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ABSTRACT 

 

This research is concerned with the complexity of the current spatial constitution in general 

and that of urban spaces in particular, and as such explores ways to analyse this 

constitution. Enquiring about the spatial source of urban change, the study is about the 

coming-together of different spaces, working with progressive notions of borders. A 

secondary interest considers the potential of such enquiry for more inclusive and just 

processes in urban change. The theoretical frame for the study uses Doreen Massey’s 

conception of space as relational, multiple and open, and my interpretation of the concept 

of borderland, which I claim operationalises Massey’s approach. This framework recognises 

the role of various near and far spaces in urban change and suggests that more ‘border-

situations’, conceptually extended into urban spaces, potentially foster more inclusive and 

just urban change. Building on a comparative approach, ‘contextualisation’, as the 

methodological framework, analyses urban spaces and their ongoing change through the 

lens of relational, multiple and open space and borderland, instead of treating urban spaces 

as discrete spatial entities. Empirically, the research is situated in Amman, Jordan and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, Israel, in a region where borders are both fiercely contested and seemingly 

unalterable at the same time. Historically a region of overlaps and heterogeneity, where 

people, religions, goods and ‘cultures’ came together, the relatively young cities are as 

internationally interdependent and interwoven as others. Whilst the two cities aspire 

towards ‘global’ or ‘world’ city status, contradictory policies of homogenisation and 

isolation are found at the state level. Related to other scales, urban change policies and 

implemented projects perpetuate socio-economic exclusivity and injustice. The research 

suggests the balance of power in urban change processes manifests in ‘bordering’ 

mechanisms that unfold in a space between entities – the borderland. 
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There is a crucial experience of difference and a corresponding experiment: 

every time we find ourselves confronted or bound by a limitation or an 

opposition, we should ask what such a situation presupposes. It 

presupposes a swarm of differences, a pluralism of free, wild or untamed 

differences; a properly differential and original space and time; all of which 

persist alongside the simplification of limitation and opposition. A more 

profound real element must be defined in order for oppositions of forces or 

limitations of forms to be drawn, one which is determined as an abstract 

and potential multiplicity. Oppositions are roughly cut from a delicate milieu 

of overlapping perspectives, of communicating distances, divergences and 

disparities, of heterogeneous potentials and intensities. Nor is it primarily a 

question of dissolving tensions and the identical, but rather of distributing 

the disparities in a multiplicity. 

Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, 2014, 64 
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1   URBAN CHANGE, BORDERLAND, AMMAN, TEL AVIV-JAFFA 

 

1.1 Introduction 

This research investigates spatial sources of urban change and their conceptualisation. It 

does so through a theoretical investigation of the current complex spatial constitution and 

an empirical study of urban spaces in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. In the research, the 

production of urban space is understood to involve processes across scales and spaces, 

from the individual to the global and from physical to non-physical. Spaces involved in 

urban change, therefore, exceed any city’s physical limits. The constitution of urban spaces 

and their change is therefore considered geographically and temporally unbound. Instead 

of fixed, stable entities, urban spaces are seen as continuously produced and reproduced. 

Within this production and reproduction, mechanisms of relation and separation, mirroring 

the current balance of power, are also at work. While these mechanisms direct urban 

change in a certain way, principally unbound urban spaces are in favour of a future that is 

undecided and can therefore be influenced.  

I see these mechanisms of the balance of power – fostering or hindering relations - in 

urban change as taking place in the relations between entities. By entities I refer to all 

things that exist, and in the context of this research, I refer specifically to physical things 

such as human beings, buildings, urban quarters and spaces, but also non-physical things 

such as strategies, plans, or thoughts. Going beyond conventional notions of borders 

recognises Deleuze’s notion from the above quote that “original space and time” exists 

“alongside the simplification of limitation and opposition” (2014, 64) that current borders 

signify. Situating this within a conception of space as relational, multiple and open (Massey 

1999a, 2), the space in-between entities becomes crucial for processes of urban change. 

Working with ‘borderland’, the research uses Massey’s conception of space alongside 

alternative concepts of borders. Ultimately concerned with more inclusive and just urban 

reproduction processes, the research sees the city not as “a site of place politics, but a place 
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of engagement in plural politics and multiple spatialities of involvement” (Amin 2002a, 

397). The theoretical considerations and the empirical findings show the involvement of 

multiple spatialities in urban change processes, potentially showing opportunities for 

broader engagement of actors in processes of urban change. 

