a]

ASHGATE

Edited by Carolyn Loeb and Andreas Luescher

The Design of Frontier Spaces

Control and Ambiguity




THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES



This page has been left blank intentionally



The Design of Frontier Spaces

Control and Ambiguity

Edited by

Carolyn Loeb
Michigan State University, USA

Andreas Luescher
Bowling Green State University, USA

ASHGATE



© Carolyn Loeb and Andreas Luescher 2015

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical,
photocopying, recording or otherwise without the prior permission of the publisher.

Carolyn Loeb and Andreas Luescher have asserted their right under the Copyright,
Designs and Patents Act, 1988, to be identified as the editors of this work.

Published by

Ashgate Publishing Limited Ashgate Publishing Company
Wey Court East 110 Cherry Street

Union Road Suite 3-1

Farnham Burlington, VT 05401-3818
Surrey, GU9 7PT USA

England

www.ashgate.com

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
The design of frontier spaces : control and ambiguity / [edited] By Carolyn Loeb and
Andreas Luescher.

pages cm. -- (Design and the built environment)

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 978-1-4724-1976-7 (hardback) -- ISBN 978-1-4724-1977-4 (ebook) -- ISBN 978-
1-4724-1978-1 (epub) 1. Place (Philosophy) in architecture. 2. Space (Architecture)-
-Psychological aspects. 3. Architecture--Psychological aspects. 4. Architecture and
society. |. Loeb, Carolyn S., 1948- editor. Il. Luescher, Andreas, editor.

NA2500.D475 2015

720--dc23

2014041054

ISBN 9781472419767 (hbk)
ISBN 9781472419774 (ebk — PDF)
ISBN 9781472419781 (ebk — ePUB)



Contents

List of lllustrations
Notes on Contributors
Editors’ Acknowledgements

Introduction: The Dialectics of Borders
Carolyn Loeb and Andreas Luescher

PART I THE BORDER AS A LINE THROUGH SPACE

1 Division and Enclosure: Frankie Quinn’s
Peaceline Panorama Photographs
Conor McGrady

2 Occupying No Man’s Land in the Lenné Triangle:
Space, Spectacle, and Politics in the Shadow of
the Berlin Wall
Kristin Poling

3 Remaking the Edges: Surveillance and Flows in Sub-Saharan
Africa’s New Suburbs
Garth Myers

4 Imagining and Staging an Urban Border:
The Role of the Netherbow Gate in Early Modern Edinburgh
Giovanna Guidicini

vii
Xi
XVvii

31

45

65



Vi THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

PART Il BORDER BUILDINGS

5 House Number 1: The Vienna Hofburg’s Multiple Borders

Richard Kurdiovsky

6 Pier 21 and the Production of Canadian Immigration
David Monteyne

7 Bordering on Peace: Spatial Narratives of Border Crossings

between Israel, Jordan and Egypt
Eric Aronoff and Yael Aronoff

8 The View from Above: Reading Reunified Berlin
Julia Walker

PART Il SPATIAL AMBIGUITY AND (DIS)EMBODIED MEMORY

9 Gorizia and Nova Gorica: One Town in Two European Countries
Tina Potocnik

10 New Urban Frontiers: Periurbanization and (Re)territorialization
in Southeast Asia

Michael Leaf

11 Mediterranean Frontiers: Ontology of a Bounded Space in Crisis
Antonio Petrov

12 The NSK State and the Collective Imaginary
Conor McGrady

Index

89

109

129

157

175

193

213

231

245



List of lllustrations

1.1
1.2

1.1
1.2
13
14
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10

3.1
3.2
33
34
35

3.6
3.7

4.1

4.2

4.3

5.1

52

Walter De Maria, Mile Long Drawing 1968. Mojave Desert, California.
J. MAYER H. Architects, Border Checkpoint, Sarpi, Georgia.

Bombay Street, West Belfast.

Glenbryn/Ardoyne, North Belfast.

Glenbyrn/Alliance Avenue, North Belfast.

Mayo Park, West Belfast.

Lanark Way/Springfield Road, West Belfast.

Northumberland Street. Between Falls and Shankill Roads, West Belfast.
Springmartin Road/Ballygomartin Road, West Belfast.
Torrens/Wyndham Street, North Belfast.

Springfield Road, West Belfast.

Springfield Road, West Belfast.

The Henan-Guoji Development Company headquarters,

in Tanzania House, Millennium Village Business Park, Lusaka, June 2013.
Billboard promotion for Silverest Gardens, Lusaka, June 2013.

Map of Lusaka.

Billboard for Meanwood Vorna Valley and Ndeke, Lusaka, June 2013.
Middle-class housing under construction, Meanwood Vorna Valley,
Lusaka, June 2013.

Elite housing nearing completion, Meanwood Ibex, Lusaka, June 2013.

Signposts for informal employment, Meanwood Ndeke, Lusaka, June 2013.

James Gordon of Rothiemay, Edinodunensis Tabulam,
Amsterdam ca. 1647.

James Gordon of Rothiemay, Edinodunensis Tabulam, detail,
Amsterdam ca. 1647.

The Netherbow Port, from the Canongate.

Bird's eye view of the Hofburg complex looking east, photograph taken
between 1913 and 1931.

Bird's eye view of the Hofburg complex looking west, drawing by
Joseph Daniel Huber, 1778.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

46
47
50
52

53

54

55

66

70

71

91

92



viii

53

54

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8

7.1
7.2
73

74

7.5
7.6

7.7

7.8

79
7.10

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
85
8.6
8.7
8.8

9.1
9.2
9.3
9.4
9.5

9.6
9.7

10.1

10.2

THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

Joseph Emanuel Fischer von Erlach, design for the completion of
the Hofburg-facade towards St Michael’s square.

Photograph of the northern end of the Hofburg-facade towards
St Michael’s square and the adjacent Dietrichstein-palace prior to
its demolition in 1897.

Pier 21, Halifax. Streetside facade today.

Sister Salvatrice Liota helping immigrants at Pier 21.

Ship docking at Pier 21.

Pier 21, interior view of waiting room.

Four floor plans of Pier 21 and Annex.

Interior view of Pier 21, with waiting room and baggage cages.
Pier 21, spatial arrangement and flow diagram.

Immigrant interviewed by immigration official and translator.

“Cross ¥ Borders” mosaic, Yitzhak Rabin Border Terminal.

“Peace” billboard, exiting Yitzhak Rabin Border Terminal.

Yitzhak Rabin and King Hussein celebrating peace treaty, displayed
in arrivals hall of Yitzhak Rabin Border Terminal.

Olive Tree Memorial to King Hussein, Yitzhak Rabin and Leah Rabin.
Yitzhak Rabin Border Terminal.

“Welcome to Jordan.” Entry to Wadi Araba Border Terminal, Jordan.
Five generations of Hashemite kings, displayed in the arrivals hall of
King Hussein Border Terminal, Jordan.

“We Are All Jordan! Billboard displayed outside King Hussein Border
Terminal, Jordan.

“Welcome” mural, arrivals hall of Allenby Bridge Border Terminal,
the West Bank.

Photograph displayed in exit hall, Taba Border Terminal, Israel.
Arrivals hall, Taba Border Terminal, Egypt.

Aerial view of Spreebogen site, 2008.

Axel Schultes with Charlotte Frank, Band des Bundes, 1992.
Hugo Haring, project for Spreebogen, 1927.

Albert Speer, model for “Welthauptstadt Germania,” 1939.

Hans Scharoun and Wils Ebert, proposal for “Hauptstadt Berlin,” 1958.

Morphosis, proposal for Spreebogen, 1992.
Spreebogen site, 2007.
Band des Bundes, 2007.

Bozidar Gvardjanci¢: The plan for Nova Gorica (April 1947).
Bozidar Gvardjancic¢: The plan for Nova Gorica (July 1947).
Marko Zupancic: The conceptual design for Nova Gorica
(September 1947).

Bozidar Gvardjanci¢: The conceptual design for Nova Gorica
(September 1947).

Edvard Ravnikar (in collaboration with Franc Smid):

The conceptual design for Nova Gorica (1947).

Photograph of the 3D model of Nova Gorica (1948).

Luigi Piccinato: The general plan for urban development for Gorizia (1966).

The Nguyen Van Linh Expressway and the entrance to Phu My Hung
(Saigon South).
An apartment block in Phu My Hung.

96

97

110
111
115
116
117
120
121
122

135
136

137

138
139

140

146

147
150
151

159
160
161
162
163
167
169
170

178
179

181

182

184

185
186

199
200



10.3
104
10.5

10.6

10.7

1.1
11.2
1.3
114
11.5

121

12.2
123

124
125

12.6

12.7
12.8
129
12.10

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Site plan for a project undertaken by Intresco in Saigon South.

Shared entranceway for a series of nha tro (lodging house) rental units.
Office of a Taiwanese-invested manufacturing business within an
industrial park.

A Taiwanese-invested manufacturing business located outside an
industrial park.

Garment manufacturing in an independent factory (outside of an
industrial park) with Hong Kong and Canadian investment.

Yona Friedman, “La Venise Monégaque”.

What is Atlantropa? (1931).

Weltbauen, Bruno Taut, “Alpine Architecture” (1918).
Eneropa.

Max Ernst’s painting “Europe after the Rain 1" (1933).

IRWIN, NSK Embassy Moscow. Regina Gallery/Apt Art, Moscow.
Metal, silkscreen, 82 x 52 x 3.5 cm, 1992.

NSK State Sarajevo, National Theatre Sarajevo, 1995.

NSK Garda Sarajevo. IRWIN, in collaboration with Bosnian Army, 2006,
Iris print.

NSK Garda Sligo. IRWIN, in collaboration with Irish Army, 2010, Iris print.
Delegates, NSK members, Congress team members and guests of

the “First NSK Citizens’ Congress,” Haus Der Kulteren Der Welt, Berlin,
October, 2010.

Passport stamp for NSK Passport Office, MOMA, New York, 2012.
Design by david K. Thompson.

david K. Thompson, Occupied Sates: Nova Akropola, 2011.

IRWIN, NSK Passport Office at MoMA, 2012.

NSK State Passport.

IRWIN, Time for a New State, Lagos, Nigeria 2010.

ix

202
203

205

206

207

214
220
221
224
228

235
236

237
238

239

240
241
242
243
244



This page has been left blank intentionally



Notes on Contributors

Eric Aronoff (PhD Rutgers University) is Associate Professor in the Residential
College in the Arts and Humanities at Michigan State University, where his
teaching and research interests include nineteenth- and twentieth-century
American literature; anthropology, literature and literary criticism; science fiction;
and literature and the environment. His book, Composing Cultures: Modernism,
American Literary Studies, and the Problem of Culture (University of Virginia Press,
2013), examines the intersection of theories of culture in anthropology, literature
and literary criticism in American modernism. Since earning his BA in comparative
literature from Princeton University (1990) with concentrations in Hebrew and
German literature, Aronoff has also had an intense interest in Israeli culture and
society; he regularly visits and leads study abroad programs to the region.

Yael Aronoff is the Michael and Elaine Serling Chair of Israel Studies and Associate
Professor of International Relations at James Madison College at Michigan State
University. She received her PhD in political science from Columbia University
(2001). Her book, The Political Psychology of Israeli Prime Ministers: When Hard-
Liners Opt for Peace, was published by Cambridge University Press in 2014. Aronoff
has published in Political Science Quarterly, Israel Studies, and Israel Studies Forum
(now Israel Studies Review). Recent book chapters include “Predicting Peace: The
Contingent Nature of Leadership and Domestic Politics in Israel,"in Democracy and
Conflict Resolution: The Dilemmas of Israel’s Peacemaking (Syracuse University Press,
2014), edited by Miriam Fendius Elman, et al.

Giovanna Guidicini has studied architecture and conservation at Universita
di Ferrara. She obtained her PhD at the University of Edinburgh in architectural
history in 2009, and was Teaching Fellow at the Edinburgh College of Art and at
the University of Edinburgh between 2010 and 2012; since 2012 she is Lecturer
in Architecture at Plymouth University. Her area of interest is the representation
of power through triumphal entries and palatial celebrations in Europe during



xii ~ THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

the early modern period, and how these concepts translate into temporary and
permanent architecture. Guidicini has published book chapters and articles on this
topic, and is currently working on her first monograph comparing the use of space
during urban and palatial celebrations in Scotland.

Richard Kurdiovsky studied art history in Vienna, writing his thesis on the life
and work of the architect Alfred Castellitz (2000) and his dissertation on Gottfried
Semper’s stylistic influence on the oeuvre of Carl von Hasenauer (2008). From 1997
to 2004 he was a freelance member of the staff at the Architecture Collection of
the Albertina, Vienna. Since 2005 he has been on the staff of the Commission for
the History of Art (now the Division for History of Art of the Institute for History of
Art and Musicology) of the Austrian Academy of Sciences. Kurdiovsky is Assistant
Lecturer at the University of Vienna and the Technical University of Vienna. Special
areas of research include Vienna’s Hofburg in the nineteenth century, Central
European architecture and garden art from the Baroque to the early twentieth
century, and the urban history and culture of the Habsburg monarchy.

Michael Leaf is the Director of the Centre for Southeast Asia Research (CSEAR) at
the University of British Columbia (UBC), Associate Professor in the UBC School
of Community and Regional Planning and Research Associate of the UBC Centre
for Human Settlements. The focus of his research and teaching has been on
urbanization and planning in cities of developing countries, with particular interest
in Asian cities. Since his original doctoral research (PhD University of California,
Berkeley, 1992) on land development in Jakarta, Leaf has been extensively involved
in urbanization research and capacity building projects in Indonesia, Vietnam,
Thailand, China and Sri Lanka. The courses he teaches cover the theory and
practices of development planning and the social, institutional and environmental
aspects of urbanization in developing countries.

Carolyn Loeb is Associate Professor of art and architectural history in the
Residential College in the Arts and Humanities at Michigan State University. Her
current research focuses on postwar and post-reunification redevelopment in
Berlin. She has published on public sculpture (Journal of Urban History, 2009) and
West Berlin murals (Public Art Dialogue, 2014) as these embodied and contributed
to grassroots concerns about the history and future of the city. Other work has
addressed planning history (Planning Perspectives, 2006) and, in edited volumes,
cultural memory in the context of border redevelopment (2013, co-authored
with Andreas Luescher) and housing in East and West Berlin (2013). She authored
Entrepreneurial Vernacular: Developers’ Subdivisions in the 1920s (The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2001).

Andreas Luescher is a Swiss architect, artist, and writer who is currently Professor
and Graduate Director of Architecture and Environmental Design at Bowling Green
State University, Ohio. He has written more than 60 papers for presentation at
national and international conferences and for publication in leading international



NOTES ON CONTRIBUTORS  xiii

academic journals such as The Journal of Architecture, Journal of Design Research,
International Journal of Art and Design Education, and ArchNet-IJAR: International
Journal of Architectural Research. His first book, The Architect’s Portfolio (2010), has
been translated into Chinese. His second book, The Architect’s Guide to Effective
Self-Presentation, was published in 2014. He has authored two chapters published
by Ashgate Publishing, and edited a special issue for Urban Design International
entitled “Shrinking Cities and Towns: Challenges and Responses.”

Conor McGrady is Dean of Academic Affairs at Burren College of Art, a school
committed to an alternative model of art education. As an artist his work examines
the relationship between ideology and the politics of spatial control. He received a
BA Hons from the University of Northumbria and his MFA from The School of the Art
Institute of Chicago (1998). He has exhibited internationally, with solo exhibitions
in New York, Miami, Atlanta, Chicago and Zagreb. Group exhibitions include the
2002 Whitney Biennial in New York and the Biennale of Contemporary Art, D-0 Ark
Underground, Sarajevo-Konjic, Bosnia and Herzegovina. Editor of “Curated Spaces”
in Radical History Review, his writing has appeared in The Brooklyn Rail, Ruminations
on Violence (Waveland Press, 2007), State of Emergence (Plottner Verlag, 2011), and
State in Time (Drustvo NSK Informativni Center, Ljubljana, 2012). He lives and works
in New York City and the Burren, Ireland.

David Monteyne is Associate Professor and Associate Dean of Architecture in the
Faculty of Environmental Design at the University of Calgary. He teaches courses in
the history and theory of architecture and urbanism. Monteyne has held fellowships
at the Centre for Research in the Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities and Clare Hall,
University of Cambridge, and at the Canadian Centre for Architecture, Montreal. He
is the author of Fallout Shelter: Designing for Civil Defense in the Cold War (University
of Minnesota Press, 2011).

Garth Myers is the Paul E. Raether Distinguished Professor of Urban International
Studies and Director of the Urban Studies Program at Trinity College. Myers is
the author of three books: Verandahs of Power: Colonialism and Space in Urban
Africa (Syracuse, 2003), Disposable Cities: Garbage, Governance and Sustainable
Development in Urban Africa (Ashgate Publishing, 2005), and African Cities: Alternative
Visions of Urban Theory and Practice (Zed, 2011). He has co-edited Cities in
Contemporary Africa (with Martin J. Murray; Palgrave, 2006, reissued in paperback,
2011) and Environment at the Margins: Literary Studies and Environmental Studies in
Africa (with Byron Caminero-Santangelo; Ohio, 2011). Myers has also authored or
co-authored more than 50 journal articles and book chapters.

Antonio Petrov is Assistant Professor at the University of Texas, San Antonio, and
Caudill Visiting Critic at Rice University. He is program co-director of the Expander
at Archeworks, Chicago, co-founder of the Harvard Graduate School of Design
publication New Geographies, was a founder and is editor-in-chief of DOMA, and
directs WAS, a Chicago-based think-tank. Major research foci include processes of



xiv.  THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

urban and regional restructuring, questions of architectural articulation and how
architecture as an expanded and geographically-inspired idea structures, shapes
and produces complex territories. He recently edited volume 5 of New Geographies,
“The Mediterranean: Worlds, Regions, Cities, and Architectures,” and is currently
working on a manuscript entitled “Between Autonomy and Total Immersion,’
which traces new forms of the secular in evangelical architecture in the United
States. Petrov received his doctoral degree in the history and theory of architecture,

urbanism, and cultural studies from Harvard University.

Kristin Poling is Assistant Professor of German history at University of Michigan
Dearborn. She received her PhD in History at Harvard University (2011), and was
Visiting Assistant Professor at the University of Rochester 2012-14. Her areas of
teaching and research include comparative urban studies and the cultural and
social history of the modern European city. Her current research focuses on how
the idea of the frontier organized nineteenth-century understandings of space
and progress in city development and the relationship between urbanism and
nationalism. She recently published an article on Berlin's nineteenth-century
shantytown frontier, and she is currently working on her first monograph on urban
space and German national identity through the early twentieth century.

Tina Poto¢nik graduated in history of art from the Faculty of Arts, University of
Ljubljana (2007) and received her master’s degree in conservation and museology
at the same faculty (2010). She concluded her studies with a doctoral dissertation at
the Faculty of Architecture, University of Ljubljana (2013). Her research focuses on
twentieth-century architecture, especially that of post-war Yugoslavia, with special
emphasis on the work of architect Edvard Ravnikar, in the context of contemporary
politics, ideology, identity, and the built heritage. She has been awarded several
scholarships, including the Austrian government OEAD scholarship and the Keepers
Preservation Education Fund Fellowship. She was assistant researcher at the France
Stele Institute of Art History, Scientific Research Centre of the Slovenian Academy
of Sciences and Arts, Ljubljana (2009-13). In 2013 Potocnik co-founded RI19+,
Research Institute for Visual Culture from the Nineteenth Century to the Present
Time in Ljubljana, where she works as an independent researcher.

Julia Walker is Assistant Professor of art history at Binghamton University, and has
also taught at the Savannah College of Art and Design and at Yonsei University
in Seoul. She received her MA and PhD in art history from the University of
Pennsylvania. Her current book project, Allegories of the Avant-Garde, builds on
the essay in this volume while broadening the theme to examine the ways in
which Berlin's post-Wall building boom resurrects and reformulates architectural
forms and theories from the early 1900s. Walker is co-editor (with Pepper Stetler)
of an issue of The Journal of Architecture that investigates the use of the book to
document, describe, promote, and critique modern architecture. She has published
essays on Daniel Libeskind, David Chipperfield, and Zaha Hadid, among others. Her



NOTES ON CONTRIBUTORS  xv

work has been supported by the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst and
the Society of Architectural Historians.



