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because they are newly constructed, but because the process of decoding should
allow us to recognize what has happened throughout the periods of origin and de-
velopment of the urban group.2 Here, the concept of historic center is upheld as
memory or testimony. If around 100,000 people live in the historic center of
Quito, more than 300,000 visit it daily.

In the relationship center-periphery, urban imaginaries are constructed that
may embody the entire city or parts of it.> The historic center may assume that
double condition, but the periphery may not. At most, it may happen that the re-
production of one in the other is sought; that is, for example, that the balcony is
reproduced in the periphery, marble is simulated with paint, or an arched win-
dow is designed.

The Historic Center as Public Space  The historic center has become the privileged
place of the tension that is lived in the city with respect to the relationships state-
society and public-private. This is so because the historic center is the place in the
city that changes the most — that is, the most receptive to adopting murations —
and because it is, on an urban level, the public space par excellence.

Itis a public space in the sense of being “everyone’s space.” This condition con-
fers a collective identity on the population living in the center, beyond the center
(space) and the present (time). This means that its public condition transcends
time (ancient-modern) and space (center-periphery), producing a transgenera-
tional and transterritorial legacy that generates a “derived citizenship” (through
inheritance). Therefore, it is a public space with a symbolic condition. If not, how
do we explain the fact that the Zapatistas trekked from Chiapas to the Zécalo, or
that the Ecuadorian Indians gathered at Independence Square? And they came
from distant territories with the aim that their demands would transcend the lo-
cal and national to the global.

We are talking about a special public space that does not exist in any other spot
in the city that has such a defined and developed public order. These are the par-
ticularities of the legal framework composed of particular laws, ordinances, codes,
and inventories,® and the multiple public organizations that make up the institu-
tional framework (national, local, and autonomous). This means that manage-
ment is carried out from the public level through a legitimacy of collective action,
regulation, and administration.

We are living the period of privatization of public management in all its di-
mensions, and it arrives at the historic centers in order to take part in the largest
and most important public space of each city. With the entrance of the private
business sector (national and international), there is a tendency toward change in
the institutional frameworks, management modalities, and politics of the historic
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centers. We have the profusion of councils (l.ima), corporations (Santiago), foun-
dations (Mexico City), and companies (Quito) pressuring the municipalities.
Large firms that invest directly in urban services (Cartagena, Bahfa) or buildings
(for example, American Express or McDonald’s) and multilateral credit organi-
zations that promote a greater participation of private employers (BID). And, in
addition, we should not forget the continuous presence of small real-estate and
commercial capital.

These new management modalities lead to new forms of construction of iden-
tities and imaginaries that, in turn, produce new questions: ls the sense of the na-
tional effaced in the local? Is social integration fragmented by market types? Does
globalization homogenize the politics of renovation?

The denationalization lived by the states — from the global perspective — cre-
ates a loss of the national character of identities generated by historic centers, since
their basic referents become international and local at the same time.¢ With this
tendency, historic centers become victims of civic abandonment and the loss of
their condition as public space. We also observe the concentration of property,
the penetration of transnational capital at the expense of small national capital,
and the reduction of the population’s commitment to the zone; that is, the ero-
sion of the sense of citizenship.

Privatization raises, for the first time, the discussion between the public and
the private within the historic center, which may lead to strengthening the historic
center’s public tendencies, to establishing new cooperative relationships between
the public and the private, to encouraging the meaning that “small patrimony”
has for capital, and to defining the economic and social sustainability of any un-
dertaking, among other things. However, privatization brings with it a bundle of
extremely important concerns and discussions that tie into the relationship of so-
ciety and state in the perspective of reconstructing the public space that is the his-
toric center.

If, as Garcfa Canclini says, a change in the city as public space has occurred
because it is “in the mass media where public space is now unwrapped for the pop-
ulation,” there is another critical factor. The media circuits now have greater
weight than the traditional meeting places within the cities, where identities were
formed and social imaginaries were constructed. From that perspective, historic
centers are on the losing end of a competition with the networks of communica-
tion. To survive, historic centers must adopt the methods of the communications
media. That is, they should operate as a communications medium that strengthens
its essence and, in the necessary search for referents among the population, steers
it back to the urban and historic centers.











