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With some attention to particular cases (drawn from readings and/or your own experience), critically reflect on the ways in which young people’s access to and negotiation of public spaces is influenced by class, race, and/or gender.

[bookmark: _GoBack]	The public spaces that exist in all neighborhoods hold both literal and symbolic importance to the younger generations that don’t have direct ownership over their personal spaces at home. My personal experiences support the general consensus that parents, guardians or legitimate property owners dictate the way domestic space is utilized. Trying to renegotiate this space through claims of individuality or artistic license proves difficult, as any freedom that an individual minor has access to is typically provided by—and also at the whim of—these authority figures. Public, shared and communal neighborhood spaces, therefore, become a platform of expression, and an outlet for dependent (yet independent-minded) youth. In this arena you can see the contrasting sexual demonstrations between genders, a microcosmic display of class barriers, and race distinctions. 
	While the existing public versus private binary in regard to expressions of sexuality and image demonstrates the prevalence of dichotic gender expectations in society, the constructive appropriations of space and media by the marginalized groups demonstrates and helps us to understand their specific needs. In her essay, Productive spaces: Girls’ bedrooms as sites of cultural production, Mary Kearney discusses the journey of women from being sequestered either selectively or by the opposite gender to the domestic sphere, their emergence into the male-dominated public, and lastly their rejection of conventional ideas of propriety and feminine use of space. Even throughout my lifetime, I can track the steps of this journey in my encounters with public space.
 During free periods at my high school boys would participate in various sports at the nearby park, while most of the girls (me and my friends included) who were aware of the sexual associations with our bodies, chose to forgo the invitation for more intimate socializing. This is not to say we were not athletic (each of my eight close girl friends were on a varsity team), we just chose to keep that sphere separate. As Kandy James asserted in “I just gotta have my own space!” this retrospectively were not just a result both of the “adult regulation of young female bodies, but also results from girls’ fear of ridicule in male-dominated public spaces.” Somewhat reminiscent of “The Ashleys” portrayed in the popular cartoon Recess (although we more keenly referred to ourselves as characters from Sex and the City), my group of girl friends would gather in a remote part of the park and discuss over coffee our blossoming romances, or any of the latest gossip. It was in these moments that we empowered each other to not accept lame excuses from our male-counterparts, force our interests to be priorities-- and in one instance how to utilize our superior intelligence to manipulate the boys who ran the student body. Luckily the “amplification of contemporary American girls’ voices beyond the walls of their bedrooms” had inspired these types of dispositions referred to by Kearny as “counter-publics.” While our individual bedrooms were protected by both ourselves and our parents as sacred, mysterious spaces, they were truly symbolic placeholders used as tools of attraction. During the day after school, they became the sites of congregation. Our bedrooms were actually both spaces that facilitated “cultural productivity” as asserted by Kearny, and spaces of leisure like “dancing, channel surfing… or flipping through pages of magazines” like scholars Jeanne Steele and Jane Brown contended. By 11th and 12th grade, at least for my friend group, the illusion was debunked when we had our first boyfriends and it became clear that we did not just dance around in PJs and write in diaries.  During the nighttime, however, public spaces took on a new identity. Parks, stoops and even sidewalks were reclaimed as places of freedom, debauchery, and coed intermingling which would have been unacceptable at home. The boys would unashamedly abuse the public space and possibly cause damage, while the girls took on the role of the caretakers that chastised bad behavior. Similar to Kevins accusations that “girls at goody-goody” and “performed obedience” in La Bannett’s She’s Mad Real, we too fell more easily into poise when confronted by figures of authority if being too rowdy. 
	While at first glance class identity seems to be one of the main factors that determine the way young people inhabit and use public spaces, self-proclaimed class categorization is mostly just the cause of contention over etiquette and certain standards of dress or appearance. Growing up in Brooklyn, I went to Packer Collegiate Institute – a predominately white and preppy high school that had an heir of pretention surrounding it. Of course us Brooklynites still thought we were more down to earth and less spoiled than Manhattan prep school attendees, but this was not a shared consensus amongst all Brooklyn youth. To the public school goers, we were the epitome of what we hated about Upper East Side youth. I remember walking past the theatre being constructed on Court Street with my parents, and having a conversation about my social future: “Alice, this is where you and your friends are going to hang out when you are older.” I was nine at the time. Eventually they were right, but along with the theatre came the unexpected questions self-identity and class awareness: Court Street Stadium 12 became a microcosm of the dichotic class tensions that had always existed in my neighborhood.  
Need to Talk about how Court Street Cinema was a place of racial tension. 