This page has been left blank intentionally



Editors’ Acknowledgements

This book, a collaborative and interdisciplinary effort, would not have been possible
without the wealth of knowledge and experiences generously shared with us by its
contributors. Their commitment to this project inspired our own efforts.

We also would like to recognize those who went out of their way to help us
during the process of research, in particular Petra Albrecht, Akademie der Kiinste,
Berlin; Alexander Gall, Deutsches Museum, Munich; Alessandro Cattunar, University
of Padua; Mari Fujita, University of British Columbia, Vancouver; Matthias Schirren,
University Kaiserslautern, Germany; Wolfgang Voigt, Deutsches Architekturmuseum,
Frankfurt; Wilko Hoffmann, J. MAYER H. und Partner, Architekten, Berlin; and Claire
Dilworth, Dia Art Foundation, New York.

We extend our thanks, too, to the Society of Architectural Historians and to
Abigail A. Van Slyck, General Chair of the 65th Annual Conference in Detroit in
2012, for providing the original venue at which some of the ideas presented in this
book were first publicly explored.

We owe many thanks to the editorial expertise provided by Ashgate, particularly
that of Valerie Rose, Publisher; Aimée Feenan, Senior Editor; Charlotte Edwards,
Assistant Editor; and Matthew Carmona, Series Editor for Design in the Built
Environment.

Finally, we wish to thank our families for their patience and solidarity.



This page has been left blank intentionally



Introduction: The Dialectics of Borders

Carolyn Loeb and Andreas Luescher

In a globalizing world, frontiers may be in flux but they remain as significant as
ever. New borders are established—as they were recently to create the new
state of South Sudan—even as old borders, such as that between East and West
Germany, are erased. Frontiers emerge, shift, and disappear in response to varieties
of historical, political, economic, social, and cultural exigencies.

Shifts like these represent the paradox of borders. While we may assume that
some “natural” distinction between “here” and “there” creates a border, a line of
division, it is often the creation of a boundary that charges such a fixed dualism
with meaning. Once defined, a frontier can bring to the fore real or perceived
differences in world view, products, ideas, and culture whose interchange is
then facilitated or blocked. Furthermore, out of undifferentiated space, entities
are produced that, once a border is defined, suggest other configurations and
placements, perhaps stretching the imagination to change conceptions of what
a border is. Although borders may persist for long periods, as long as they endure,
their fixity remains in constant tension with alternative arrangements. Rather than
settled constructions, borders often require adjustment, which suggests further
ways in which they may be provisional, and this can lead to on-going interrogation
of their form. Are the discriminating features completely defined? Have elements
been left out? Are there further distinctions to draw? Are the burdens of separation
foreclosing desired interactions? What is the impact of activities that are provoked
by the stage that the frontier creates? Borders come into existence already carrying
precedents and implications for their change or erasure.

This paradox at the heart of the idea of a frontier is itself a horizon that serves
as a border for the chapters in this volume. The authors of the contributions
collected here problematize the idea of borders by reflecting on how the tactics
and techniques sensuously embodied in built form and environmental design
intervene to shape meanings that are expressive of the relationships, practices,
and tensions embedded in frontier sites. They examine spatial zones in which
distinctive architectural, graphic, and other design elements are deployed to
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signal the nature of the space and to guide, if not actually control, experiences
and behavior within it. The chapters in this volume unpack how manipulations of
space and design in frontier zones, historically as well as today, set the stage for
specific kinds of interactions and how they convey meanings about these sites, the
experiences that the sites help to shape, and the nature of borders.

The artwork that Minimalist artist Walter De Maria created in California’s Mojave
Desert in 1968, Mile Long Drawing, can help us to see the power that visual media
have to illuminate the paradoxical character of a border (Figure I.1). Against the
uniformly unrolling scrub of the open desert landscape, the clean and visible marks
he drew differentiated both themselves from their surroundings and the parcels
of land they created from each other; plots of land were defined—the one on
the right, the one on the left; here, rather than two yards further over there—and
became potentially measurable.

At the same time, as a work of Land or Earth Art, a relatively temporary
intervention in the on-going cycles of nature that construct this landscape, the
marks or borders were fated to disappear. The decisive mark and its transitoriness
exist in dialectical interplay and tension. The chapters in Part | of this volume, “The
Border as a Line through Space,” examine elaborations of this primal border mark
and its implications, in the form of walls and fences.

The interdisciplinary chapters in this volume, then, bring a particular syntax
to considerations of borders that enlarges the frame in which they are usually
discussed. The authors draw on their expertise as urban historians, art and
architectural historians, political scientists, urban geographers, literary scholars,
and artists to focus, to varying degrees, on how spatial and architectural design
decisions convey meaning sensuously, shape or abet specific practices, and stage
memories of former frontier zones. In bringing such analyses together, this volume
broadens and complements existing scholarship in the field of Border Studies
and related work on themes such as divided cities (Wasti-Walter 2011; Ward 2011;
Calame, et al. 2009; Verheyen 2008).

This project began as a co-chaired session at the 2012 annual conference of
the Society of Architectural Historians. Held in Detroit, we thought that our topic,
“Frontiers: Topographies of Surveillance and Flows,” would elicit paper proposals
on this city’s status as a border site. None were, in fact, offered, but border city
phenomena that resonate with the Detroit/Windsor frontier, such as how links
and entrances—connectors and markers of separate identities—are defined,
appeared as topics in relation to other locales. In addition, the range and quality
of the proposals that we received, combined with the lively response to the
session during the conference, suggested the idea of creating a volume of essays
on this theme. Four of the contributions contained here were first presented at
that conference session (Guidicini, Monteyne, Potocnik, and Walker), and two
developed from abstracts that had been submitted to us. Other contributors were
sought out on the basis of the work they were engaged in or, in some cases, were
serendipitously encountered and discovered to share similar concerns. We are
grateful to the SAH for the opportunity to explore this topic at the conference, to
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1.1 Walter De Maria, Mile Long Drawing 1968. Mojave Desert, California.
Courtesy of the Estate of Walter De Maria.

those who participated in and attended the session, and to all of the contributors
to this volume for their commitment to this project.

The subjects, perspectives, and approaches that our authors address are varied,
lending themselves to multiple forms of organization to highlight their numerous
points of contrast and comparison. We have organized the volume into three
parts that emphasize these scholars’ architectural, spatial, and design concerns,
which constitute the central focus of our inquiry. These parts—"The Border as a
Line through Space,””Border Buildings,”and “Spatial Ambiguity and (Dis)embodied
Memory”—move us from the more concrete and defined to the more abstract and
problematic, but they also introduce early on the kind of challenge to the concept
of the frontier that, as we have seen, even as seemingly uncomplicated a statement
as a line is capable of provoking. To enlarge the context for these chapters and the
concerns they address, we include in our overview here examples of significant
analyses drawn from scholars and design practitioners whose work is not included
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in this volume, as well as references to historical and contemporary situations on
the ground that highlight the dialectical forces contending at borders.

THE BORDER AS A LINE THROUGH SPACE

The most basic way to define a border, as we have seen, is to draw a line through
space; the chapters in Part |, “The Border as a Line through Space,” address
some of the many ways in which this can be construed in practice. In Chapter 1,
Conor McGrady'’s, “Divison and Enclosure: Frankie Quinn’s Peaceline Panorama
Photographs”and its accompanying photos, begins our collection by underscoring
the decisiveness with which walls and fences can divide space, in this case through
the heart of the city of Belfast. These interface areas along the peacelines, as
the shared boundaries along the walls are called, mark what have become
unbridgeable distances and create “networks of enclaves, ghettos and deeply
divided communities across the city,’as McGrady tells us. Unyielding and inflexible
as they are, as surfaces they nevertheless invite public if anonymous commentary,
as seen in Quinn’s photo of the graffiti, “Is there a hidden agenda.” Nothing could
be less hidden than the peacelines; the division is in “plain sight.” But the walls and
fences that define the boundary here in Belfast render even more obscure those on
the other side, who become that much more easily always “other” And peace itself,
if that is the agenda, remains hidden as well.

The unavoidable and severe presence of the walls and fences that divide
Belfast can be contrasted with the private, symbolic enclosures, eruvim, used
by Orthodox Jews to facilitate movement through and activities within public
space on the Sabbath, which David Rotenstein has documented in published
work not included here (Rotenstein 2011). Supported by natural and man-made
topographical features, such as telephone poles and wires, these enclosures are
defined by the additions of thin moldings or posts and string to represent the
vertical and horizontal elements of a structure. These elements transform secular
subdivisons, commercial streets, and even farms into a sacred space of which only
members of the local congregation, all of whose homes are included within it, are
aware. In addition to creating a boundary that is neither apparent nor operative
for people in the wider community, the shape of an eruv can change, expanding
to accommodate newcomers’ houses or shrinking when members move away.
Without interfering with secular functions, eruvim layer a charged, sacred space
within the space of quotidian life by deploying a line as a border. Such a private
world and its meanings, enacted in public space, contrasts with the brutal rupture
in public space imposed by Belfast’s stark walls.

Social geographer Alastair Bonnett recounts another relatively rare situation
in which co-existence thrives amid a landscape fragmented by enclaves (Bonnett
2014, 215-22). Along the Belgian-Dutch border, the vestiges of medieval “micro-
borders” survive in two villages; the Dutch town of Baarle-Nassau includes 22 Belgian
enclaves, which comprise Baarle-Hertog, while eight bits of Baarle-Nassau are
found within the Belgian enclaves. White crosses mark some pavements to indicate
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borders between the two nations, and house number signs sometimes include
national flags, but there are so many borders within this patchwork community
that marking them all has proven impossible. Nevertheless, the borders exist and
everyone knows to which country they belong. At this point in history, and with
both nations, as Bonnett points out, members of the European Union, there is
little reason to attempt to refashion and rationalize this fragmentation. Rather, for
Bonnett, this jumble of enclaves attests to the inspiring character of borders and to
the paradox that while sometimes “they close down free movement yet [they also]
suggest a world of choices and possibility” (Bonnett 2014, 216).

Security, surveillance, separation: these more frequent functions of boundaries
that take the form of walls and fences can be identified at other sites, from the West
Bank to the US—Mexican border. The triple layers of wire fences topped with razor
wire at the Spanish enclave of Melilla within Morocco vividly express the sense
of crisis felt by this outpost of the European Union in the face of the desperation
of African migrants searching for relief from unemployment and conflict. The
reinforced fence at the US-Mexico border is the subject of another noteworthy
graphic consideration of the impact of these structures on communities and their
development that is not part of this volume, “Radicalizing the Local: 60 linear miles
of transborder urban conflict,”a 2008 project by architect and social change activist
Teddy Cruz (Estudio Teddy Cruz 2008). This border installation recalls the structure
of the Berlin Wall memorial at Bernauer Strasse, an artful screen of vertical rods that
alludes to the Wall's rebar but dematerializes its concrete mass. The more closely
set and higher bars at the US—Mexico border between San Diego and Tijuana
similarly toy with transparency but ultimately are effective barriers to movement
across the frontier. And, as Cruz's study shows, over a 60-mile stretch the wall
disrupts natural environments and habitats and distorts social relations as these
are expressed through juxtapositions of gated communities and slums on either
side of the barrier.

An earlier chapter of the Berlin Wall’s history is the subject of Kristin Poling’s essay
in Chapter 2, “Occupying No Man’s Land in the Lenné Triangle: Space, Spectacle
and Politics in the Shadow of the Berlin Wall" The 1988 incident that Poling narrates
exposed both the pragmatic arrangements for management of the Wall that the
governments of East and West Berlin negotiated and the theatricality of the Wall
as a public site, at least on the West Berlin side. Fifteen months before the Wall
fell, environmental activists and those opposed to highway construction, with its
associated demolition of the old urban fabric, took over a small piece of land that
technically belonged in the East but was about to be officially transferred to Western
control. This action signaled that however contested this space was, its location
at the Wall no longer made it a flashpoint of the Cold War. Rather, by serving as a
stage for the politics of local West Berlin urban development and by highlighting
the marginal nature of neighborhoods located close to the Wall, the Lenné Triangle
incident rehearsed some of the tensions that would surface in the eventual process
of reunifying the city. At the time, however, the challenge represented by protesters’
leap over the Wall to safety in the East upended the border’s definitions of inside and
outside and its regimes of security, surveillance, and separation.
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The pragmatic considerations that rendered large and small areas of land
exchangeable across the divide of the Berlin Wall—the Lenné Triangle is just
one late and, in the event, rather spectacular example of this—belie the claim
that borders make to mark necessarily inherent and decisive spatial difference.
Dissolutions of borders, of course, challenge this claim as well. The creation of one
large, borderless Europe through the Schengen arrangement in 1995 has raised
questions about the nature of national, as well as European, identity that have only
intensified as this zone has expanded over time. And practical issues have arisen
as well that create murky situations along its edges. The Bosnian city of Neum, for
example, provides Bosnia-Herzegovina’s only access to the sea, interrupting the
Croatian coastline for nine kilometers. Since Croatia joined the European Union in
2013, the national border here became a European Union border as well, creating
additional concerns. To prevent goods from Bosnia-Herzegovinia that do not meet
EU standards from entering the European Union through the Neum corridor and to
avoid the need for additional Croatian border controls, an agreement was reached
whereby goods passing through this border must be transported in closed
vehicles identified with a seal and they must cross the corridor within a specified
time period. This solution virtually decentralizes the border, distributing it among
the closed vehicles that bear its seal; Max Hirsch recounts a similar resolution to the
issue of transporting travelers from mainland China to Hong Kong International
Airport that is described in the next section.

The mutual reinforcement, dependency, and precariousness that borders in the
form of gated communities cultivate between elites and the poor, identified in Teddy
Cruz's project mentioned above, are also the focus of Garth Myers’ contribution in
Chapter 3, “Remaking the Edges: Surveillance and Flows in Sub-Saharan Africa’s
New Suburbs.” By pointing to paradoxical affinities that belie the divisions borders
are intended to mark, this chapter foreshadows, too, the attention to the instability
and arbitrariness of the line drawn through space that the authors in the third part of
this volume address. The surveilled, bounded enclaves of corporate business parks
and housing developments in Lusaka, Zambia (formerly Northern Rhodesia) that
Myers analyzes are simultaneously partner to and antithesis of the unconstrained
movement of money, materials, and personnel required by the international
investors who build them. Furthermore, these enclaves share the carceral character
of the informal, marginal settlements that make up the expanding urban periphery.
The intentional, designed disconnection and invisibility of gated communities,
produced through the erection of walls as well as screens of exotic plantings, are
uncannily echoed by means of the arguably intentional withdrawal of design from
marginal settlements, which are characterized by a barren lack of trees and other
plants, isolation from urban transport and pedestrian routes, and absence of street
names or signage that render marginal settlements equally invisible.

The point along a border at which the distinction between inside and outside is
negotiated and at which the possibility for transformation occurs is at its opening;
entranceways affirm the need for formal admittance into a bordered space and
thereby also deny its impermeability. In Chapter 4, “Imagining and Staging an
Urban Border: The Role of the Netherbow Gate in Early Modern Edinburgh,’
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Giovanna Guidicini examines the variable meanings of the frontier between the
city of Edinburgh, with its commercial, defensive, and administrative privileges
and obligations, and the religious and royal service community of Canongate.
Netherbow Gate exemplifies the function of the border to demarcate the realm
of order and law from a diffuse space of lawlessness and potential chaos. As space
becomes redefined over time, borders shift, leading even such solid structures
as gates to lose their purpose; Edinburgh’s annexation of Canongate in 1636
foreshadowed Netherbow Gate’s destruction. And yet the liminal power of border
gateways persists in urban space, memorialized at the least in place names if not
in built form.

It is not uncommon for traces of borders to remain to memorialize earlier frontiers.
The Great Wall of China is perhaps the most massive and widely known example
of this. Less monumental markers such as street patterns can hold memories of
previous boundaries, too, such as Vienna's Ringstrasse, which encircles the city as
had the earlier glacis, the open area that permitted surveillance in front of the city
wall. A more contemporary example of spatial memorialization can be found in the
European Greenbelt Initiative, which aims to preserve the zone that marked the
divide between the European Eastern and Western blocs during the Cold War as a
natural area devoted to the promotion of ecologically sustainable development.

BORDER BUILDINGS

In Part Il, “Border Buildings,” examinations of more complex structures and
sequences of passage that mark frontier experiences elaborate on the role of
the gate to which Guidicini introduces us. Perhaps the clearest, if most extreme,
relationship between a building and a border is that represented by an embassy.
Here, the physical structure is politically and symbolically identified as territory that
is otherwise linked only notionally to a geographical location that may in fact be
half a world away. Routine public services that an embassy provides, such as visa
processing and distributing information about the given country, can communicate
features of its culture; but the distinctive nature of the embassy as extra-territorial
is highlighted especially in political contexts when, for example, dissidents or
others seek sanctuary within it, beyond local borders and within the frontiers of a
safe haven. Such a conceptual superimposition of the embassy’s space on that of
the host country exposes the malleability of defining spatial entities that otherwise
may be unsuspected or denied.

The Haskell Free Library and Opera House represents a challenge of a different
sort to the definition of a frontier space. This building, completed in 1904, was
deliberately situated directly on the border between Stanstead, Quebec, and
Derby Line, Vermont, to provide cultural benefits to citizens of both Canada and
the US within the same structure. The building is not extra-territorial; access is
dependent on good relations between the two governments and perhaps, too,
on the institution’s out-of-the-way site. Nevertheless, one entrance lies in the US,
another in Canada, and the two citizenries mingle as they unconsciously move
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back and forth across the border to check out a book or attend a performance. The
building refuses the separation that the border defines (Haskell 2014).

In Chapter 5, Richard Kurdiovsky examines a more complicated relationship
between a structure and bordered space. In “House Number 1: The Vienna
Hofburg’s Multiple Borders,” Kurdiovsky analyzes how the palace of the Hapsburg
king and Holy Roman Emperor, a concatenation of building wings and courtyard
spaces that evolved and shifted over time, created border situations within the
context of everyday Viennese urban life. The Hofburg channeled a flow of daily
movement into and from the heart of the city, much as Netherbow Gate did,
while it also enforced the boundaries of monarchical space. Physical integration of
these royal buildings and spaces within the city posed challenges to the necessity
for separation between social classes, on the one hand and, on the other hand,
offered the monarch an opportunity to create a unique rapport with his subjects
based on the quotidian, burgerlich proximity that the numbering of the palace as
House Number 1 quaintly suggests. As a set of structures, the Hofburg articulates
interpenetrating spaces and distinctions between impermeable and crossable
boundaries that accommodate its urban situation and that coincidentally
provide a handbook of architectural solutions for building multi-functionally and
multi-dimensionally in an urban setting.

The succeeding two chapters address twentieth- and twenty-first-century
national border installations. Not only do national borders themselves shift, but
the experience of border-crossing can be shaped in response to security concerns,
national self-definition and how this is projected, expected types and situations of
border-crossers and how they are viewed, among other issues. Pier 21 in Halifax,
Nova Scotia, the subject of David Monteyne's chapter, “Pier 21 and the Production
of Canadian Immigration,” was operational as an entry-point from 1928 to 1971.
Monteyne penetrates its banal, warehouse-like exterior, with its suggestion that the
immigration process inside would proceed with assembly-line precision, to recover
what he describes as the “layered and interwoven, even chaotic” character of the
experiences within. Using oral histories, Monteyne reanimates the “performed
space” in which immigrants speaking many different languages and from many
different walks of life, energetic and curious children, social workers, nurses,
volunteer Canadian citizens, customs officials, and others mingled. Against the
backdrop of the legal and architectural grid of order—procedures, benches, closed
doors, baggage cages—flowed the unpredictable and uncontainable activities of
the people who passed through it. Offering none of the symbolic portent of the
entry to the United States at Ellis Island, Monteyne argues that Pier 21 presented a
more focused experience; it indicated nothing about the new lives awaiting them,
but from the train spur alongside it, Pier 21 sped immigrants toward it.

