform immigration policy and how
to receive refugees as Koefoed et al. (2021) explore in the Danish and Norwegian contexts.
What Easterling urges is that in the becoming-smart-city there is an imperative to make the technology of hyperconnectivity and infrastructure space work for us, not the other way around (Illich, 1973). A
city with free and widely accessible broadband for instance allows for that. At the same time, space
needs to be made for the body. Allowing for the very carnality of being and only open, free public
spaces, free of motorized traﬃc and/or scripted behavioural norms can allow for that, such as in the
proposed green spaces of the Amsterdam plan. Allowing other life into the urban is also crucial,
wild green spaces which allow us to ‘ … become more imaginatively in touch with the ebb and
ﬂow of the living world’ (Wood, 2007, p. 67) and ‘developing earthly attachments’ crucial to our wellbeing and that of the lifeworld more generally (Huijbens, 2021). The creative alertness, care, reciprocity
and responsiveness are features then of the urban to be lauded and promoted. In a nutshell:
Openness to diﬀerence, acceptance of principles of interconnectedness and nonhierarchy are not vague universals but protocols that ensure practical ﬂourishing of a discipline. (Patrizio, 2019, p. 158)
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Indeed, this living and vibrant urban fabric becomes animated through the narrator. People are
homo narrans, but people express stories through more than oral narration. Worlds are enacted
and made stronger by the stories told and these can revolutionize thought. But a story works not
only at the level of the intellect, but through our bodies and society and thereby needs to be understood multidimensionally, yet body centred. Making the urban the scene of openness and embodied
interconnectedness makes for the spatial practices of the lived material world and that of radical hospitality and a true welcoming of the other, which the city of Amsterdam seems to be aspiring for.

Conclusions
The conceptual framing provided for in this paper allows us to see the ‘invisible cities’ within. A
city animated by the politics and practices of relationality, making for on-goingness, process and
ﬂow. The ubiquitous connectivity of the smart city is at current providing for platform capitalism
commodifying all aspects of social life and life itself. But this hyperconnectivity can also be a
platform for reclaiming use-values of the everyday and fostering a contagious conviviality
mediated through our cities via global connectivity and tourism encounters (see e.g. Hobbis,
2021). Indeed ‘contact is contagious’ (Bregman, 2020, p. 358) and making for the convivial
encounter in the city and truly welcoming the other is then about allowing for and managing
alterity and complexity through care and responsiveness fostering a planetary consciousness as
Kropotkin dreamt of as the prerequisite of redistributive justice. The tourism encounter is then
about radical hospitality focused on the embodied lived spatial practices of the everyday,
whereby sometimes people simply have to give in to the place – simply sit down and smell
the roses. What emerges thereby in socio-spatial registers are the multiplicity of practices
that make up the city, countering it as spectacle or one where the everyday life of locals
need to be partnered into the commodity. By giving in, the art of paying attention to the possible can be cultivated, precipitating an experimental form of everydayness that relies on creative
energies and desires whereby people are not consuming individuals, but individuated parts of
the city as it is made and remade every day.
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