“If this last reason seems unusual, it has nothing to do with taste but everything to do with the teen-age audiences that action movies attract.”

Barbara Adler, a member of the local community board, said the crowds can get ''pretty rowdy,'' particularly on weekend nights. ''There's a lot of smoking,'' she said. ''There's a lot of cursing, loud talking, obnoxious behavior, pushing, jostling and hanging out, and complete disrespect for pedestrians walking through the street.'' 

''The idea that we will be invaded by 'those people over there' is, as far as I'm concerned, not-very-well-disguised racism,'' he said. ''We welcome the idea of a real movie theater, and what we were told was a Barnes & Noble, which would be a substantial step up from what's on that stretch of Court Street now.'' – racist undertones of the opposition
By vocalizing higher expectations of behaviors, one is reinforcing their own self-proclaimed socio-economic status that could be entirely immaterial.  

What came first the movie theatre or making out in movie theatres?

“Thus the great strength of the new-ethnicities approach—its emphasis on the local—should not be overridden by a desire to find racial convergence where more complex sociopolitical processes are at work” 539

“For much of history, girls have been socialized to be seen and not heard. Thus, the amplification of contemporary American girls’ voices beyond the walls of their bedrooms via the distribution of their own media texts is a significant development in both girlhood and girls’ culture. Moreover, it is evidence of such girls’ complication of the public/private binary that has long been used in Western societies to restrict women’s and young people’s involvement in the roles, practices, and institutions dominated by adult men. Thus, while Anita Harris argues that girls have ‘‘retreated to ‘the private’ to express their politics’’ because of their negative reception in the public sphere (2001, p. 136), I would argue that girls’ production and exchange of media texts signals their development of what Nancy Fraser calls subaltern counterpublics, ‘‘parallel discursive arenas where members of subordinated social groups invent and circulate counterdiscourses, so as to formulate oppositional interpretations of their identities, interests, and needs’’ (1993, p. 14). In other words, contemporary female youth are not retreating to private spaces; they are reconfiguring such sites to create new publics that can better serve their needs, interests, and goals.” 138, Kearney

This consumerist construction of bedroom culture is evident also in more recent academic research that centers on the home-based leisure activities of teenage girls. For example, Kandy James (2001) offers a compelling thesis that adolescent girls’ domestic orientation is not simply related to the adult regulation of young female bodies, but also results from girls’ fear of ridicule in male-dominated public spaces. Yet she does not consider how female youth might negotiate their relationship to the public sphere within the safe confines of their rooms through culturally productive practices, like artwork or media-making.
his phenomenon should give us pause, for while girls’ domestic media production is transforming bedroom culture, the broad diffusion of girl- made media has the potential to substantially alter girls’ relationships to the public sphere, a cultural, economic, and political landscape from which members of their demographic group have historically been excluded.
By not addressing the power dynamics of domestic relationships that construct female youth as subordinate to, and thus exploitable by, adults, McRobbie and Garber further solidify the notion that girls are sexually vulnerable only in the public sphere.
his process of distinction, more- over, helps explain the exacerbation of sexism characteristic of the liberal public sphere; new gender norms enjoining feminine domesticity and a sharp separation of public and private spheres functioned as key signifiers of bourgeois difference from both higher and lower social strata. It is a measure of the eventual success of this bourgeois project that these norms later became hegemonic, sometimes imposed on, sometimes embraced by,
broader segments of society.7
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