Eric Aronoff and Yael Aronoff present another close reading of border
installations in Chapter 7, “Bordering on Peace: Spatial Narratives of Border
Crossings between Israel, Jordan and Egypt.” Through analyses of the spatial
organization, signage, and visual representations found in installations at four
crossings, they locate the programmatic, differential meanings that each projects.
Designed and administered by the Israel Airports Authority, it seems to be neither



INTRODUCTION 9

accidental nor especially intentional that the Israeli installations suggest airport
terminals. This speaks to a general feature of contemporary borders, which lack
a fixed vocabulary to embody the variable meanings of frontiers; as a result, they
take such forms as walls, highways, green spaces, or warehouses, as previous
chapters indicate, as well as airports, as the Aronoffs recount, or even highway toll
plazas, as at crossings between Canada and the United States. Even sealed vehicles
can serve this function, as in the Neum corridor discussed above or as described
by Max Hirsh in his study of the infrastructure created to allow undocumented
travelers or those with modest means to cross from mainland China to Hong Kong
International Airport without going through customs and immigration controls
(Hirsh 2014). The liminal border space of international airports is also affirmed
by urban legends about people forced to live there for years and the actual cases
of undocumented travelers’ detention in airports on which they are based; the
enforcement of frontiers entails definitions of exclusion that in some cases, such
as those of stateless individuals, can lock people at the very border that seeks to
exclude them.

A rare and dramatic contrast to the anonymity and bureaucratic rationalization
that mark many installations is found in the 2011 checkpoint at the Sarpi, Georgia,
border with Turkey by the German architectural firm J. MAYER H. (Figure 1.2).
Taking its dynamic silhouette from the coastline it punctuates, architect Mayer H.
observed of it that: “If a country says hello and goodbye with a building like this it’s
a gesture demonstrating that country’s openness to the world” (Dvir 2014, 70). With
conference rooms and terraces located in its tower overlooking the sea, the border
installation here is interpreted as a site of connection rather than separation.

The differences among the crossings that the Aronoffs register in the “narratives
of relation” they tell through imagery and signage as much as through architecture
reflect the complex histories and nuanced border arrangements between these
countries. Israel’s borders with Jordan and Egypt are relatively recent achievements
that contribute to Israel’s not uncontested status as a legal participant in the
community of nations. Against a backdrop of vulnerability, the narratives of the
peace process and of the Hashemite monarchy’s line of succession that visitors
encounter at the Itzhak Rabin and Wadi Araba crossings between Israel and Jordan,
respectively, nevertheless make claims to stability and continuity. At the Allenby
Bridge/King Hussein crossing, both address a primarily Palestinian population
making the crossing, Israel by focusing on the Islamic sites of pilgrimage in
Jerusalem to which many of these visitors are bound, and Jordan by highlighting
the Hashemite royal family and especially Queen Raina, who is herself Palestinian.
These relationships are made meaningful for specific sites and the populations
using them through the organization of spatial experience at the borders.

Julia Walker’s analysis of the design of the new German federal government
center in Chapter 8, “The View from Above: Reading Reunified Berlin,” brings
forward to the contemporary period, but in a very different context, the ability of
buildings to bridge and separate that Kurdiovsky discusses in relation to Vienna’s
Hofburg. Axel Schultes and Charlotte Franks' Band des Bundes (ribbon of federal
buildings) at the bend in the River Spree (Spreebogen) between the inner city and
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its northern districts embodies the project of national unification functionally,
but also through its deployment of differentiated levels of spatial connectors:
underground passages, walkways on the ground plane, and both public and
limited-access bridges between buildings and parks on both sides of the river.
These articulate and, as Walker frames her analysis, allegorize the site on the
border of East and West Berlin that the complex occupies. By allegory, a term used
by the architects as well, Walker refers to the fragmentary, contingent, unresolved
character of these structures, which allude to the ruptures and initiatives of the
past even as they evoke desires for unity, transparency, and democracy that may
not be fully achieved.

SPATIAL AMBIGUITY AND (DIS)EMBODIED MEMORY

Walker’s focus on the project of dissolving a border to create a new unity whose
permanence can be no more assured than to pose it as a desire that is always
deferred also introduces themes addressed in Part Ill, “Spatial Ambiguity and
(Dis)embodied Memory:'Tina Poto¢nik’s essay in Chapter 9, “Gorizia and Nova Gorica:
OneTown in Two European Countries,” examines the sequence of historical shifts in
the border between Italy and Slovenia. Whereas Gorizia was once a regional center,
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the city of Nova Gorica traces its origins to the Cold War division between the two
countries that cut off Slovenians from the old city. Today, reconfigured once more
in the wake of Slovenia’s 2004 membership in the European Union and inclusion in
the Schengen area in 2007, the two cities form a“transnational conurbation”that is
a“space of open perception.” Urban structure preserves the memory of the former
frontier, however, as the margins of the cities that were shaped by the border now
lie at the center of the conurbation; the site of unity memorializes the fissure of the
past, creating a center-less center.

Efforts to acknowledge complexities of the past in design solutions that allow
for both the preservation of memory and a way to build upon it that Walker’s and
Potocnik’s chapters address can be contrasted with less successful transformations
of former border sites. At the iconic Berlin Wall crossing-point of Checkpoint
Charlie, for example, a pastiche of touristic elements provides no insight into the
complex urban fabric and webs of human interactions that were associated with
the site before and during the Wall’s existence (Loeb and Luescher 2014). Original
border installations have been removed, replaced with a small mock-up of a guard
station that provides only a distorted sense of the spatial extent of the crossing.
This is accompanied by stand-ins for border guards, with whom tourists can pose
for photos. The dispersal of the site’s history among an open-air exhibit chronicling
Cold War history, erected by the municipal government, a private museum of
memorabilia that focuses on attempts to escape through the Wall, and a panorama
of the divided city by Berlin artist Yadegar Asisi, bombards visitors with imagery in
a setting that has been emptied of all genuine historical references.

Ambiguity lies at the heart of the “desakota” zones that Michael Leaf analyzes
in Chapter 10, “New Urban Frontiers: Periurbanization and (Re)territorialization in
Southeast Asia." These borders between rural and urban areas highlight frontiers
as a discourse and as zones of encounter, contestation, change, and uncertainty.
They are tropes for development itself as a frontier of globalization, where flows of
foreign investment, land speculation, and media and marketing campaigns meet
“state intentionality” exercised, or not, through property and regulatory controls.
Leaf’s case in point, real estate development in Ho Chi Minh City, juxtaposes
globalization of the luxury residential market with widespread local involvement in
housing provision for migrant workers. Bringing small landowners into the arena of
real estate development, even on such a modest scale, helps to build decentralized
governmental systems within a complex and flexible fabric of local, national,
and international relationships that are themselves emblematic of the fluidity
of borders.

The Mediterranean basin’s historically shifting frontiers are metaphors for
boundaries’ ambiguities and for their dissolution and preservation through memory.
Such “liquid geographies” are the subject of Antonio Petrov’s essay in Chapter 11,
“Mediterranean Frontiers: Ontology of a Bounded Space in Crisis.” Petrov considers
two utopian—or possibly dystopian—proposals for reconfiguring borders that
destabilize notions of bounded space, Herman Sérgel’s Atlantropa from the
1930s and Rem Koolhaas' more recent plan for Eneropa. Both take technology,
and especially the need to develop viable energy sources, as their inspiration for



12 THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

“overwriting” existing borders. Related examples of instances in which regions
transcend borders exist on the ground today, as in “Cascadia,” the “bioregion” in
which the western states of Canada and the US coordinate environmental reforms,
or in “Regio TriRhena,” the collaboration among France, Switzerland, and Germany
that created and administers the EuroAirport Basel-Mulhouse-Freiburg. A similar
proposal has been made to allow travelers access to Tijuana’s International Airport
through a passageway through the border between the US and Mexico. As scholar
Fernando Romero notes, such cross-border collaborations often address needs
more successfully than individual national governments do (Romero 2008, 33).
An older but more quixotic instance is the condominium, or joint administration,
of Pheasant Island, located on the French-Spanish border in the middle of the
Bidasoa River. Since the 1659 Treaty of the Pyrenees, sovereignty over this site has
alternated every six months between France and Spain (Jacobs 2012). Broadening
our range of references, we may consider not only the European Union—itself
once considered utopian—as a version of the proposals Petrov presents, but
also the spatial implications of the United Nations, its Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, and UNESCO’s World Heritage Conventions. All of these examples
and the projects discussed by Petrov open the door to yet-unimagined ways to
reconceptualize global space and the status of borders.

Indeed, through the force of experience and the proliferation of new needs, or
through prescient design proposals, pressure can be placed on existing frontier
arrangements, which eventually give way to solutions that are more responsive to
contemporary attitudes and ways of living. Many current presuppositions about
and infrastructures for the construction of borders today—highway barriers,
mixed-use enclaves, and gated communities of the sort discussed by Myers and
Leaf, for example—rely on insights first realized on the imaginative plane by
Norman Bel Geddes in his Futurama installation for the 1939 World's Fair in New
York City (Albrecht 2012). Sponsored by General Motors and seen by almost five
million people, Futurama highlighted the transformative role that automobiles
would come to play in reshaping cities as infrastructure-dependent engines of
mass production and consumption. As this vision continues to play out in the
twenty-first century, the landscapes of isolated, bordered commercial or residential
neighborhoods held together by feeder roads that it underwrites increasingly exist
in tension with shrinking energy resources, needs for community, and desires for
a sense of place.

The open-endedness of the proposals that Petrov presents and their
encouragement to rethink the nature of frontiers nevertheless tend to run
up against continuing legacies of border formation, especially those based
on definitions of the nation-state. The virtual State in Time, created by the
contemporary Slovenian conceptual artists Neue Slowenische Kunst (NSK),
confronts this tension, as Conor McGrady makes clear in the final chapter, “The
NSK State and the Collective Imaginary,” that accompanies images of their work.
A project that embodies the artists'“virtual secession” from Slovenia in 1992, when
the region was wracked by nationalist conflicts, it represents a de-territorialized
“utopian social sculpture” beyond “nations, boundaries and territories.” Yet the NSK
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State's passports, embassies, and military are haunted by and engage the dystopian
aspects of nation-states, especially their authoritarianism. The artists use visual
media and performance to present a context in which to “test new ways of living”;
this aim links their work to the Occupy movement, with which it resonates. The
artists offer us the opportunity to examine our conventional imaginaries, which
have been formed within the confines of bounded political and social structures,
and to experiment with alternatives in the freedom of virtual space.

All of the visual representations of bordered space discussed and collected here,
whether built or speculative, point to the inherent dialectic between fixity and
fluidity that characterizes frontiers. To assess the challenges of globalization as well
as its opportunities in relation to humanity’s increasing precariousness, on the one
hand, and its expanded realms of freedom, on the other, it is useful to consider the
implications of the many struggles underway today for and against boundedness.
The question of when or whether new frontiers provide the security and ordered
environment within which people can flourish, or whether new arrangements that
emphasize flexibility, multiplicity, and movement provide alternative safeguards
that promote full human existences, must be considered against the backdrop
of past and existing frontier dynamics, including the meanings revealed by their
designed forms.
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Division and Enclosure: Frankie Quinn’s
Peaceline Panorama Photographs

Conor McGrady

In the wake of the Irish peace process, Belfast has faded from international news
headlines in recent years, barring occasional interventions into the media spotlight
upon sporadic, yet ongoing, eruptions of violence. Despite the perception that
the conflict known euphemistically as “The Troubles” is over, deep divisions and
simmering tensions continue to characterize cities like Belfast. Nowhere is this
sense of ideological and political polarization more acutely felt than in the working
class districts in the north, west and east of the city that are crisscrossed and
interrupted by a series of monolithic walls and security barriers known, not without
a sense of irony, as “Peacelines.”

Twenty-plus years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, territorial division and
geographical enclosure continue to proliferate. The fortification of the US-Mexican
border parallels that of India and Pakistan, while Israel’s architectural separation
and division of the Palestinian West Bank highlights a politics of national and
geopolitical entrenchment that shows no immediate sign of abatement. In the
context of Northern Ireland, the visible manifestations of territorial control and
separation are nothing new. Recent figures (Belfast Interface Project, 2011) show
that Belfast’s urban geography is carved up by no less than 99 peacelines, some
of which have been in existence since the eruption of the recent conflict in the
late 1960s. As the city fragmented along political and ideological fault lines,
initially sparked by loyalist attacks on the nationalist lower Falls district, barricades
were thrown up as defensive bulwarks. With the deployment of the British army,
who sought to gain control of a city spiraling into the chaos of urban guerrilla
warfare, the geography of separation became a means to control mobility within
the insurgent nationalist community. Far from being a temporary measure,
the barricades became walls that increased in number and in height over the
years, forming a network of enclaves, ghettos and deeply divided communities
across the city. In the Short Strand, a small nationalist area surrounded by the
predominantly loyalist East Belfast, new walls continued to be erected and older
ones extended up to heights of 40 feet in the first decade after the signing of the
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Good-Friday Agreement. With tensions remaining high and division endemic,
these walls and security barriers provide a prescient architectural testimony to
a city in which approximately 94 percent of public housing is segregated along
political and religious lines (Shuttleworth and Lloyd, 2007). In recent years the term
“peaceline” has become interchangeable with “interface,” denoting the common
boundary between divided zones referred to as interface areas. In the wake of the
peace-process groups such as the Belfast Interface Project monitor the impact of
the social divisions in these areas and work to ameliorate tensions and support
community regeneration. In his photos of the peacelines and interface areas,
Belfast photographer Frankie Quinn not only captures the architecture of a divided
city, but the impact of ideological polarization and topographical fragmentation
on the lives of those who live alongside these structures. As Gabbi Murphy points
out in her essay on this series of photos:

For all that the barriers may provide psychological reassurance for inhabitants
on both sides, their security value is not absolute. A CAJ (Committee on the
Administration of Justice) report of 2001 found that, while the erection of new
barriers and closing of peaceline gateways in north Belfast reduced instances of
criminal damage, they did not deflect rioting in those areas. Interface violence
is still a fact of life, as is the anxiety of defensive living. Displays of culture and
tradition, including parades and associated protests, still prompt escalations

in tension and hostility. Perhaps even more lethal is the apathy that regards
segregation as indelible. (Murphy, 2010, p. 178)

Latent tension permeates many of these images. They embody the banality
of disruption, where walls slice through housing developments and wire mesh
imprisons as much as protects. In one image graffiti poses the question, “Is there
a hidden agenda?” While the military apparatus has largely been dismantled in
Belfast, security, policing and the politics of control continue to define the city.
While its reference point evokes the specter of political control, the irony of the
question addresses the divisions that exist in plain sight. Those divided remain
hidden from each other. Marked as the perpetual “other,’ the sense of fear, suspicion
and antagonism that characterizes such separation is ultimately tied to the overall
fate of post conflict Northern Ireland.

Otherimages show theinnocuous, almost banal, quality of daily life in the interface
areas. Children’s swings sit at the base of one wall, on which repeating decorative
motifs attempt to ameliorate the reality of its core function. More often than not, an
iconic, brutalist utilitarianism characterizes the walls, particularly those constructed
at the height of the conflict. It is this language of the military fortification rather than
the quasi-decorative attempts at creating structures that are “integrated” with the
architecture of a particular area, that attract the tourists depicted in another image.
Murphy (2010, p. 180) acknowledges the incongruous appeal of the more forceful
signifiers of a divided city, which are now largely absent from the city center. She
points out that “Quinn’s pictures of camera-laden sightseers dipping their toes in the
aftermath of conflict highlight the division between the buzzing hub of commercial
regeneration and those who have been left behind.”
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While absurdity is a ubiquitous presence in these works, it remains dominated
by the harsh geometry of urban control. In these images the language of force
exerts constant pressure. The walls leave an indelible stamp on the lives of those
living within their proximity, serving as a barometer of societal progress in the wake
of the Peace Process. Their continued existence, which is regarded as necessary, if
unfortunate, by many of those living in interface areas, highlights the disjuncture
between political progress and the distances yet to be traveled in post-conflict
Northern Ireland.

Frankie Quinn is a Belfast-based photographer. His interest in documentary
photography developed as a result of his involvement with the MacAirt Camera
Club in East Belfast. Since 1983 his work has been exhibited extensively both at
home and abroad. His work has also appeared in numerous local publications
including “Falls in Focus” published by the Falls Community Center (1987) and
“Shoot Belfast”(1986), a guide for amateur photographers which was funded by the
Northern Ireland Arts Council. His work has also appeared in the book “Garvaghy
Road: A Community Under Siege” (1999). He was a founding member of the Belfast
Exposed Community Photography Resource Center.
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1.7 Springmartin Road/Ballygomartin Road, West Belfast.

Photograph © Frankie Quinn, Belfast, 2006.
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1.9 Springfield Road, West Belfast.
Photograph © Frankie Quinn, Belfast, 2006.



1.10 Springfield Road, West Belfast.
Photograph © Frankie Quinn, Belfast, 2006.
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Occupying No Man’s Land in the Lenné Triangle:
Space, Spectacle, and Politics in the Shadow of
the Berlin Wall

Kristin Poling

July 1, 1988 was the only date on which there was ever a mass flight from West Berlin
into East Germany. On this day, a group of nearly 200 Kreuzberg protesters escaped
West Berlin by leaping the Wall into the custody of East Berlin border guards. Their
flight was the culmination of a six-week long standoff between West Berlin police
and a small group of environmentalists and squatters who wished to protect a
plot of land called the “Lenné Triangle,” situated between the Wall and the western
half-city’s largest park, from the possible construction of a highway. That early July
morning, the German Democratic Republic (GDR) welcomed the refugees with all
the courtesy due to a public relations coup that had fallen into its lap, gave them
breakfast, and sent them back home: for all the event’s exceptionality, a rather
unremarkable conclusion.

As a highway revolt turned Cold War incident, this singular event is often cited
in histories of divided Berlin for its curiousness. In its inversion of the border’s usual
dynamic, in which refugees typically fled from East to West, it serves as anillustration
of how the Berlin Wall and the border it marked rendered daily life and ordinary
urban politics bizarre. Brian Ladd introduces it as “one of the oddest incidents in the
Wall’s history,” using it to conclude a discussion of the “peculiar urban backwaters”
and forbidden crossings in the Wall's shadow (1997, pp. 16, 13). Janet Ward refers
to the same incident as a moment of “Schneideresque absurdity” (2011, p. 85).
The reference is to Peter Schneider’s classic treatment of divided Berlin'’s irrational
urban geography in the novel The Wall Jumpers (Der Mauerspringer, 1982), which
explores the ways in which the psychological effects of the city’s division, though
perverse, had by the early 1980s become utterly pervasive and virtually normalized.
For Ward, the unexpected story reinforces a general lesson drawn from Schneider’s
book about human nature: “the firmer the barrier, the stronger becomes the human
urge to conquer its law” (2011, p. 84).

In these accounts, the Lenné Triangle incident was simultaneously an exceptional
event and just another entry in a long catalogue of events demonstrating that in
divided Berlin the extraordinary was part of the everyday. It was what David Clay



32  THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

Large calls “another object lesson in the bizarre theatricality” of protest politics in
West Berlin (2000, p. 494). Cited as evidence of absurdity, the events of July 1, 1988
might even appear more as a game, or a farce, than as a serious event. In these
narratives, the odd and the farcical serve symbolically to undermine the Wall itself
and, implicitly, to anticipate its imminent collapse.

This chapter will examine this particular incident of unrest—so often mentioned
in passing, but rarely closely considered—to examine how the Wall operated on a
micro-level as a contested environment, arguing that at the time it did not seem
to undermine the Wall and the international border it represented at all. Instead, it
seemed to re-enact and reinforce West Berlin’s peculiar status as both a frontier city
and a landscape of multiplying borders and fortifications, reproducing the city’s
exclave spatiality and cultural politics in microcosm. The Berlin Wall provided a
globally visible stage of spectacle and surveillance, investing local conflicts over the
urban environment with a broader geopolitical significance (Pugh, 2010, p. 156).
In the Lenné incident, both protesters and West Berlin city officials were aware of
watching eyes, from East Germany, from West Germany, and from all over the world.
At first, West Berlin’s landscape of surveillance empowered marginalized Berliners
by providing them with a widely visible stage for protest, but ultimately this same
context defused the particular import of their local complaints by absorbing them
into all-encompassing stories of Cold War conflict and Berlin’s peculiar history. The
way in which this occurred provides particular insight into how the Berlin Wall
operated as a frontier space both locally and globally.

NESTED TRIANGLES: WEST BERLIN, KREUZBERG, LENNE

Whether described as “the ultimate postmodern space,’a“total work of art” putting
the free market on display, or a “surreal cage” (Borneman, 1992, p. 1; Steinfeld,
1990, p. 256; Taylor, 2006, p. 355), Berlin's exceptionality has been among the
most persistent themes in treatments of its history and culture. In divided Berlin,
the source of Berlin's exceptionality is evident, though some scholarship seeks to
integrate this brief phase into a long history of the city’s persistent marginality
relative to Germany as a frontier capital, often with reference to Karl Scheffler’s
classic account from the beginning of the century (Scheffler, 1910; Webber, 2009,
p. 2; Haxthausen and Suhr, 1990, p. xi). Between 1961 and 1989 West Berlin
functioned both as a borderland and as a cultural and political island. As an
exclave, it became alienated from the “mainland” of West Germany, as well as
being isolated from its East German surroundings (Richie, 1998, p. 775). Residents
enjoyed extensive economic subsidies and were exempt from military service,
further distinguishing them from the rest of the population, and there was talk of
an alternative “second culture” in opposition to mainstream West Germany. By the
1970s, “the very act of residing in West Berlin was considered a political statement”
(Mayer, 1996, p. 217).

Being the furthest outpost of capitalist culture made West Berlin a natural
showcase for western free market society. Much in the way East Germany pumped
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resources into the eastern half of the city because it was their most internationally
visible urban area, the West German government heavily subsidized cultural
activities in their outpost city. By the end of the 1980s, West Berlin supported an
annual budget for cultural activities more than half that of the entire United States,
but over half of the city’s budget was supported by federal subsidies (Colomb,
2011, p.52). West Berlin's famous scene “was a cultural program that served political
ends” (Haxthausen and Suhr, 1990, p. xiv). In the most obvious and extreme cases,
western culture was literally projected over the Berlin Wall in an attempt to gain
converts in the East (Flemming and Koch, 2005, pp. 62-3). Even when less obviously
aimed at conversion, a free and radical culture in West Berlin was transformed
by its position on the front lines from suspect to politically important (Steinfeld,
1990, p. 254).

In a divided city defined by its proximity to the East, the neighborhood of
Kreuzberg was the West Berlin city district the geography and environment
of which were the most drastically shaped by the construction of the Wall. This
working class district, located at the meeting point between the Soviet, British,
and American sectors was surrounded by East Berlin on three sides after the
construction of the Wall, making it a virtual island of Western culture jutting into
“actually existing socialism.” Although it had formerly been located in the heart of
the city, just south of Berlin Mitte, most roads linking Kreuzberg to nearby cultural
and commercial destinations were cut off by the Wall, or left in its traffic shadow
(Lang, 1998, p. 111). In its relationship to West Berlin, Kreuzberg shared many of the
traits that West Berlin had in its relationship to West Germany: a proud radicalism
combined with cultural marginality that was created by physical inaccessibility
and proximity to the border with East Germany.

Explanations of Kreuzberg's social and economic marginality drew on mutually
reinforcing short- and long-term causes. Its position in the divided city together
with its longer prewar past as a poor, working class district both contributed to
Kreuzberg's economic struggles and social instability. The relationship between
Kreuzberg and West Berlin had been antagonistic ever since the 1960s, when
residents of the neighborhood had first protested massive renovation projects that
would have obliterated much of the district’s urban fabric (Lang, 1998; Karapin,
2007). In addition to poor housing stock and its isolated location, Kreuzberg
was also cut off from most major parks (Lang, 1998, p. 37). Although it lacked
officially designated green spaces, one of the most distinctive environments of
Kreuzberg was the weedy and overgrown plot, particularly in the many forgotten
corners where the Wall's construction had preserved empty spaces left behind by
war damage.

Sociologist Barbara Lang suggests that both those who identified with the
Kreuzberg environment and those who saw it as a threat depicted it as an
environment that was cut off from and alien to the rest of West Berlin. A vocabulary
of “outside” and “inside” created a rift between the border district and the rest
of the border city. She writes that both sides acted as if “in Kreuzberg one lives
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behind an invisible line of demarcation” (Lang, 1998, pp. 134-6)." Lang suggests
a link between the isolated and overgrown physical environments of Kreuzberg
and the neighborhood’s culture of radical protest. One of Lang’s interviewees
describes her fondness for the plot of land behind the Gorlitzer Bahnhof: “Wild and
overgrown was how it was somehow ... | loved it so much”(Lang, 1998, pp. 195-6).
The description echoes her account of her own life in a Kreuzberg squat where she
was able to live as she would, without externally imposed controls or limitations.
Whether with positive or negative connotation, Kreuzberg’s location on the Wall,
which ostensibly divided it only from the East, ended up separating it from West
Berlin as well.

The sense of Kreuzberg's isolation from the rest of the city was worsened in the
1980s when a series of demonstrations and violent clashes between protesters
and the police cemented the district’s radical reputation. Opposition to the now
right-center Christian Democratic Union (CDU) led city administration again
peaked with renewed threats to return to the old policies of demolition and slum
clearance insensitive to the neighborhood’s own residents (Karapin, 2007, p. 94).
Kreuzberg's reputation for violence became so extreme that in anticipation of
agitation during President Ronald Reagan’s visit to West Berlin in June 1987, shortly
after the particularly violent unrest of May 1, 1987, Kreuzberg was simply closed off
from the rest of the city. The subway lines into the neighborhood were closed and
police were posted on streets around its edge. Describing the controversial tactics
taken to protect the city during Reagan’s visit, the news magazine Der Spiegel
noted that these “siege tactics” were easy to accomplish because Kreuzberg’'s most
unsettled neighborhood was like a“black triangle between the wall and Landwehr
Canal,"almost entirely cut off from the rest of the city already (June 22, 1987, p. 23).

The sense of isolation was so complete that in a series of books published on
West Berlin’s districts as part of the 1987 celebration of Berlin’s 750th anniversary,
which one might expect to be particularly complimentary, Kreuzberg was
condemned as a”“lifeless triangle” that was in danger of becoming a“peninsula”and
“isolation ward for social problems and poverty” (Kaak, 1988, p.10). The occupation
of the Lenné Triangle occurred in the context of this spate of recent violent
confrontations pitting Kreuzberg against the rest of West Berlin. As itself a small
triangle of neglected land, both marginalized and rendered nationally visible by its
proximity to the Wall, the Lenné plot took on many of the features of Kreuzberg, in
miniature. As Kreuzberg was Berlin’s Berlin, Lenné became, so to speak, Kreuzberg’s
Kreuzberg. These themes of isolation and closure, the urban utopianism of rubble
greenery and anarchic violence would all come to play in the conflict over the
Lenné Triangle in the summer of 1988.

' Here and throughout, translations from the German are my own.
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THE LENNE TRIANGLE INCIDENT:
THE POLITICS OF OCCUPATION IN NO MAN'’S LAND

In February 1988 the Mayor of West Berlin, Eberhard Diepgen, met with the President
of the German Democratic Republic, Erich Honecker, to discuss several issues of
cross-border interest. The central component of the resulting agreement was the
exchange of a number of small plots of land along the Berlin Wall, completing a
process of regularizing the border and eliminating exclaves that had begun in
1971 (Barclay, 2012, p. 117). The key piece of land in the transaction was the four-
hectare plot right off the Potsdamer Platz known as the Lenné Triangle. Although
the land had always belonged to the GDR, it remained on the western side when
the Wall was first constructed in 1961. The awkward angle at which it jutted into
West Berlin would have made the construction of a wall around it difficult and
costly. Though long neglected, the plot was considered of particular value because
of its prime location. The West Berlin government was considering plans to use
it in the construction of a major highway connecting the Reichstag in the north
and the Landwehr Canal in the south, and traversing the length of the Tiergarten
(Der Spiegel, March 28, 1988, p. 89). The land would formally change hands on
July 1, 1988. In the intervening months, this now highly publicized and visible
plot of land remained outside of the reach of the West Berlin police (Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, June 2, 1988, p. 17).

Though this bit of land adjacent to Potsdamer Platz had a long and eventful
history, by 1988 the Lenné Triangle was an empty space. Like other exclaves
along the border, its existence as a no man’s land was the product of the fact
that the Wall itself had never perfectly followed the sector border. Patrolled by
GDR border guards, it had remained off-limits to West Berliners and inaccessible
to East Berliners. Mostly, the land was just left alone, though once in 1986 East
Berlin border guards had crossed the wall to arrest a Kreuzberger for defacing
the wall (Noé, 2008). So, over decades of disuse, the little plot had become one of
those abandoned plots grown wild that so characterized Kreuzberg's environment
as a wall neighborhood. By 1988, environmentalists in West Berlin claimed that
the Triangle contained 161 different varieties of plants, including 12 listed as
endangered on the “Red List” put out by the West Berlin Senate Department for
Urban Development (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, June 16, 1988, p. 9). It was
an example of what one politician of the time called “trimmergriin,” or “rubble
greenery”: abandoned un-built land that became a kind of de facto urban green
space, valued by some urban environmentalists (Strom, 2001, p. 197). The plan to
clear the plot for the construction of a highway was seen by some West Berliners,
and Kreuzbergers in particular, as an example of environmentally and socially
insensitive policy typical of West German politics, endemic of a system that left no
room for the unencumbered growth of either human communities or wildflowers.

After the planned exchange had been announced, the GDR removed the fence
that had surrounded the patch of land. Wondering why they had not waited
until the official exchange was completed in July, the West Berlin Interior Senator
Wilhelm Kewenig joked that there must have been a dire shortage of fences in the
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GDR (Der Spiegel, July 4, 1988, p. 75). This action allowed West Berliners new ease of
access to the land before the actual exchange of territory occurred: it still belonged
to the GDR, but was no longer off limits. It was out of reach of West Berlin police at
the discretion of East German border guards. So, with the stated goal of preventing
the triangle’s use for the highway project, which would both endanger the wild
flowers and butterflies in the small plot and also threaten the green space of the
Tiergarten as a whole, a collection of Kreuzberg activists decided to turn the weedy
plot into the location of a new squat.

The occupation of the Lenné Triangle began on May 25, 1988. The occupiers
reached an agreement with the East Berlin border guards that allowed them to set
up tents and later temporary huts constructed from wood and plastic tarpaulins
around the perimeter of the triangle (Die Tageszeitung, May 30, 988, p. 17).2 Over
the next week, they planted potatoes and vegetables in the areas that surrounded
the “wild green” in the center of the triangle (taz, May 31, 1988, p. 17). A flyer
recruited like-minded West Berliners to help secure the land:“If you are in the mood
for summer, life, laughter, and argument, then kindly come join us, so that we can
secure this place” (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, June 2, 1988, p. 17). By early June,
the occupiers had truly settled in and were making strides toward self-sufficiency:
two goats and six hens had joined them and their vegetable gardens in this green
idyll in the shadow of the Berlin Wall (taz, June 8, 1988, p. 24).

The most immediate advertised goal of the squat was to protest the planned
highway construction, but the powerful symbolism of the occupation of this highly
visible plot of land next to the Wall allowed a certain flexibility and capaciousness
in the protest’s significance. According to one flyer,“The occupation is directed not
only against the destruction of green space for a highway, but against the system
that holds such piggishness to be necessary.” Another protester proclaimed, “We
are not occupying the Triangle symbolically; rather, we will stay here and set it up as
our living space [Lebensraum]” (taz, May 30, 1988, p. 17). Although the seriousness
of the occupiers’ commitment to ecological principles was called into question in
news coverage, the squatters received a number of powerful supporters, including
environmentalist groups.® One of the group’s leaders and a representative of the
Alternative List, Stephan Noé, later reported that the group’s motives had been

2 Die Tageszeitung is here after referred to as the taz in all notes, as it is familiarly

known in Berlin. Since the left-alternative paper dedicated daily space to the Lenné
protest, it provides the most detailed accounts of the day-to-day happenings in the
Triangle.

3 Senator of the Interior Wilhelm Kewenig (CDU), who had a history of taking a
hardline with Kreuzberg squatters, claimed that the occupiers were merely criminals
who had jumped the wall to hide their identities from police.“You don't do that," he was
reported to say, “if you are just a conservationist” (taz, July 2, 1988, p. 25). However, in
addition to political groups like the Alternative List (AL), the occupiers received support
from the Citizens' Initiative West (Blirgerinitiative West-Tagente), organized specifically
to resist the construction of the highway meant to cut through the triangle, and the
Berlin Section of the Association for the Environment and Conservation (taz, May 30,
1988, p. 17).



OCCUPYING NO MAN’S LAND IN THE LENNE TRIANGLE 37

“a mix of ecological demands and conscious provocation” (quoted in Pragel and
Stratenschulte, 1999, p. 157).

Throughout the month of June, the occupiers worked to create an autonomous
space representative of Kreuzberg’s culture of protest. One of the first actions they
took was to rename the plot the Norbert-Kubat-Triangle, after a demonstrator who
had committed suicide in prison the previous year. Their numbers grew rapidly,
though they also fluctuated with the weather, reaching over 100 by June 12.
Playing up the theme of the new settlement as a miniature city, set apart from West
Berlin, the alternative city daily Die Tageszeitung (The Daily Newspaper, hereafter
“taz") referred somewhat tongue-in-cheek to the triangle’s different generations of
structures as the “Old Town” and “New Town” (“Altstadt” and “Neustadt”), the latter
of which included both a “people’s kitchen” (“Volxkiiche”) and the “Rudi-Dutschke-
House." The Triangle even had its own street of sorts, which the occupiers called
the “Pesttangente,” an allusion to the “Westtangente” highway the occupiers
were protesting (taz, June 9, 1988, p. 24). Although satirical, these references
acknowledged, and in some ways legitimated, the occupiers’ attempt to create an
autonomous space for political expression. They also played on the theme of the
Lenné Triangle as a microcosm of West Berlin’s own peculiar spatiality as an exclave.

As the occupiers sought to delineate the space as their own, the West Berlin
police worked to define and separate the Triangle as well in their effort to control
and contain the protesters. On May 30, only five days after the occupation began,
the police cordoned off the Triangle with iron rods and red and white construction
tape. The taz referred to the plastic cordons as a “symbolic ‘ersatz-wall” (taz,
May 31, 1988, p. 17). The number of entrances into the plot was reduced to two,
both closely guarded by police (taz, June 9, 1988, pp. 2, 17). The official reason for
the cordoning was the possible presence of unexploded World War Il ordinance
underground, reinforcing the perception of the no-man’s-land along the wall as a
dangerous space with an ever-present potential for violence (Der Spiegel, June 27,
1988, p. 60; Nawrocki, 1988, p. 7). By mid June several papers referred to the plot as
a "Wehrdorf;" or fortified village, with its own watchtower, ditches, and protective
walls in eerie mimicry in miniature of the barricaded status of West Berlin itself
(Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, June 13, 1988, p. 12).

The promptness of police action against the squat and their eagerness to
control and demarcate the space with a fence betrayed anxiety about the plot’s
ambiguous jurisdiction, which itself reflected the instability of Berlin's supposedly
impermeable internal border. Reflecting this anxiety, West Berlin’s Interior Senator
Kewenig expressed an especial indignation that the Triangle was a “territory that
virtually lays outside of any jurisdiction” that could be occupied and fortified outside
the city’s control, but with materials taken from West Berlin (Nawrocki, 1988, p. 7).
While the plot’s jurisdictional ambiguity unsettled officials, it provided the occupiers
with space for protest. “The state can assert itself everywhere,” one occupier said in
an interview, “we want to have a piece of land where we can assert ourselves too”
(Tillack, 1988, p. 3). That the space they found was technically property of the East
German state was one of the incident’s ironies; there would have been no space and
far less tolerance for their actions on the other side of the Wall.
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Notably, then, the fence around the Triangle became the principal bone of
contention between occupiers and the police. A week after putting up the initial
cordons, the police replaced the red and white construction tape with a sturdier
and more permanent fence (taz, June 8, 1988, p. 24). The occupiers demanded that
the fence be dismantled as the only condition for their engagement in peaceful
negotiations with an arbitrator. Their request was denied, ostensibly because of
their prior violence (Plarre, 1988, p. 3). Attempts to tamper with or dismantle the
fence to transport food or building materials were met by police resistance. Early on,
the taz characterized these conflicts as an unequal battle between club-wielding
police and the garden gnomes of the Lenné settlers, who simply wanted a peaceful
space for their garden allotments (Witte, 1988, p. 24). Over the next weeks the
conflicts escalated. The police expressed frustration that the British Schutzmacht
stood by as the occupiers transformed the land into a “fortress” (Festung) (taz,
June 16, 1988, p. 18). They used water cannons and tear gas to try to drive the
occupiers off the land while the latter threw stones, scraps of metal and Molotov
cocktails at police, culminating in heavy, several-hour-long conflicts on June 21-22
(taz, June 21, 1988, p. 2; June 22, 1988, pp. 1-2).

Both the police and the CDU-led city government came under heavy criticism
for encouraging escalation rather than discussion with the protesters (Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, June 22, 1988, p. 2; taz, June 21, 1988, p. 2). The police also used
unconventional methods to try to drive the occupiers from the Lenné Triangle, since
their actions were limited by the fact that the East Berlin border guards complained
every time they strayed into East German territory. For example, starting early in
the morning of June 8, police were reported to have tried to drive out the Triangle’s
occupiers by preventing them from sleeping with loud music (taz, June 9, 1988,
p. 2). This, recalling the early realization that loud speakers were one of the few
easy and reliable ways to bridge the Wall itself, was one of the many ways in which
the Lenné incident turned the apparatus of the border inward. Fences, walls,
and loud speakers were directed by West Germans against other West Germans,
echoing the way in which the Wall itself had turned Germans against Germans.
But while the earlier use of loud speakers in an attempt to convert East Germans
implied intentionally gentle methods in the context of the potential for Cold War
violence, now it highlighted the way in which the West Berlin police were treating
the protesters themselves as the enemy, seeking to distance them from the rest of
the city.

As the actions of police and squatters engaged the symbolism of the Lenné
Triangle’s unique geography, press coverage of the protest routinely played with
the tension between the geopolitical significance of the squat’s location and the
localism of the protesters’ aims. The national press covered the protest with a
mixture of bemusement and anxious annoyance. An article that ran in the national
news magazine Die Zeit a few weeks into the occupation essentially conflated the
“colorful” protesters with the Wall's colorful graffiti:

The wall at Potsdamer Platz is as colorfully painted as ever. At its feet sit about
a dozen of the Lenné-Triangle occupiers, mostly masked, and listening on a
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cassette recorder to the Berlin cabaret artist Martin Buchholz: ... Reagan asked
Gorbachev: ‘Why is the train stopping so long?’ Answer: ‘They just traded the
locomotive for vodka. Above on the top of the wall GDR border guards lean on
their elbows; one looks through a telescope, the other considers the colorful
activity (bunte Treiben) in no-man’s land with amusement. (Nawrocki, 1988, p. 7)

Depicting the occupiers as part of the Wall’s bright decoration seems to defuse the
power of their protest, and yet, as we know, graffiti on the Berlin Wall was serious
business. As in the Martin Buchholz quip, levity and seriousness were impossible
to disentangle in Cold War Berlin, where joking was serious business and ordinary
life defied reason.

An article about the Triangle published in Der Spiegel played up the parallels
between this small-scale event and other historical Berlin crises. The article opens
describing an ominous scene: “Military helicopters rattle over the wall, tear gas
grenades explode” On one side march “the East Berlin border guards in Russian
gas masks”and on the other are the West Berlin police with their helmet and clubs:
“So the situation escalates in the old familiar way.” The title of the article itself,
“Checkpoint Norbie,” plays with reference to Checkpoint Charlie. (“Norbie” was in
reference to Norbert Kubat.) But, the article goes on, in this case “what looks like a
proper Berlin Crisis, is only a local tussle” (June 27, 1988, p. 60). Whether trivializing
the protest or treating it as an ominous echo of serious crises, one thing that the
media coverage of the Lenné incident never did was to take seriously the possible
geopolitical implications of the protest itself: that the protesters needed a free
space within West Berlin from which they could critique it and suggest a system of
values other than those embodied by the highway project.

The transfer of the Triangle to the West Berlin government proceeded on
schedule at midnight on July 1, 1988. Amidst widespread fear that the subsequent
clearance could only be accomplished violently, it succeeded quickly and without
a single injury on either side. Around five o'clock in the morning, just hours after
the transfer, between 800 and 900 police surrounded the triangle, pressing the
occupiers back into the two meter strip of East German land immediately in front
of the Wall (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, July 2, 1988, p. 2; taz, July 2, 1988, p. 1).
Once cornered, most of the occupiers simply climbed the Wall and then jumped
over to the East Berlin side in order to escape the police. Others managed to escape
through an opening in the fence right next to the Wall, and one was arrested for
previous aggression against the police (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, July 2, 1988,
p. 2). In the East, the jumpers were received by waiting flatbed trucks. According
to reports, they were fed breakfast, asked to use one of the official checkpoints
on their next visit to East Berlin, and sent back in small batches at various border
crossings. The party organ of the GDR's ruling party, Neues Deutschland, which had
previously commented on the civil war-like conditions in the West as clouds of
tear gas wafted over the Wall near the triangle, reported merely that “the relevant
authorities of the GDR were helpful in returning them back to Berlin (West)”
(July 2,1988, p. 7). By the very next day, bulldozers had removed almost all evidence
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of the six-week occupation. Some of the occupiers hung around, unsure of what to
do next (Schmemann, 1988).

The 180-odd Wall jumpers were aware of the symbolic import of their action
and proud of their ability to invert the normal machinery of images associated
with the German-German border. Tourists had shown up to observe this authentic
demonstration of West Berlin’s counterculture, giving the occupiers an awareness
of possible national and global audiences. One was quoted as saying, “When the
Americans see the business about the wall jumping on their televisions today, then
they can forget all that wall shit. It will turn everything on its head” (Tillack, 1988,
p. 3). This occupier clearly understood that the power that the Wall invested in his
actions was that of a megaphone: broadcasting his actions around the world. As
Stephan Noé later recalled, the events at Lenné inevitably had a wider echo because
of the presence of tourists who usually came to observe events on the other side
of the Wall, but now directed some of their sympathy towards the occupiers on
the nearside of the Wall (Noé, 2008). But in addition to providing a wider audience
for their actions, Berlin's exceptional status actually served instead to empty their
political protest of its specific meaning. Rather than inverting everything they
thought their American audience might know about the Berlin Wall, the New York
Times referred to the incident as “just a Berlin kind of day” (Schmemann, 1988).
The national German press also noted the link between the Lenné incident and
the peculiar histories of both Kreuzberg and Berlin (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung,
June 16, 1988, p. 9).4

Although the Lenné Triangle was particularly politicized because of its
importance and visibility, it was not the only refuge in the shadow of the Wall.
Similar concerns were raised over another of the plots exchanged in 1988, the
transfer of which allowed the reopening of a canal bridge. Residents protested
that the land along the canal would be destroyed by the inevitable increase
in traffic. Graffiti scrawled on the side of the bridge proclaimed, “If no Wall then
Auto Power—The Wall must remain” (taz, July 19, 1988, p. 15). Outside of the few
organized efforts of environmentalists to lay claim to the wild environment on
the border, Kreuzbergers quietly planted and cultivated gardens and playgrounds
along the Wall (Nowakowski, 1988, p. 24). Spaces like these caused one Kreuzberger
to lament how “the wall ... [wals the only peaceful place in Berlin”(taz, August 15,
1988, p. 14). Without Lenné’s highly significant central location, however, these
other conflicts never came to have the same symbolic weight and wider visibility.

Marginalized groups, from Turkish immigrants to political radicals, to those
searching for an alternative environmentally-friendly lifestyle, identified with the
environment of the Wall as representative of a border space that allowed behavior
and types of social organization for which there was no room in mainstream culture.
This was symbolized in part by the wild, weeded environment that sprung up in the
deserted and marginalized landscapes that skirted the edge of the wall. Although
in the center of the city, the environment immediately adjacent to the Wall was
unusable, and so created a peripheral and free space. In the Lenné incident, as in

4 Onthe Lenné Triangle’s longer history, see McGee, 2002, pp. 198-204.
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these other cases, however, the Wall's larger geopolitical significance complicated
this fight to preserve these spaces. It was difficult to argue for the desirability of
preserving the no man’s land, regardless of the ecological benefits. “What should
we do?” asked environmental activist Peter Kruse, “we certainly can't go down to
the Ku'damm and demonstrate in favor of wall and barbed wire” (Der Spiegel, March
28,1988, p. 91).

CONCLUSION

The events of the Lenné occupation demonstrate the distinctive ways in which
the surveillance and spectacle of the Wall and the Cold War border it marked
implicated global and local politics in the urban landscape of divided Berlin.
Whereas earlier accounts have used the Lenné incident as direct evidence of the
absurdity of divided Berlin's geography, this chapter has instead examined the
ways in which different groups at the time deployed that same rhetoric of absurdity
within political and cultural conflicts in West Berlin in the late 1980s. For the Lenné
protesters, the geopolitical significance of the site was important because the
location of their squat associated the oppressive West Berlin Betonpolitik (“concrete
politics”) against which they were protesting (in the form of the planned highway)
with the city’s most notorious concrete structure, the Berlin Wall itself. In response,
the West Berlin police themselves became the ones building walls and reinforcing
boundaries, recreating the injustices of the Wall within West Berlin. On the other
hand, the media coverage of the event outside Berlin—whether nationally or
internationally—used the absurdity of Berlin's divided geography to defuse the
potential political impetus of the protesters’actions, allowing them to ignore their
actual goals in favor of playing on themes of potential Cold War violence. From
both sides, the effect was to reinforce West Berlin’s exceptional status, instead of
undermining the logic of the city’s division.

In addition to illuminating the character of divided Berlin on the eve of the
Wall’s fall, this incident also provides insight into the functioning of border spaces
more generally. Local and global politics became implicated in this particular site
through a tendency to see spatial patterns as reproducing across scale (Gaddis,
2002, p. 84). Kreuzberg mimicked West Berlin, and the Lenné Triangle mimicked
Kreuzberg. The inclination to “wall off the Wall” was reflected in the attempt to
recreate walls—both mental and physical—around each the district of Kreuzberg
and the Lenné Triangle itself, each labeled as a“lifeless triangle” (Kaak, 1988, p. 10).
This is a powerful demonstration of the effect that borders have on those who
live in their shadow, and how borders seem to legitimate their own presence by
recasting the spaces around them.
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Remaking the Edges: Surveillance and Flows in
Sub-Saharan Africa’s New Suburbs

Garth Myers

INTRODUCTION

The Millennium Village occupies a large plot in the heart of Lusaka’s colonial-era
central administrative area, with its gate on the tree-lined Birdcage Walk, a short
way from what the city’s British planners called the Ridgeway, where the colonial
administrators sat atop the city (Myers, 2003). The Millennium Village, however,
was purpose-built with funding from the government of Libya to coincide with the
2000 meeting of the African Union. Libya's leader at that time, the late Muammar
Gaddafi, had a house built for each member state’s President, with the name of the
country emblazoned on the front above its door.

Thirteen years after the Millennium, the Village had a very different character. It
had become a gated corporate business park, dominated by Chinese engineering
and development firms. The house originally intended for Tanzania’s President
now had become the offices of the Henan-Guoji Development Company (HGDC)
in Zambia (Figure 3.1). As of 2013, HGDC had housing development projects
underway in nine African countries, including two in Zambia. All came under the
name of a “Guoji Dream Town,” a highly controlled exclusive community in the
suburbs of a given African city. Lusaka’s version, called Silverest Gardens, included
380 home sites with eight different house models “in a tranquil place away from
the city buzz” and outside of the legal boundary of Lusaka city (HGDC, 2012)
(Figure 3.2).

The transformation of the Millennium Village and the creation of Silverest
Gardens typify the topographies of surveillance and flows emerging across urban
Africa. Urban frontiers are in a state of dramatic change across the continent.
From Accra to Zanzibar, from Dakar to Durban, urban growth long ago jumped
the borders of the city, but the last decade has seen a mushrooming of new
suburbs, satellite towns, and gated communities, alongside expanding peri-urban
informal settlements (de Boeck, 2012; Huchzermeyer, 2011; UN Habitat, 2010). This
urban expansion is, indeed, fairly consistently bifurcated. On one hand, middle-
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3.1 The
Henan-Guoji
Development
Company
headquarters, in
Tanzania House,
Millennium Village
Business Park,
Lusaka, June
2013. Allimages
(3.1-3.7) courtesy
of Garth Myers.

and upper-income housing areas like Silverest Gardens are appearing across the
continent, seemingly out of step with a slower pace of economic growth and
income expansion. This side of the urban footprint’s expansion has gathered steam
in the ongoing New Scramble for Africa, particularly with Chinese investment in
new real estate ventures and urban infrastructure (Carmody, 2011; Carmody and
Hampwaye, 2010). The rise of surveillance technologies, particularly in new gated
communities, is hard to miss, but so are the flows and connections across the
globe for both residents and investors in these properties (Murray, 2011 and 2013;
Bénit-Gbaffou et al., 2012).

On the other hand, larger numbers of urban residents continue to reside in
ever increasing marginalized informal settlements. In many cities, the growth of
investment in elite and middle class real estate has established a sort of chain of
displacement leading to the growth of slums, often still further from the centers of
cities. In Nairobi and Dakar, for example, elite property development in inner-ring
western suburbs, including both malls and luxury mid-to-high-rise condominiums
as well as single-family fortresses, has pushed many working class or lower-middle
class former residents into informal settlements in places like Kibera (in Nairobi) and
Pikine (outside Dakar). Rising prices within informal areas then displace the more
marginal populations in them into even more marginalized housing circumstances
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(Huchzermeyer, 2011; Diouck, 2013; Myers, 2015; Ngau, 2012; Bousquet, 2010). As
of 2013, Pikine, for instance, had incredible overcrowding in areas with chronic,
severe seasonal flooding—so that 30 or 40 people reside in a two-bedroom
house with a half-meter of standing water on its ground-floor level in the rainy
season (Fall, 2013). Spaces like these reinforce the underlying continuity of urban
development patterns across Africa now with those of the colonial era, though,
particularly in terms of the odd mix of lax controls with capricious, sporadic bursts
of enforcement which characterize everyday life at the urban borders (Myers and
Murray, 2006).

This chapter examines the new edge areas of Lusaka, based on fieldwork
from 2013, as a broad example of the trajectory of urban expansion at the new
urban frontiers of Africa. Even a cursory assessment of Lusaka in comparison
with literature for cities like Dakar, Dar es Salaam, Johannesburg, Kinshasa, Accra,
Lagos, and Nairobi, suggests that there may be some differences in how things are
playing out across the continent. For example, Dakar’s far-flung diaspora of traders
associated with the Mouride Islamic brotherhood invest earnings from New York or
Guangzhou in new apartment buildings back home; Accra or Lagos must contend
with substantial legal cases over indigenous land claims in the expansion zone;
and the post-apartheid era’s complex interplays of race and class in the unicity
governance of Johannesburg have little in common with Kinshasa’s piratic and

3.2 Billboard
promotion for
Silverest Gardens,
Lusaka, June 2013.
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ungovernable growth patterns (Myers, 2011; Grant, 2009; Ardayfio-Schandorf
etal,, 2012; Akinyele, 2009; Trefon, 2009). Yet | argue that there are also themes that
can be held in common in the region’s cities. | emphasize four of these in the Lusaka
case: (1) the significance of new sources for flows of foreign investment in urban
frontier zones; (2) the bifurcated character of the expansion; (3) the rise of regimes
of surveillance; and (4) the endurance of continuities with European colonialism
in the ambivalence and contradictions of urban borders. First, though, | provide a
brief introduction to Lusaka.

A GARDEN CITY FOR AFRICA AFTER A CENTURY

Lusaka is a city of 1.7 million people as of the latest national census, with most
scholars and planners who study it estimating that its actual population is well
over two million. It began as a railway watering-station settlement in 1905 on
the site of a Lenje village whose local leader, Lusaaka, gave the town its name; it
officially became a town in 1913, serving a very small community of white settler
farmers in the area. In the 1930s, this small town was utterly transformed with the
establishment of Lusaka as the capital of the colony of Northern Rhodesia. The
capital was redesigned along the general ideas of a Garden City for Africa, and it
was opened as the new capital by King George V to much fanfare in 1935 (Bradley,
1935). Working from a template suggested by the architect and town planner
S.D. Adshead, local colonial officials—mainly engineer P.J. Bowling and assistant
chief secretary Eric Dutton—fashioned and built a layout for a low-density, white-
only town of large lots, wide, spacious parklands, tree-lined boulevards, and the
prominent new central government area, the Ridgeway, on the town’s highest rise
(Myers, 2003, pp. 55-6).

While in Lusaka “the imported values of the colonial power were translated into
the physical form of a city,” in reality the urban project was something of a flop
(Collins, 1977, p. 227). The city grew slowly, and it grew in completely unintended
shapes and patterns. As of 1928, prior to the capital construction, the official
population of whites and Africans was less than 2,000; by 1946 the population was
still under 20,000, with fewer than 8,000 African residents in formal employment.
Bowling and Dutton’s plan had included only a Governor’s Village as a model
settlement and a village for the African servants of government officials; both
were highly controlled, surveilled and under-serviced settlements of tiny, round
(rondavel) huts. Dutton’s aim in these areas from a design standpoint was to
preserve “what is best in the traditional plan of the African village” (Bradley, 1935,
p. 47). Yet both areas were carefully situated; the Governor’s Village was wedged
in next to the military barracks, and the personal servants’ compound was placed
across the railroad tracks and on the down-slope from the Ridgeway itself. And,
crucially, the planned garden city provided no other lands for African residential
construction, when the city’s African population was already in 1935 far larger than
that of its white settler community (Myers, 2003, p. 66).
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The first real burst of growth occurred after the Second World War, with the
population, almost all of it African, reaching nearly 200,000 by independence in
1964 (Myers, 2003; Hansen, 1997). Thereafter the growth rate became dramatically
higher, with more than half a million city residents by 1980, just under a million 10
years later and 1.7 million by 2010. The spatial frame of the capital area remained
largely as planned, as did the architecture of government buildings. Planned,
formerly white-only suburban townships of spacious homes on sizeable lots
persisted outside the capital zone to its east and north. AlImost nothing remains
now, however, of the two planned African areas, except for a tiny segment of round
huts that serve, ironically, as a government-sponsored “cultural village” for tourists
(Myers, 2003, p. 67). The rest of Lusaka’s people—approximately two thirds—came
to reside in informal neighborhoods which the colonial regime had designated as
“unauthorized areas” (Myers, 2006, p. 293). The colonial roots of Lusaka's deeply
bifurcated spatial form spilled over into the contemporary setting for a variety of
reasons, some unique to Lusaka, and others common across post-colonial Africa
(Figure 3.3).

Even after the post-independence burst of population growth, Lusaka, like many
African cities, largely failed to grow economically (Potts, 2004). Most of Zambia’s
economy has revolved around copper mining since Northern Rhodesia was
created by Cecil Rhodes’ mining conglomerate, the British South Africa Company,
and most of that copper mining takes place on Zambia's Copperbelt. Lusaka
has had a comparably small industrial base of light manufacturing, cement, and
agro-processing; it is essentially a government town—the Ridgeway government
area is a more impressive center than the drab CBD, as it was planned to be. Most
of Lusaka’s residents reside on land which had been designated as belonging to
white-owned commercial farms or industrial sites outside of the restricted colonial
capital site. Since most of the white settlers’ economic ventures were modest,
they rented land to Africans for the construction of homes. Technically, since the
only Africans who were allowed to live in such areas were the employees of the
white settlers (who were authorized to house their employees on their so-called
compounds) such neighborhoods were unauthorized at their origins. This explains
the unique designation of Lusaka’s informal settlements as “compounds,” and
it explains why so many of these settlements, to this day, bear the first names,
surnames, nicknames or family members’ names of those white settlers.’

Because these unauthorized compound areas were outside the legal
boundaries of the colonial government’s official planning area for the capital in the
1930s, by the 1950s they were given the additional moniker of “peri-urban” areas,
even when some were, in fact, just next to downtown Lusaka. Colonial and post-
colonial government attempts to replace the unauthorized, informal, peri-urban

' Thuswe see the major peri-urban compounds (neighborhoods) of John Howard,

John Laing, George, Marapodi (for Italian cement contractor G.B. Marapodi), Mandevu
(“Beards,” Marapodi’s nickname), Villa Elisabetta (for Marapodi’s daughter, Elizabeth), or
Misisi (The Mrs). Another, Ng'ombe (cows), takes its name from the area’s role as a cow
pasture for a local white farmer.
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compounds with planned neighborhoods of government housing repeatedly fell
far short in their goals, with new informal housing areas continuing to grow far
more rapidly than the formal areas, and the subsidence of planned areas into a
state of informality (Myers, 2005 and 2011). Lusaka essentially subsists in a post-
colonial hangover state as a largely “unauthorized” city (Myers, 2006). The green
veneer of the Garden City mystique still masks what it has always masked: a dusty,
inelegant and largely poor city made up of a checkerboard of large, low-density
planned elite townships (massive footprints, low populations) and high-density
informal compound areas (komboni in Chinyanja, the city’s lingua franca). Some
of the terminology, like compound/komboni, may be particular to Lusaka, but
a similar bifurcation of the city into broadly formal and informal housing zones
which increasingly blur into one another around the poorly managed—indeed,
unmanaged—urban edges afflicts the spatial form of most cities in Sub-Saharan
Africa. That affliction seems to be worsening, in new ways, in the twenty-first
century.

LUSAKA IN THE NEW SCRAMBLE FOR AFRICA

This new century has begun with an extraordinary explosion of investment and
influence from China in Africa in general, and Zambia in particular. China has
become Zambia’s leading trading partner, donor and investor. Much of the initial
impetus for Chinese interest in Zambia came from its strategic drive for mineral
resources, and particularly copper (Carmody, 2011). But Chinese investments
have broadened in scope to include agriculture and land development, alongside
Chinese engineering firms which have placed successful bids for road and railroad
construction. Significantly, firms like Henan Guoji Development Company have
emerged in the last few years with residential real estate projects in the suburbs
of Lusaka and the Copperbelt. Zambia’s political and social stability, anchored and
manifested in Lusaka, has combined with the emerging sense of other investors
seeking to compete with the Chinese, to fuel expansion in foreign, local or
transnational Zambian elite stakeholders in suburban Lusaka land and housing for
both speculation and residence.

Indeed, driving or walking all around Lusaka in 2013, the first thing one would
have seen everywhere would have been middle- and upper-class housing being
built. Many of the ongoing projects were examples of urban infilling, as the city’s
plentiful array of open spaces from the colonial era was sold off and built up. But far
more developments were occurring around the city’s edges, mostly surrounding
but sometimes on top of the colonial-era’s peri-urban compounds. In Chilenje
South, Woodlands South Extension, Chalala, Nyumba Yanga, and other areas along
or across the city boundary, middle class and elite property development exploded
in the last five years. Lusaka South Extension had a private planned development
for 450 homes going in as of June 2013, with Chinese contractors. Far out Leopards
Hill Road southeast of Lusaka, the Muka Munya development was a gated property
for the top elites at the former picnic grounds of colonial elites around the natural
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34 Billboardfor  springs called Monkey Pools. There were 80 surveyed plots for sale in two areas
MeanwoodVorna  senarated by a wildlife park and nature reserve that also had a clubhouse with a
YSQ:{:TS;?;;% pool and social hall (Nchito, 2013). Leopards Hill Road by 2013 had a set of other
places catering to whites, and often white South Africans, such as Sugarbush,
where even the building for the inn/restaurant/boutique was styled after a Cape
Dutch (South African) winery; an upscale mini-mall housed an Italian/Zambian
ice-cream shop, just down from the American International School.
Scattered around the edges of Lusaka to the northeast, east, and southeast,
three distinct suburban projects were underway by mid-2013 under the name,
Meanwood; this property development firm grew out of Galounia Farm, owned
by the Galoun family. The Galouns were one of Lusaka’s largest white landholders
from the 1930s onward, but unlike many of their neighbors, they had not “farmed”
their land out to unauthorized informal settlements. As the city grew around the
farm's three main segments, the value of the land for residential construction
skyrocketed. There will eventually be 5,500 homes in the Meanwood development
in Ndeke-Vorna Valley of Chongwe District and another 5,500 in Chamba Valley just
within Lusaka District (Figure 3.4); although many of these are more middle class
than elite homes, and their residential character as of June 2013 was decidedly
mixed (see below), the standard of housing still is well above that of the average
Lusaka compound residents (Figure 3.5) (Myers and Subulwa, 2014).
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Even still, the contrast between Meanwood Ndeke or Chamba Valley and
ultra-elite Meanwood Ibex, the third Galounia Farm section to be developed
into residential estates, is dramatic. This gated Meanwood lies to the northeast
of the elite formerly white-only township of Kabulonga. Plot sizes are relatively
small compared to the dramatically better houses, which have fixed building
requirements from tile roofs to private security company contracts with Securicor
or Armorcor. There are also some homes with electrified fences, but the walls or
fences are shorter than those of nearby Kabulonga: residents and guests are meant
to see these homes and their more elaborate landscaping, since only the privileged
and their servants are ever expected to be in Meanwood Ibex (Figure 3.6). The
back gate is essentially guarded by a gated community developed by the office
of the President for Zambia’s security service, and by Silverest Gardens (Myers and
Subulwa, 2014). The front gate will eventually be a large wall separating Meanwood
Ibex from the informal settlement just to its west, Kalikiliki.

A variety of elite (foreign and local) firms and agents have been at work in
the creation of these new edge neighborhoods, but within Lusaka, much of the
conversation among academics, officials and ordinary citizens alike in 2006-13
concerned the Chinese presence. China’s role in the Zambian economy and political
system became a key factor in the last two Presidential elections in Zambia. The
losing candidate in the first of these and winner in the second, the late Michael

3.5 Middle-class
housing under
construction,
Meanwood Vorna
Valley, Lusaka,
June 2013.
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3.6 Elite

housing nearing
completion,
Meanwood lbex,
Lusaka, June 2013.

Sata, capitalized on anti-Chinese sentiments in his campaigns, but then very soon
after arriving at State House, Sata reversed course and strengthened relations
with China. There was no doubt that he did so because Zambia's economy had
become so thoroughly interdependent with that of China (Chilufya, 2013). But the
ordinary conversations amongst Lusaka’s African population were more significant
for this chapter, because they typically did not revolve around high-level finance,
geopolitics, or national identity. Instead, Zambians in Lusaka at barber shops and
street vendor stalls in 2013 talked more frequently about Chinese families they
observed while shopping, Chinese-Zambian children appearing in the back alleys
of the compounds, and the subtle Chinese imprint in retail and in neighborhood
design and housing styles, particularly in neighborhoods like Meanwood Ibex and,
of course, Silverest Gardens.

TWO DIFFERENT TRAJECTORIES OF EXPANSION

If the intentionally visible manifestations of the New Scramble for Lusaka consist
of developments like the three Meanwoods, more hidden trends become evident
the more one looks. First of all, the imagined or intended Meanwood was a
far cry from the actually existing Meanwood as of 2013. In Chamba Valley and
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3.7 Signposts for informal employment, Meanwood Ndeke, Lusaka, June 2013.
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Ndeke especially, many homes were barely half-finished in June 2013, with most
being squatted by the workers building them. An entirely separate economy of
construction gave informal life to the half-completed and ultimately only semi-
planned neighborhoods. Meanwood Ndeke did have one visible open area
planned for public space, but its only “market” consisted of some women selling
vegetables and roasted corn at the entrance. Handpainted signs were abundant in
the neighborhood for hairdressers, tailors, shoe repair, auto repair, “cooka” repair,
“barba” shop, lawn mowing, eggs, borehole drilling, “tale fiter,” and “panter” (Figure
3.7). There were many clotheslines full of drying clothes, and none of the roads
were paved. None of the roads had any avenue trees in what was projected as the
newest superficial extension of the Garden City idea (Myers and Subulwa, 2014).

At the other end of the income scale, informal settlements in peri-urban Lusaka
continue to grow along with these temporarily informalized formal planned
suburbs. As informal settlements like Ng'ombe (just south of Chamba Valley) are
bought up or seized and then redeveloped into formal areas, Ng‘'ombe’s poor find
houses in the next of many “overspill” areas of unauthorized housing further to
the east, in Kamanga or, since its emergence in 2009, in the Obama area north
of Chelston. Indeed, many resident squatters in the new Meanwood plots in 2013
were former residents of the informal settlements that these new developments
displaced, such as the former Ndeke village. And far from the new elite areas,
somewhat hidden in plain view, one would find expansion of the lowest-income
informal settlements, such those just south of Lusaka’s downtown, in Misisi or
Chibolya (Myers and Subulwa, 2014).

Lusaka's bifurcation into the Kabulonga/Meanwood sorts of areas and the
Misisi/Chibolya types has long extended into its biogeography and landscape
architecture (Pullan, 1986). In the new gated communities and planned extensions,
the dominant tree and flowering plant species are ornamental exotics, mirroring
the plantings of the formerly white-only townships. In the older unplanned
settlements or semi-planned lower-income areas, such trees as one finds are nearly
entirely fruit trees—even the hedge plants are typically fruit-bearing—along with
food crop plants. In the poorest and newest squatter settlements, there are no
trees, and barely any plants at all. Ninety-six percent of all properties in the elite
suburban area of Kalundu in 2013 had a cement wall around the property, and
most had either trees or hedge plants outside that wall. Only 22 percent of the
properties in the older peri-urban compound of Kalingalinga had cement walls
to mark the property boundary, and just 11 percent in the more recent slum of
Misisi had such cement walls. While 47 percent of Kalingalinga residents at least
had a hedge to mark the edges of their properties, scarcely 15 percent of Misisi
properties did; two-thirds had no marking at all for the property borders (Myers
and Subulwa, 2014).

These unequal spaces of Lusaka can also clash. The most notable example from
2013 occurred in a peri-urban area called Kampasa, just east from Meanwood
Ndeke. Kampasa was an informal rural area straddling the border of Galounia Farm
and agricultural land belonging to the Zambia National Service (ZNS). The ZNS
gave 50 hectares and the Galoun family gave 30 hectares to a Chinese company
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for a commercial vegetable farming project. Without warning, the ZNS defense
forces arrived in Kampasa at four in the morning and began to demolish houses.
When residents spontaneously protested this action, the ZNS opened fire, killing
two of the demonstrators (Mulenga, 2013). The Kampasa compound consisted of
people who had done day labor for years for either the ZNS or for Galounia Farm
(Anonymous interview, 2013). The Kampasa shooting provided a graphic and
jarring example of the ever increasing social and spatial stratification in Lusaka,
mainly between the people at the bottom in the compounds and those in either
the middle or upper classes, and most dramatically around the urban edges. There
is less of a clear spatial separation between the top and the middle classes, where
both are “locking themselves away [in new developments]. They are kind of like
prisons” (Kapungwe, 2013). For those trapped in the desolate poverty of Kampasa
or Misisi, too, we find the built environment of a carceral city.

“SECURITY IS VERY IMPORTANT TO US”

The carceral city of urban theory is one obsessed with security, and the new planned
suburbs in Lusaka manifest this, even in their strategies for promotion. Henan-Guoji
Development Company’s plan for Silverest Gardens literally occupied the central
square of the upscale, CCTV-equipped and security-enhanced Manda Hill Shopping
Mall on Great East Road for most of 2013. The company’s three-dimensional plaster
model of the community, equipped with a light board, was manufactured in
China, showed an idealized portrait of what will be an “upgrade in habitation and
revolution in LIVING,” according to the brochure (HGDC, 2012). The brochure lays
out the details of the development and highlights its capacity for changing Lusaka
and transforming the city’s individual residents. It touts the excellent location, six
kilometers east of the Airport Roundabout, and just under two kilometers from the
Great East Road out of the city, of course, but the tag line on the brochure’s front
offers this: “The Community changes the city.” What the company means is: “using
community development as a basic factor in gradually affecting city planning and
development” They envision a process of “transforming the city with scattered
residential layout into a modern city with perfect functionally, rationally planned
and comfortable living environment."The eight model house types range from two
to five bedrooms and from 84 to 220 square meters. Each style is promoted in its
own way. While one two-bedroom home’s “bright design is for the health of the
inhabitant,” the other “can make you enjoy the endless nature.” Both “privacy” and
“the taste of the master” or “the owner’s noble status” are common promotional
themes (all quotations from HGDC, 2012).

Life in Silverest Gardens isimagined as fully self-contained. It will eventually have
its own shopping mall, kindergartens, police post, gym, social clubs, and services
for landscaping, outside yard cleaning, waste collection and home maintenance.
Its developers call it an excellent bargain and investment opportunity that is
“delivering a new approach to urbanization and town design based on integrity
and amicability” The brochure’s numerous grammatical errors are matched by
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the company’s extremely odd promotional video that is required watching for
potential investors (Cornhill, 2013), replete with the imagined members of the new
community marching in lockstep like members of the People’s Army.

Fully 220 of the 380 homes had sold within the first six months of the promotion.
All but one of the lowest-price models were sold by June 2013. Investors (most
expatriates or transnational Zambians) snapped up the affordable ones, some
buying 10 or 12 at a time. The highest priced home sites also sold out, again with
an international cast of investors (Cornhill, 2013). Part of the scheme’s great success
with investors came from its security plan; there will be 24-hour all-over CCTV.
HGDC sales agent Loreto Cornhill (2013) stressed that “security is very important to
us."This is beyond the CCTV security, though; it is inclusive of the sense of security
which comes with a clear, enforced spatial order. To wit, the company was waiting
to do the roads and landscaping until all of the houses are sold. The plan was to be
carried out by June 2014 all at once, to provide uniformity. There will be a shopping
area in the center of the community so that one might never have to leave. HGDC
will not let people change the exterior of homes, and they will manage the initial
landscaping and take care of maintenance of the yards.

The idea of Silverest Gardens, then, is to create a neighborhood community that
will somehow remake urban society and the city by locking everyone else out and
by clarifying what exactly every square meter of its urban space can and cannot be.
That the boundary of Silverest Gardens is shared on one side with the expansive
Meanwood lbex development means that the city’s expansion is effectively
walled off for the entire extent of the wedge from the Great East Road to Leopards
Hill Road.

NEO-COLONIALISM AND THE PERI-URBAN

For all that places like Silverest Gardens purportedly offer something new in
Lusaka, much remains similar to the colonial era. Tait (1997, p. 162) noted that
“perhaps more than in other former colonial cities, the contemporary process
of urbanization in Lusaka and its administrative framework remains rooted in
the structures underpinning its historical expansion.” Rakodi (1986, p. 213) cited
the “structures, attitudes and feelings” of colonial planning, and the “underlying
ideologies of separate development” for the supposed Garden City as crucial,
tangible aspects of the colonial legacy in the city. Despite the appearances of so
many distinctions—widespread middle- and upper-class high-standard private
sector housing development, considered a major step of progress for mainstream
economists (Collier and Venables, 2014), might be seen as the largest distinction
of all—one can make the case that continuities with colonialism in structures,
attitudes and feelings, and in a reformulated ideology of separate development,
still anchor the new trends.

First, Lusaka remains a city with graphic spatial injustices, and the new wealthy
housing areas on its outskirts only exacerbate these. Colonialism’s influx controls
and white-only townships are officially gone, but they are replaced with walls. At
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the edges of town, we find walls around new gated communities and walls around
the new homes inside them, or gates at the edges of neighborhoods. The mirror-
opposite communities, Lusaka’s poor compounds, face barriers of a different sort.
As new walls surround elite estates and new or improved roads serve to link them,
compound areas are increasingly cut off from pedestrian routes through elite areas
and further distanced from the road network. The exception to this is in the recently
approved plan for a ring road around greater Lusaka as a part of the latest Master
Plan, but if built according to plan this road will displace compound residents in
“unauthorized” locations and bisect contiguous compound communities as it
slices its way around the city.

Lusaka’s formal road grid has always been a spatial manifestation of its coloniality.
When one is inside a planned pod, the roads follow a mix of grid and curvilinear
logic, with all roads bearing names and street signs. In the unauthorized compounds
and in government-planned areas for the poor that have re-informalized, such
as Mtendere or Kaunda Square, roads seldom follow a regularized form, or have
tarmac, names, or signs. The commercially-produced street map available for
purchase at the Manda Hill Mall would be useless for navigating the areas where
two-thirds of the city’s population resides, since nearly all peri-urban compound
areas are actually covered by the map’s advertisements. Public transport mini-bus
routes dump passengers from every compound into downtown Lusaka—there are
no routes which connect from compound to compound across the city east to west
or north to south.

These patterns of disconnection and invisibility are not likely to be redressed
through the new Master Plan. In its six year gestation period from 2007-13, the
Japan International Cooperation Agency’s plan for Lusaka built little goodwill in
the compounds. In Chibolya and Misisi, for example, residents heard the Lusaka
District Commissioner, at a 2012 news conference on the Master Plan, declare
that in the Plan’s implementation their compounds would be demolished without
compensation: “You can’t have a city with such types of houses meters away from
the Central Business District, those houses will have to go,” he remarked (Zambian
Watchdog, 2012). While other officials quickly contradicted the DC, and no
demolitions had occurred as of June 2013, it remains the case that the planned ring
road calls for significant demolition of compound areas and relocation of residents
to land to be allocated in Chongwe District, east of the city and far from the
existing road grid and the lives and livelihoods of these residents. This is a pattern
of planning practice with deep roots in the “structures, attitudes and feelings” of
colonial cities across Africa, as cited above, regenerated for the twenty-first century.

Second, despite the evidently successful transition to multiparty liberal
democracy in Zambia, it is highly questionable how much of a voice the people
from compounds such as the seemingly doomed neighborhoods of Misisi or
Chibolya have in any urban development. Indeed, despite the disappearance long
ago of racial barriers in the city, many of the real powers or key stakeholders in the
city, including major landholders, are foreigners, whites, South Africans, Chinese,
or mixed-race Zambians. The barriers which once existed to popular participation
in local politics built around race or property were technically wiped away at the
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end of colonialism (Myers, 2006). Symbolically and almost metaphysically, they still
hold sway, perhaps nowhere more starkly than in the office of the (white) then-
Vice President of Zambia, Guy Scott; in 2013, Scott was occupying the Lusaka City
Council Nursery offices in Woodlands, just beyond the Golf Club, at the old colonial
city boundary—the nursery where the seedlings for the colonial Garden City
avenue trees were literally grown.

CONCLUSION

Lusaka is just one city, on a continent with more than 50 cities that have populations
of at least one million people. There are certainly differences across Africa, in terms
of how urban frontiers are changing or not changing. There are differences across
the continent in the varying degree of contestation over indigenous claims to land
or active state involvement, in the shape and character of informal settlement,
in the extent of a private sector or of foreign investment in urban expansion.
Although the Chinese have become major players nearly everywhere in Africa,
in other countries’ cities investment in housing development from Russia, India,
Brazil, or South Africa may be more important.

Yet Lusaka does seem representative of some common themes for urban
frontiers in Africa in the early twenty-first century. This new, or relatively new, cast
of foreign investors is the first theme we see in virtually every major city, even if
the particular mix of investors may vary. A second theme has to do with the gap
between the arena of expansion propelled forward by such investments and the
far less capitalized, yet more prevalent, expansion of informal settlements, often
even further away from the peri-urban fringes. Gated communities, closed-circuit
television, and high-walled compounds guarded by private security companies
show one side of the securitization of Africa’s cities; the other side appears in what
those gates and walls keep out, in campaigns for “safer cities” bent on securing
control over unruly informal areas (Samara, 2011). Such policy campaigns,
expanding much like the seemingly ubiquitous and similar plans for controlled
neighborhoods such as Silverest Gardens, also indicate a new volume of flows at
regional and global scales into which Africa’s cities are increasingly tied.

The new scramble for Africa is in some ways, then, leading to a new scramble
for African cities. New global flows of investments are transforming urban form
across the continent. Some of these transformations appear, on the surface, to
be genuinely new. African cities are rife with new housing projects, and these are
not just elite gated community projects; middle-income estates and apartment
complexes are going up alongside new low-income tenements in some cities.
Ultimately, though, the appearance of newness at the gleaming edges of Africa’s
cities, in shiny malls and glossy elite neighborhoods, seems to be shockingly
reminiscent of the late colonial order of many cities on the continent. We see this
specifically in exclusionary, income-segregated housing developments, but also in
exclusionary planning practices which treat the residents of Africa’s “unauthorized”
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urban areas much as they were treated in the urban development processes of
colonial states more than a half-century ago.

I would like to thank Angela G. Subulwa, Mushe Subulwa, Wilma Nchito, and
Evaristo Kapungwe for their help and advice with this chapter, even as they bear no
responsibility for its shortcomings.
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Imagining and Staging an Urban Border:
The Role of the Netherbow Gate in Early Modern Edinburgh

Giovanna Guidicini

The significance of the presence of a wall in relation to an urban environment has
been extensively discussed, emphasizing its role as a dividing element as well
as its representation as a join between different realities. At a city gate passage
is negotiated, denied, granted, and at times conquered through violence. This
essay studies one city gate in particular, the Netherbow in Edinburgh, during
the early modern period, at which time it was a public space heavily loaded with
political, social, and cultural undertones. From the earliest records of its existence
to its demolition in the nineteenth century, and beyond that to current times, the
Netherbow has represented a location where the city’s identity was negotiated
among those approaching it from within and from outside, particularly once new
expectations were created by the Union and the modern era.

THE NETHERBOW AND THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CIVIC SPACES AND
URBAN BORDERS

The famous map of Edinburgh from 1647 by James Gordon of Rothiemay is one
of the earliest reliable illustrations representing the organization of the burgh
town. The Netherbow is the city gate visible at the eastern end of the royal burgh
of Edinburgh, a densely built-up area to the left of the map, dominated by the
Stewarts’ castle (Harris, 1996, p. 455). To the right of the map lies the Canongate, a
neighboring but distinct burgh separated from Edinburgh by a tall wall and by the
Netherbow gate itself.

The Netherbow, which in 1369 was called arcus inferior, was matched by the
Upper Bow or Over Bow standing at the upper end of the burgh, which was
later superseded in its role of frontier by the West Port (Turner, Stevenson and
Holmes, 1981, p. 12). The Netherbow and the West Port represented the two
main access points to the city; the Netherbow, in particular, guarded one of the
few carriageable entrances into town, as well as the road to the nearby port of
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Leith, which represented a major military defense. The so-called English spy’s map
drawn by English agent Richard Lee in 1544 shows the city from the point of view
of an advancing army, and demonstrates particular care in the representation and
positioning of the Netherbow. This gate had an emphatically martial appearance:
it was rebuilt in 1503, damaged in 1544, and rebuilt in 1573, probably to resemble
the Portcullis Gate at the entrance to Edinburgh Castle (Dennison and Lynch, 2005,
p. 30). It was subsequently rebuilt again in 1611 in an elaborate castellated style,
with crenellations and gun loops. However, the Netherbow’s role goes beyond
that of military defense. | argue that it represented one of the symbols of the
urban community’s identity, and the contested ground on which this identity was
constantly being adjusted and renegotiated.
According to Max Weber (1958, pp. 80-81):

afull urban community ... must display a relative predominance of trade—commercial
relations ... [and] 1. a fortification; 2. a market; 3. a court of its own and at

least partially autonomous law; 4. a related form of association; and’5 ... an
administration by authorities in the election of whom burghers participated.

As suggested by Peter Arnade (2013), city gates, market squares, and other
public spaces where community activities took place, are the locations where civic
identity was expressed, authority was legitimized, and privileges were negotiated
during the Early Modern period. Spyro Kostof (1992, pp. 124-5) notices here
the potential for an urban paradox, as ruling agencies try to order and control
the intrinsically unregulated social spaces where citizens recognize themselves
as a community. If urban spaces become the physical representation of the
city’s identity and communal values, in line with Henri Lefebvre’s ideas on the
causative power of space, then altering and unsettling the former has profound
consequences on the latter. Lefebvre (1991, p. 47) argues that the architectural
code which allows us to decipher reality becomes the parameter by which reality is
constructed. This “would allow the organization of the city, which had been several
times overturned, to become knowledge and power” The mutable configuration of
cities becomes then a true representation of the Early Modern economic, political,
and social transformations. The Palazzo Vecchio was appropriated and altered by
the Medici family in Renaissance Florence, becoming a visual justification of the
change from Republic to Oligarchy (Strong, 1984, p. 87; Testaverde, 1980, pp.
77-9). In Power/Knowledge, Michel Foucault (1980, p. 148) discusses the transition
from architecture as “the need to make power, divinity and might manifest” to
architecture becoming “the disposition of space for economico—political ends.”
Foucault (1980, p. 149) explains how “from the great strategies of geo—politics
to the little tactics of the habitat,” the control of space and the exertion of power
inevitably overlap. Similarly, Pierre Bourdieu (1977, pp. 89-95 and pp. 159-67) in
his studies of a Berber group shows how the dominant groups in a community
maintain their power by shaping spaces that reinforce their authority and embody
social order. Inferior groups are compelled to remain in their subservient position
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until they obtain “the material and symbolic means of rejecting the definition of the
real that is imposed on them” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 169) by the dominant orthodoxy.

Gaining control of a city’s walls and gates—the boundaries that regulate
and differentiate the inside from the outside—questioned and destabilized
the community’s perception of citizenship, safety, rights, and privileges. The
destruction or alteration of a rebellious city’s urban spaces by the victorious
sovereign represented a permanent memento of the city’s inability to defend its
buildings, as well as the privileges those buildings embodied (Arnade, 2013, pp.
739-40). After all, as Isidore of Seville emphasized, “urbs ipsa moenia sunt” (Isidore
of Seville, 1911, XV, ii.1)—the city is made by its defensive walls—with the “civitas,’
the community, living within them. Kostof (1991; 1992) argues that the dialectic
between the inside and the outside identities of an urban fortification depicts
the story and characteristics of the community living within it. Michel de Certeau
(1988, p. 117) famously states that “space is a practised place,”emphasizing the role
of inhabitation and its use in the creation of spatial stories. Urban boundaries in
particular narrate stories of “isolation and interplay” (de Certeau, 1988, p. 123), both
literary and figurative. A boundary distinguishes a subject from its surroundings,
mapping patterns of behaviors, obligations, and interactions; it defines a network of
movements, differentiating the home within from the journey beyond (de Certeau,
1988, pp. 122-5). The different spaces created by the threshold interact with each
other, creating “narratives of exclusion or inclusion, control or comfort ... which
become inscribed in the daily practice of their use and in turn also influence that
use” (Stalder, 2009, p. 75). Discussing the stories created by this constant interplay
of forces at and around the Netherbow will become the key to understanding the
significance and role of this urban frontier.

The urban gate is a politicized space, a stage where the city has the right to
negotiate with external forces, and with the state authority itself (Arnade, 2013,
pp. 739-41). The significance of walls and city gates as representative of civic
identity is particularly evident in the case of Edinburgh, which was established as
a royal burgh by King David | (1084-1153); this meant that the crown was the city’s
only feudal superior. The city’s rights and privileges, as well as its obligations, were
stated by the king in front of witnesses, and recorded on a charter or act (Keith,
1913; Mackay Mackenzie, 1949, pp. 62-84). Among other financial privileges,
such as a right to hold a market, Edinburgh was granted the right to build a
defensive perimeter of stone walls around the city (Cullen, 1988, pp. 1-4; Turner
Simpson, Stevenson and Holmes, 1981, pp. 18-19). Built with the king's consent,
the fortification of the burgh did not create a competitive political entity but was
an expression of monarchical authority. The construction of walls implied and
represented the presence of a specific political and social structure; it represented
a pact between the prince, who gave the town the right to build and to raise
revenues for that purpose, and the community that was willing to finance, organize,
construct, and defend the walls (Tracy, 2000). Within this walled perimeter, a
florishing mercantile community led by powerful guilds “remained dedicated to
the mission of preserving the burgh as a fortress of economic privilege” (Lynch,
1981, p. 14). The cohesive role of commercial identity was physically expressed
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by the encircled urban space: the extremely tall, adjoining tenement buildings
demonstrate the significance attributed to living within the urban perimeter rather
than in the more spacious suburbs. As late as the early modern period, residency
was one of the requisites—although not always strictly enforced—of burgess-ship
(Allen, 2011, p. 427-9). The burgh’s main public buildings on the High Street also
expressed the city’s right to self-governance: the Market Cross embodied the city’s
right to hold a market, the Tolbooth represented civic administration and justice,
St Giles Kirk its religious authority, and the Trons were market locations as well as
authorized weighing posts. The role of the Netherbow is, then, not only occasionally
to defend the city from military aggression, but to confirm daily and reiterate the
burgh’s rights as inseparable and deriving from the extent of its civic space, in
opposition to a distinct outer space governed by different rules. The role of an urban
portal as a guardian between worlds is perhaps easier to acknowledge when the
density of the urban centre is juxtaposed with the openness of the natural world
(Liddiart, 2005). In the late fourteenth-century tale Sir Gawain and the Green Knight,
Sir Gawain, worn out by his adventures in the realm’s wilderness, passes through
a sizable border to get access to the longed-for safety of a castle; “the bridge was
securely lifted, the gates locked fast; the walls were well arrayed; no wind blast did
it fear” (Neilson, 1999, p. 17). Britt C.L. Rothauser (2009, pp. 248-9) suggests that
the medieval walled city can be compared to Manfred Kusch’s concept of walled
garden as a “rationally controlled system surrounded by an often amorphous
wilderness” (Kusch, 1978, p. 1). The burgh of Canongate, however, provided a
different representation of otherness.

King David established the burgh of Canongate as a service community for the
Abbey of Holyrood; he had founded it in 1128 to provide goods and services to
the Abbey, and later to the Stewart’s own Palace of Holyrood (Dennison, 2005,
pp. 5-12 and pp. 28-31). As a subservient burgh to the Abbey of Holyrood,
Canongate was not entitled to Edinburgh’s defensive and commercial privileges.
Its boundary walls were not defensive, but only apt to “answer ordinary municipal
purposes” (Wilson, 1848, ll, p. 57; Grant, 1880-83, lll, p. 2). It had no right to hold
a market, and did not enjoy Edinburgh’s right to international trade; Canongate’s
craftsmen were allowed to work only within the perimeter of their own burgh (Allen,
2011). Their relationship with the sovereigns was also different: while Edinburgh
became more and more the centre for royal government, Canongate and Holyrood
Palace were the seat of the royal court (Dennison and Lynch, 2005, pp. 35-6).
The Netherbow stood guard to those differences, and physically expressed the
boundary between the different urban spaces and identities.

As an opening in an otherwise impenetrable wall, a gateway is permeable
and accessible by nature, representing a link between the realities it delimits.
Sennet (2004) defines a wall as a structure to inhibit passage, not unlike a cell
membrane, but also underlines its porous character and its ability to be crossed
under certain conditions. Du Certeau (1988, pp. 126-7) argues that dividing
elements—the river, the door, the picket fence—represent as much a frontier as
they do a crossing, as they can be passed, opened, or glanced through. Gates need
then to compromise military impassability and functionality as an urban access,
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with the additional requirement of architectural monumentality to represent the
community appropriately to those approaching from the reign’s highways and
seeking admittance (Kostof, 1992, pp. 36-7; Reyerson, 2000). In the following
section | discuss the different roles of the Netherbow through an analysis of the
historical events and narratives that involve it, to understand how the gate’s
different identities came together to create a coherent early modern urban frontier.

4.2 James Gordon of Rothiemay, Edinodunensis Tabulam, detail, Amsterdam ca. 1647.
Reproduced by permission of the National Library of Scotland.
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4.3 The Netherbow Port, from the Canongate. From an Etching by James Skene of
Rubislaw, published in James Grant's Old and New Edinburgh (1890) Vol. I, p. 201.
Reproduced with acknowledgement to Peter Stubbs: www.edinphoto.org.uk.
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FRIENDLY MEETINGS: NETHERBOW GATE AS OCCASION FOR
DIALOGUE, NEGOTIATION, AND EXCHANGE

As a passable border between two different communities, the Netherbow was
frequently crossed by both sets of burgesses for a variety of economic, politic,
and social reasons. Although not entitled to a market within their own burgh until
possibly the late sixteenth century, the Canongate burgesses did have the right to
use the Edinburgh market freely, and benefited from being in Edinburgh’s market
catchment area, as they would legitimately cross the border on their way there
(Dennison and Lynch, 2005). The Netherbow was also crossed daily, often illegally,
by Canongate traders who disregarded urban borders and spatial significance for
personal gain; as reported indignantly by Edinburgh’s incorporation of the tailors
in 1584, their Canongate counterparts “daylie cumis within the fredome of the
samyn and takis furth wark, shaipin and unshaipin, pertening to the burgessis and
friemen of this burgh” (Marwick, IV, 1882, p. 367; Allen, 2011, p. 429). Edinburgh
burgesses also crossed the urban border for reasons of convenience; until the
1540s, the Edinburgh guild of the hammermen frequently used the great hall of
the Dominican friary, located outside and to the east of the Netherbow, near the
Canongate’s southwest corner, as a meeting hall, for witnessing charters, and for
the annual exchequer audit (Dennison and Lynch, 2005, p. 25; Foggie, 2003, pp. 83—
5). The physical border between the two burghs was actually rather blurred, and
inevitably some geographical overlap occurred. In 1571, during the Marian civil
wars, the king'’s party held the so-called “creeping parliament” at the Canongate in
the house of a William Oikis, which the chronicler notices was “within the freidom
of Edinburgh, albeit the samyne wes nocht within the portis thairof” (Scott, 1833, |,
p. 214; Dennison, 2005, pp. 48-9). Generally, the Edinburgh burgesses established
themselves outside the walls for economic reasons, such as lower taxation,
absence of duties for town watch and militia, and better living conditions (Allen,
2011, pp. 429-30). Although these outland burgesses abandoned Edinburgh’s
civic space physically, they still claimed the freedoms that were enjoyed within its
perimeter. Catholic burgesses of Edinburgh also temporarily removed themselves
from their kirk’s jurisdiction after the reformation, and relocated to the other side
of the Netherbow (Lynch, 1981, p. 43),as did Presbyterian burgesses of Edinburgh
who changed place of worship rather than adopting the practices enforced by King
James VI's five articles of Perth (Stewart, 2006, p. 193; Haddington, 1837, p. 633). A
different reason to cross the urban border would be to take refuge in Canongate’s
sanctuary’ area, at the girth cross, where the right of sanctuary was granted to
debtors, making it an alternative to bankruptcy for ruined burgesses (Dennison,
2005, pp. 40-43).

This panorama shows the Netherbow as an extremely flexible and at times
muddled urban border, being crossed frequently, both legitimately and
illegitimately, by a variety of people. Personal convenience seemed a strong factor
in prompting burgesses to ignore the limitations and expectations placed on their
conduct by their belonging to one or another urban precinct. While the economic
advantages represented by the Netherbow were both defended and coveted, the
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responsibilities and obligations that came with it and the burgh’s right to interfere
with its citizens’ lives were resented. The Netherbow represented, then, more
a permeable access-point than a clear-cut separation, and it was seen as both a
potential way into a world of privilege, and also a way out for exasperated citizens
looking for alternatives.

A blurred and negotiable urban border often promotes the creation of a grey
area, a buffer zone where rules are uncertain and danger is ever—present (Alpar
Atun and Doratli, 2009). The dissolution of the extramural Dominican estate after
the reformation promoted the creation of an unregulated suburb, the Pleasance.
This row of houses built on the friars’ farmland opposite the urban wall became
known as “Thief Row” (Allen, 2011, p. 425), suggesting that the extramural
location and in-between status implied a certain degree of lawlessness. The
presence of many dangers lurking in the shadows is confirmed by records made
at the time. For example, in 1708 records show that a James Baird waited to settle
his drunken fight with Robert Oswald until their coach left them outside the
Netherbow port late at night, whereupon Baird unfolded his sword and mortally
wounded his companion before disappearing into the darkness (Grant, 1880-83,
VI, p. 319). treacherous enemies could lie in wait in the row of houses outside
the Netherbow, ready to invade and threaten the civic order: during the Lord
Regent’s siege of Edinburgh in 1571, soldiers came from Leith “during the night
and conceal themselves in the closes and adjoining houses immediately without
the Nether Bow port ... ready on a concerted signal” (Wilson, 1848, Il, p. 57). In
1745, a party of Cameron assailants “were ordered to place themselves on each
side of the gate,” where a substantial support was stationed “in deep silence” at
nearby St Mary's Wynd (Scott, 1841, Il, p. 426).

Gaining admittance and passing through the urban gateway marks the
visitor's changed status from possible aggressor, or at best unknown entity, to
harmless visitor or even friend. The altering characteristics of the urban border
are highlighted by the symbolic use of the Netherbow in a tale recorded in
Memorials of Edinburgh (Wilson, 1848, Il, pp. 61-2). the story tells of a delegation
of Edinburgh’s magistrates who entered into parlay with a group of threatening
Moor pirates at the Netherbow, where an agreement was reached with the pirates’
chief requiring the Provost to hand over his son to spare the city. However, on
hearing that the Provost has a sick daughter, the pirates’ chief softens, offers to
heal her and is in turn given access to the city to visit her. He refuses the invitation,
and asks instead that the girl join him and his party in the Canongate. The girl is
subsequently returned to her father in good health, and according to a second
narration ended up marrying her benefactor and settling with him in the same
house in the Canongate where she had been healed. The Moors' chief reveals
himself as one Andrew Gray, initially captive, then confederate and finally leader
of the pirates, who had vowed to revenge himself for early wrongs instigated by
the magistrates of Edinburgh. A change of heart prompted by his marriage to the
Provost’s daughter made him abandon his planned revenge, but he settled in the
Canongate because “he had vowed never to enter the city but sword in hand; and
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having abandoned all thoughts of revenge, he kept the vow till his death, having
never again passed the threshold of the Nether Bow port” (Wilson, 1848, II, 62).

The Netherbow is presented as a place where outsiders seek admittance, and the
insiders pose conditions, whose terms are discussed. In many literary works, such as
theknight’s tale’s narration of Theseus'approach to Athens, the liminal space outside
of town acts as a buffer zone, protecting urban harmony from conflict (Jost, 2009,
p. 377). Spatial conventions are strictly respected while negotiations take place,
with each party sticking to their allocated spaces, discussing with counterparts
across the physical barrier. While access is obviously refused to a party of invaders,
once the Moor declares he is willing to cure the Provost’s daughter he is invited to
cross the threshold as a guest. Each time the girl crosses the threshold, her status
changes: from coveted upper class girl to potential hostage, from sick to healed, and
finally from maid to married woman. The pirate chief also undergoes momentous
changes at the Netherbow; from threatening Moor to friendly Moor, to his original
identity as Andrew Gray, to established married citizen—but interestingly he does
not cross the city border, afraid of the Netherbow’s power to force him to enact his
own vows and turn him into the avenging assailant he swore he would be. At the
Netherbow, a visitor’s altered status is acknowledged, and change becomes visible
and public: in 1662 a group of newly consecrated bishops walked in procession—
formally dressed and in full view of the whole city that witnessed their changed
status—from the Netherbow to the Parliament, where they were honorably
received (Wilson, 1848, Il, p. 55). Notwithstanding its urban surroundings, in this
account novel the Netherbow does partially fit the topos of the gateway between
the security of urban life and the mystery and dangers of outside wilderness. Also,
in popular European folklore wild men and moors represented the foreign, the
savage and the unknown, a potential threat to community rules (Bernheimer, 1952;
Mcmanus, 2002, pp. 87-9, pp. 194-7). The urban frontier is then the space where
extraordinary events—meaning extra-ordinary, out of the normal conventions and
rules of daily life—take place. Here, passing the Netherbow, mysterious drops of
fresh blood from the desiccated head of Gurhrie permanently stained the coach
of his nemesis General Middleton (M'Gavin, 1828, p. 248). The unexpected and
the mysterious—an enigmatic enemy Moor with an “elixir of wondrous potency”
(Wilson, 1848, Il, p. 61)—meet the conventional, the sickened young citizen of a
crowded city often stricken by contagious illnesses, and miraculously reveals
himself as benevolent savior.

The prodigious transformative power of urban thresholds is also evident in the
role of the city gates and other civic landmarks during triumphal entries. Early
modern urban processions in Edinburgh touched all of the city’s administrative
and commercial public structures; the rulers were welcomed at the West Port,
proceeded through the Over Bow and arrived at the Butter Tron. They then moved
down the High Street into the core area of Market Cross/St Giles Kirk/Tolbooth,
down again past the Salt Tron and exited the city at the Netherbow. From there the
procession continued through the Canongate and reached the Palace of Holyrood.
These locations represented specific aspects of Edinburgh’s identity, and the
privileges and rights that the ruler’s ancestors had granted her. While a sovereign
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conquering a city was a humiliating appropriation of politically significant urban
spaces, during triumphal entries here these meaningful locations are emphatically
lent to the rulers as an act of loyalty in celebration of their majesty (Arnade, 2013).
They become relational spaces where two different sets of values and social orders
apply—courtly and civic—and it is where the different people they represent come
into contact (Hirschbiegel and Zeilinger, 2009). In particular, the gates represented
acity’s right to allow or deny access to visitors, and to defend itself against enemies;
so willingly opening the urban perimeter to the visiting monarch was a sign of trust
and loyalty (Pepper, 2000).

In Edinburgh, the ruler was emphatically received at the West Port as the
burgh’s munificent patron, where he would receive the city’s keys and other
symbols of loyalty and welcome (Guidicini, 2011). At the end of the ceremony, the
Netherbow bid goodbye to the departing monarchs, showing the city’s wishes and
expectations for the continuation of their rule. The triumphs for James VI in 1579
and for Charles | in 1633 were staged with astrological themes, which represented
the favorable conjunction of planets at the time of the King’s birth (Colville and
Thomson, 1825, p. 179; Anon., 1633). At the Netherbow in 1590, Queen Anne of
Denmark saw the spectacle of a serene ruling couple surrounded by ministers
and courtiers, wishing her own marriage stability and happiness (Craig, 1828,
p. 42). The dragon shown here to Mary Queen of Scots in 1561 also represented
a prediction for the queen’s future, as it was interpreted either as the beast
challenging the biblical maiden giving birth to a great king or as the beast from the
abyss accompanying the whore of Babylon, a dark prediction of the consequences
of the queen’s Catholicism (MacDonald, 1991, p. 107). The symbolically charged
messages delivered throughout the entrances aimed to transform the ruler into
the benevolent patron the burgh wished for. The Netherbow represented the
climax of this transformation, and released into the outside world a persuaded and
captivated monarch, who would protect the interests of his capital.

The lack of official triumphal stations outside the Netherbow underlines the
different characteristics of the two urban spaces, but the occasional spillover of
the ceremony into Canongate challenges the perception of the Netherbow as
both urban border and farewell location.' For example, in 1560 a delegation of
burgesses from Edinburgh went past the Netherbow accompanying Mary Queen
of Scots to her rooms in Holyrood Palace, where they presented her with a gift
(Scott, 1833, I, p. 69; Guidicini, 2011). In 1579, James VI heard a speech at the
Canongate Cross regarding making the mass illegal; the lack of official Edinburgh
records on this event suggests it to be an unauthorized extra mural celebration
(Mill, 1924, p. 194).2 In 1617, in the palace’s inner courtyard, James VI accepted

' It is worth noting that most—although not all—of the accounts of urban

ceremonies come from official sources and might present Edinburgh’s point of view
more than Canongate’s. Unofficial and unauthorized celebrations might have taken
place outside of the Netherbow but gone unrecorded by Edinburgh'’s chroniclers.

2 From Mill's transcription of Johnston’s MS. History of Scotland. Adv. Lib. Hist.
MSS. 35.4.2.
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the homage of a group representing the recently founded Edinburgh College
(Historical Manuscript Commission, 1894, p. 20). However, the symbolicimportance
of the Netherbow as a frontier was emphatically reintroduced in 1617, when at the
Netherbow King James VI knighted the Edinburgh Provost Wlliam Nisbott before
the Edinburgh dignitaries passed over to “the Baillies of the Cannongait ... with
their company” (Historical Manuscript Commission, 1894, p. 20), who escorted him
to the Palace of Holyrood. This event conveys a sense of acknowledged equality
between the two communities, and the complexity of the event suggests some
form of coordination between the burghs’ authorities: the Netherbow acted both
as an exit from Edinburgh and as an acknowledged entry into Canongate. The
Canongate’s connections with the royal court and the acquisition of the smaller
burgh by Edinburgh in 1636 might have promoted feelings of collaboration over
competition (Dennison and Lynch, 2005, pp. 39-40; Dennison, 2005, pp. 49-50).

While triumphal entries placed an emphasis on civic spaces and urban borders,
parliamentary and religious processions did not emphasize the Netherbow's role
as frontier. Parliamentary processions, or the Riding of the Parliament, marked
the opening and closing of the Scottish Parliament; the riding group included
representatives of the monarch and of the estates, and escorted the honors of
Scotland from the Palace of Holyrood up the Canongate, past the Netherbow
and up the High Street to the Parliament house (Mann, 2010, pp. 132-3). The
burgh’s perimeter was not relevant during this supra-local ceremony, in which
Edinburgh acted as the national capital where monarchy and the country at large
came together. Nevertheless, the burgesses themselves used the Netherbow to
determine the spatial extent of their involvement. During the Ride of the Parliament
in 1633, “at the Nether Bow, where he entered the bounds of the city, the king was
saluted by the provost, who attended him closely the rest of the way” (Chambers,
1858, II, p. 66). In 1594, the citizens refused to make way for the king's own guard
of horsemen, “by reason of their priviledge to guarde the king’s person in tyme of
parliament, till he depart the toun” (Calderwood, 1844, V, pp. 329-30), since the
burgh’s area was defined in an article of law that forbade the shooting of firearms
as “within the ports” (Calderwood, 1844, V, p. 330). The overarching symbolism of
religious processions through town also superseded the Netherbow’s role as a civic
border; in John Knox’s records of the yearly St Giles procession from St Giles to the
Canon Cross and back, no particular ceremony or event is recorded in connection
with this double passing of the Netherbow (Knox, 1831, p. 88).

The Netherbow represents the frontier of Edinburgh’s freedoms, and the border
between a privileged inside and an undetermined outside. The Netherbow has
proved itself to be a permeable and flexible border, where significant exchanges—
of ideas, goods, people and civic significance through spatial overspills between
inside and outside takes place—both legitimately and illegitimately. For the
troubled burgess, the mysterious pirate and the visiting monarch, the Netherbow is
a source of change and of significant personal alteration. However as a permeable
barrier the Netherbow can also let danger in: its role as a vehicle of violence and
vulnerability will be discussed in the following section.
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HOSTILE MEETINGS: NETHERBOW AS A SITE OF AGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE

To people with illegitimate business, the Netherbow represented a physical
obstacle, as the legitimacy of the passers-by’s business and movements would
here be checked by booths and sentinels. This scrutiny would be avoided
through deceit and trickery: in 1689, convicted Lord Burleigh was discovered at
the Netherbow while trying to escape his sentence by smuggling himself out of
the walls hidden in a box (Grant, 1880-83, |, p. 127). Again in 1742, two chairmen
were discovered here trying to bring in a dead body—a highly sought-after item,
probably on the way to a dissecting table—in a sedan chair (Adams, 1972, p. 19).
A more complex relationship, with the Netherbow as guardian of rightful civic
behavior, took place in 1567 in connection with the now infamous plot to murder
Queen Mary’s husband Lord Darnley at Kirk O’ Field. The use of civic space and
urban borders by the plotting party in these circumstances is quite telling. On the
night of the murder, Bothwell returned to Holyrood with the Queen’s train from
nearby Kirk O’Field, before sneaking out of the palace’s gardens and through the
South Gate in the small hours, disguised as a servant and with a group of associates.
After being let in at the Netherbow under a false identity, they headed for Darnley’s
house (Mignet, 1851, |, p. 267). Their way back after the explosion is more tortuous,
and is explained in detail as “they ran down to the Cowgate, through the Blackfriars
gate, and ascending by different closes, crossed the High-street to a broken part of
the town wall in Leith Wynd which Bothwell was unable, or afraid to leap” (Laing,
1819, II, p. 9). Bothwell’s legitimate activities in town take place in plain sight and
on the main roads, crossing gates and borders with the authority of a respectable
courtier in the Queen’s train. On the other hand, his nocturnal escapade, especially
in the commotion after the explosion, sees him thinking and moving like a
criminal, rushing in disguise through tortuous routes of back alleys and narrow
lanes, avoiding public spaces and main roads. The most challenging space of all
is now the unavoidable and alerted Netherbow, which stands between Bothwell’s
party and the safety of the Palace. By planning to get out of the burgh by a broken
section of the wall, Bothwell is trying to avoid the gate’s inquisitive and challenging
gaze, finding an alternative and unofficial way out of the guarded civic space.
Interestingly, Edinburgh’s frontiers stand fast and even the broken wall proves too
hard to climb: the Netherbow is confirmed as effective city guardian when the
party is forced to go through it with the help of a concerned and observant gate
keeper (Finlayson Henderson, 1905, Il, pp. 436-7).

The Netherbow stood strong against criminal and unacceptable behaviors seen
as incompatible with civic life, and here physical exclusion of the culprits from
the urban precinct was enforced. Ordinances were frequently set in place for the
removal of beggars and other undesirable unsightly people from within the urban
precinct for urban ceremonies and triumphal entries (Anon., 1822, p. 61).2 Gateways
become the markers separating the ideal city created for the ruler—prosperous,

®  Noted as “Notices from the Records of Privy Council, relative to the Reception of the

King, 1617 December 24, 1616.
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clean, well-organized, and beautifully decorated—from the unappealing reality of
day-to-day life in a metropolis. By refusing to abide by the burgh'’s law, criminals,
delinquents and traitors had placed themselves metaphorically and physically
outside of the community of honest citizens. “Upon the Netherbow was a spike of
iron, upon which the heads of traitors and others were exhibited” (Chambers, 1836,
p. 329); the offenders’ remains were removed from the civic spaces, and placed to
guard the urban perimeter as a warning to those who approach.

While urban executions took place within the walled perimeter at the
Grassmarket, a large square ensuring maximum visibility, military criminals
belonging to the king’s militia were executed at the Leith Links, outside the city
walls (Grant, 1880-83, IV, p. 231; Grant, 1880-83, VI, p. 263). This underlines the
army'’s justice being seen as not subject to the same rules and spatial bounds which
regulated the burghs and its inhabitants (Mackillop, 2011, pp. 175-6). The army’s
otherness to the burgh’s civic spaces is evident in how they dealt with compulsory
conscription in town: the burgh’s magistrates themselves rounded up the eligible
men—often petty criminals and troublemakers—within the urban perimeter and
handed them over to army officials at a meeting tactfully arranged outside the
Netherbow (The Scots Magazine, 1755, pp. 154-5).

While removing undesirable people did protect the integrity of the community,
the Netherbow was not always successful in defending the urban frontier. In May
1544, the civic authorities failed to bargain an honorable and safe surrender with an
invading English army. The magistrates’ offer of the keys of the city acknowledged
the English army’s superiority, but it also assumed some form of negotiating power
on the part of the burgh and the right to demand safety for the urban spaces
the English are accessing. On the contrary, the English commander’s haughty
refusal marked his aggressive intentions towards the city and its inhabitants;
the Netherbow was “blew open by dint of artillery” (Grant, 1880-83, |, p. 43), an
intentional violation of the urban frontier that anticipated extensive pillaging and
destruction (Arnot, 1816, pp. 14-15).

While the destruction of a gate was seen as an acceptable act of war that could
prevent the city from posing a threat again, it also implied a lost source of revenue
and damage to one’s newly acquired property (Arnade, 2013). The Netherbow was
more often conquered through cunning than brute force; for example, in 1571 a
party of James VI's soldiers disguised as millers leading loaded horses planned to
hold the gates open with their meal sacks long enough for their comrades to rush
through the gate. Observant passer-by Thomas Barrie revealed the presence of a
party of concealed soldiers to the gate’s watchmen, and the enemy was repelled
(Scott, 1833, I, p. 240). Furthermore, during a Jacobite attack on the city in 1745,
one of Lochiel’s men tried to gain admittance at the Netherbow disguised as the
servant of an English officer “in a riding coat and hunting cap” but the sentinels
refused to open the gate for him (Scott, 1841, II, p. 426). The Highlanders had
several barrels of gunpowder with them to blow up the gate, but decided instead
to lie in wait and stormed through the gate when a carriage passed out (Kay, 1842,
I/, p. 419). In 1745, losing the Netherbow to the Jacobites was instrumental to
losing control of the city, and the accounts from the city authorities and of the
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Castle garrison on how it happened blame each other for carelessness (McLynn,
2003). The importance of the moment was also well understood by the entering
Highlanders, who make a parade of the event: “the whole clan Cameron advanced
up the street, with swords drawn and colors flying, their pipes playing ‘We'll awa to
Shirramuir, And haud the Whigs in order” (Grant, 1880-83, ll, p. 325). The bagpipers
playing “in spirit-stirring tones” (Kay, 1842, I/1l, p. 385) in the civic spaces celebrated
the taking of the port and of the whole city, “while the magistrates retired to their
houses, aware that their authority was ended” (Grant, 1880-83, II, p. 325). Similarly in
1582, exiled Minister John Durie was welcomed back into the burgh by a cheering
crowd, and “at the Netherbow they took up the 124 Psalme, ‘Now Israel may say,
&c" (Calderwood, 1849, VI, p. 226). Psalms and bagpipes, anthems of victory and
battle tunes move the hearts of those singing and hearing it, emphasizing the
crossing of the urban frontier.

The Netherbow is not a neutral background, but a politicized object which
takes the part of those who are controlling it, declaring and embodying the city’s
affiliations and sympathies. When in 1654 General Monk came to Edinburgh to
declare Oliver’s union of England and Scotland “the provost and bailies in their
scarlet gowns met him at the Nether Bow Port, the hail council in order going before
them” (Chambers, 1858, I, p. 225). In contrast, in 1715 the citizens of Edinburgh shut
the Nether Bow to William Mackintosh of Borlum and his army, taking a clear stance
against the Jacobite cause (Chandler, 1679, II, pp. 300-301). Again in 1736, the part
the Netherbow gate played in aiding an angry mob gaining control of the urban
space—and the perceived misuse of the city’s right to fortify and defend itself—
almost led to the gateway’s destruction. Since this episode, known as the Porteous
incident, is both complex and politically relevant, it deserves closer scrutiny here.

The story is as follows (Parliament, Great Britain, 1812, pp. 187-319):* in
September 1736, while a Captain Porteous of the City Guard was imprisoned in
the Edinburgh Tolbooth awaiting trial, an angry mob took control of the town by
closing the city gates. In particular, the barricading of the Netherbow efficaciously
prevented the king’s army, quartered in Canongate, from entering the city and
intervening, and the mob successfully assaulted the jail and summarily hanged
Porteous. Alarmed that this violent demonstration of defiance could represent the
beginning of uprisings by Jacobite supporters and threaten the good management
of Scotland, in February 1737 a Parliamentary enquiry condemned the episode
and discussed a punishment. Given the impossibility of identifying the individuals
composing the mob, a Bill was proposed to imprison and disgrace the negligent
Provost, abolish the town guard, and for taking “away the gates of the Nether Bow
Port of the said city, and keeping open the same” (Parliament, Great Britain, 1812,
p. 189). Destroying the Netherbow was clearly a punishment intended for the whole
urban community and it addressed the symbolic importance of the Netherbow as
an urban landmark.

4 Listed as Proceedings in the Lords Relating to the Murder of Captain Porteous: And

the Bill Against the Provost and City of Edinburgh.
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The heated discussion during Parliament between the MPs supporting the Bill
and the Scottish representatives negotiating for the Netherbow’s survival well
represents the Netherbow’s political and symbolic role. Interestingly, during the
uprising there was never an argument about whether the king's troops, cut off in
Canongate, should forcibly violate the city’s urban perimeter. One of the witnesses
remarked during the investigations how “had the troops forced their way into the
town by demolishing one of the gates, without a legal authority, your grace would
soon have had a terrible complaint from the magistrates” (Parliament, Great Britain,
1812, p. 193). The militia’s unwillingness to destroy the Netherbow suggests some
awareness of the symbolic significance of such an act: achieving possession of and
altering one or more civic spaces meant appropriating the narrative that proclaimed
the city’s past. However, after the incident, razing the Netherbow became a key
part of the punishment, and was reminiscent of the traditional breaking down
of gates, walls, and other defences as a highly symbolic punishment inflicted
on cities that had rebelled against their rightful rulers. In the case of Edinburgh,
“taking down the gates of the Nether-bow Port, that a communication might
be opened between the city and the suburbs, in which the King's troops were
quartered” (The Scots Magazine, 1802, p. 659) might sound like a sensible solution
against a further uprising. The taking of the Netherbow had indeed led to the
mob’s unlawful and unauthorized control over the city space, and the Parliament’s
suggestion to retaliate by destroying the Netherbow to avoid a reoccurrence could
then have practical foundations. However, the supporters of the Bill pointedly
downplayed—or it is possible that they honestly misunderstood—the significance
of the removal of the gateway. One of them declared that “the town-guard ...
never can be reckoned among their ancient and immemorial privileges. Nor can |
see how either the demolishing of a gate, or the keeping it open, can affect them”
(Parliament, Great Britain, 1812, pp. 244-5). However, the Scottish MPs’ vehement
protestations showed their awareness of the Netherbow’s historical and cultural
significance (Arnot, 1816, p. 160). Practical reasons were invoked; the financial
use of the checkpoint, the defensibility of the road narrowing in general with or
without the Netherbow itself, the option to enlarge the army’s barracks in the
Castle to give the army easy access to the city (Parliament, Great Britain, 1812,
p. 240). More importantly, the legitimacy of such an act was questioned. The
Duke of Argyle argued that “we may determine the Properties of private Persons,
and may adjust the Privileges of Communities, we cannot infringe the Rights of
Nations.” He also added that “The Nation of Scotland, in all the Proceedings at the
Time, treated with England as an independent and free People,” and in the Treaty
of Union “the Privileges of the Royal Burghs ... were put upon the same Footing
with Religion, that is, they were not alterable by any subsequent Parliament of
Great Britain” (Parliament, Great Britain, 1812, p. 239). Given Edinburgh’s history of
royal privileges, the suggestion to lay a proudly walled city bare and unprotected
interfered with Edinburgh’s sense of self and meddled with rights and prerogatives
which had defined Scotland’s burghs’identities for 500 years (Anon., 1830, p. 36).

The taking down of the Netherbow holds a much higher significance than a
discussion of military accessibility or economic inconvenience. The aftermath of
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the 1707 Union saw the controversial dissolution of the Scottish Parliament as an
independent entity, and the continuous threat to the Hanoverians' rule posed by
Jacobean uprisings in Scotland supporting Stuart pretenders. The demolition of
the Netherbow became then a point of contention between the Scots’ threatened
sense of identity and self-determination and English expectations of conformity
and uniformity across a newly unified Great Britain. It is quite telling that the
amended version of the Bill which was finally approved, imposing a hefty fine on
the city but sparing the Netherbow, was disparagingly considered inadequate and
stingless by those who had supported its earlier version (Parliament, Great Britain,
1812, p. 190).

CONCLUSIONS

In the early modern period, the Netherbow represented the most visible
and commodious entrance into Edinburgh. The city’s complex role as a royal
burgh, the Stewarts’ capital, and a seat of national government, meant that the
Netherbow was crossed, attacked, or defended by a variety of people in many
different circumstances. Throughout its history, its importance was recognized as a
permeable entry and an impermeable defence, but also as a symbol of traditional
identity, embodying one of the burgh’s fundamental privileges, to think for itself
and freely distinguish friend from foe.

Its martial and imposing appearance long survived its effective military
usefulness, which was severely challenged by the introduction of artillery warfare.
During the siege of 1745, the inhabitants of Edinburgh fled through the Netherbow
when the use of batteries and field pieces caused severe destruction to the city,
their flight representing their disbelief in the capacity of the defenses to protect
them (Grant, 1880-83, II, p. 331). Nevertheless, the Scottish castellated architectural
style had been recognized as an intentional reminder of the country’s antiquity
and martial past, and the significance of the Netherbow went well beyond its
military usefulness (McKean, 2004). As late as 1737, the Parliamentary enquiry into
the Porteous incident demonstrated the symbolic role attributed to the gateway in
defining the city’sidentity. However, at the end of the eighteenth century new values
of productivity and social and economic improvements changed the organization
of Scottish society, challenging the acknowledged idea of urban community that
the Netherbow represented. The Netherbow’s role as urban border was particularly
questioned by the construction of a regularized and modern New Town, beginning
in 1765, facing the overcrowded and old-fashioned Old Town from the other side of
the North Loch, and freely accessible over the commodious and newly built South
Bridge. Left behind in the isolation of the Old Town backwater, the Netherbow was
finally demolished in 1764 as an obstacle to traffic and circulation, and to allow an
easier passage to and from Canongate for both people and carriages (Arnot, 1816,
p. 183). The increase in the number of wheeled carriages made the Netherbow
“exceedingly incommodious” (Kay, 1842, II/l, p. 186), a problematic relic of a past
in which circulation was filtered and controlled. This is a surprising development,



82  THE DESIGN OF FRONTIER SPACES

coming just 30 years after Argyle’s passionate defense of the Netherbow, but it
also demonstrates Edinburgh’s changed perception of its urban identity. London
itself obtained in 1760 an Act of Parliament to remove its own city gates, and the
ambitions to compete with London in modernity and stylishness made Edinburgh
turn to new constructions embodying the principles of the Enlightenment, such
as the New Town, rather than continuing to take more traditional stances (Wilson,
1848, |, p. 114. Youngson, 1966). The Netherbow was not the only victim of the
expansion and renovation undertaken in this period, as other civic landmarks were
also destroyed, such as the Tolbooth, taken down in 1817, and the Butter Tron,
razed in 1822. These improvements were not unanimously welcomed: Scottish
poet and satirist Claudero (whose real name was James Wilson) lamented the loss
of the Cross in one of his witty works called “the last Speech and Dying Words of the
Cross, which was hanged, drawn and quartered on Monday the 15th of March 1756, for
the horrid crime of being an encumbrance to the street” (Wilson, 1848, II, pp. 219-20).

In a similar work addressing the lamentable destruction of the Netherbow,
Claudero reasoned that with its loss, the relationships between people and places
were altered, creating confusion in the very fabric of society. In the place of familiar
activities, busy workshops and slow-paced, friendly neighborhoods historically
connected to and justified by the Netherbow’s very presence, Claudero argues
that now there is the speed and also the impersonality of modernity, represented
by luxurious gilded chariots traveling at a dangerous speed, uninterested in and
unresponsive to the surrounding urban spaces and their alienated inhabitants
(Wilson, 1848, II, p. 220). In Claudero’s poem the city gate is humorously but also
sympathetically personified while he presents to the audience its last speech and
dying words before demolition. The condemned port recalls many events of urban
history not as an impassive observer, but as an involved and passionate actor
lamenting the execution of brave Marquis of Montrose and the public display of
his severed head, fondly remembering the arrival in town of King James VI, and
criticizing Cromwell the usurper (Wilson, 1848, 1I, p. 221). As wittily illustrated by
Claudero, before it was superseded by the unstoppable waves of modernity the
Netherbow represented an active agent of urban history, influencing people’s
understanding of the city and their own perception of self in relation to the urban
spaces they moved within.

With reference to the site where the Netherbow stood, not much is left now to
commemorateits presence and the majorroleithadin portrayingand defending the
burgh’s identity. At the narrowing of the street between Edinburgh and Canongate,
brass bricks on the street pavement form the contour of the disappeared gate,
while commemorative plates and fragments of cornices and pediments are visible
in the nearby buildings. The name of a pub at the very crossroad, the World’s End,
commemorates the vanished frontier between two worlds and it recalls the World’s
End Close, “the last alley ... that terminated of old the boundaries of the walled
capital, and separated it from its courtly rival, the Burgh of Canongate” (Wilson,
1848, I, p. 55). Anxious not to be forgotten, Claudero’s Netherbow wished in his
last speech that his clock be moved to a different location rather than destroyed,
so that it would forever look down to “the brandy shops below, where large grey-
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beards shall appear to him no bigger than mutchkin bottle ... reflecting the rays of
the sun to the eyes of ages unborn” (Wilson, 1848, Il, p. 221). And so, in the spirit of
Claudero, perhaps the fact that his role as urban frontier is perpetuated in the name
of a public house would provide the old Netherbow with a reason to be pleased.
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House Number 1: The Vienna Hofburg’s Multiple Borders

Richard Kurdiovsky

Royal, princely, imperial or ducal palaces are usually hermetically sealed off from
their surroundings for reasons of security and to emphasize their character as the
seat of power and of the sovereign. The instruments to visualize this special character
can be topographical, architectural, and stylisticc among others. Buckingham
Palace, for instance, remains aloof from the lively metropolis of London by means
of large parks and green areas, broad avenues where public traffic can be halted if
necessary, and strong fences to keep people at a respectful distance. In addition
to national borders and city limits, frontiers can therefore be found within cities
and societies, dividing spaces of elites from those for people of subordinate status.
The visual appearance of this special type of border is quite different from that
of national borders. While at first sight these borders may look well-established
(facades of buildings, fenced-off areas, etc.), they can turn out to be negligible in
certain situations and to be characterized by