Conceptualising space as relational, multiple and open, my research addresses the extent 

and manifestations of this relationality, multiplicity and openness, within contexts where 

separation, homogeneity and fixity also feature. Not contradicting openness in this 

thinking, a relational and multiple world not only features, but also requires reversed 

phenomena. There is ever-stricter separation across scales, from newly erected walls and 

barriers between continents or states, to urban enclaves and tendencies of individualisation 

and isolation in general. These restrictions are not reducible to borders around states or 

purely physical. Instead, there are many other borders involved. My notion of borderland 

therefore includes both openness and restriction and an array of borders other than state-

borders. 

The ‘relational and multiple’ aspects of Massey’s model require difference, and this is where 

I consider notions of borders useful. On a conceptual level, I consider borders to signify 

the coming-together of sociospatial difference (compare Massey 1999a, 8; 1999b, 271; Van 

Houtum 2005, 672; Amin 2006, 1009; Balibar 2009, 202; Minca & Vaughan-Williams 2012, 

761). No longer seen as only lines around states, borders have recently been theorised as 

spaces themselves (see among others Paasi 2005; Newman 2006; Casey 2011; Gielis & van 

Houtum 2012; Jones 2012; Mazzadra & Neilson 2012; Ferrer-Gallardo & van Houtum 

2013; Topak 2014). Building on these thoughts, I discuss the idea of borderland as ways in 

which ‘borders’ are dispersed across ‘land’. In contrast to borders at the edge, dispersed 

across all ‘land’, borderland is the space between entities. Possibly a radically relational 

view, with borderland I see the space in-between entities where relations are made, 

maintained and restricted by different bordering processes as particularly interesting for 

processes of urban change. Due to their immense number and importance, relations and 
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their restriction, controlled and regulated by border-processes, constitute the space in-

between entities, a space of relations (see Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1 – From border as a line to borderland as the space between entities 
 

Empirically, the research is situated in the Levant or the East Mediterranean, and in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa more specifically. The region constitutes an outstanding 

example not only of disputed land and spaces, but also of heterogeneity, interrelations, and 

consequently overlapping and diverging, folding and stretching spaces. This spatial 

situation is related to the region’s history and present and therefore constitutes part of its 

very identity. Under such circumstances, borders become important features, because they 

also come in complex permutations and at various locations, which questions any 

straightforward meaning of duality, such as in/out, us/them. This allowed me to look at 

the situation of related and separated spaces beyond conventional state borders. In this 
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research, I therefore consider state borders as conventional borders and focus on borders 

beyond this scope. The theoretical interest and the complex spatialities in the Levant and 

the two cities prompted me to investigate change from a spatial, or ‘where’ perspective. 

Rather than pointedly asking who the actors are and/or how urban change happens, 

investigating where the source of urban change is, specifically addresses aforementioned 

spatial intricacies (cf. Rodgers, Barnett & Cochrane 2014). While taking into account 

various scales, the research looks at urban change in (spaces in) the two cities. Along 

historical and contemporary paths, the two cities appear to constitute rich and fertile 

grounds for investigating apparently contradictory processes of relation and separation.  

The research is an iterative dialogue between theoretical thoughts and findings from 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, nevertheless with a particular emphasis on the theoretical side. 

Urban ‘realities’ are highlighted as more various, heterogeneous and multiple than 

politically divided spaces usually suggest. The coming-together of difference in a principally 

relational, multiple and open space, and the control and regulation of spatial change 

through borderland are examined for sources of urban change. Also constituting a personal 

interest of the author, a main focus is in the seeming discrepancy of an open, unbound 

world and ever more and tighter mechanisms of control and regulation, usually favouring 

already wealthy parts, and further disadvantaging poorer parts of the population. I suggest 

that by focusing on relational facets of urban change, working with this framework could 

be an alternative to more entity- or space bound investigations. 

 

This introductory chapter consists of three parts. The first part presents the genesis, the 

research interest, and the empirical setting of the thesis. The second part gives a brief 

overview on urban space and change. A third part outlines the eights chapters that follow 

this introduction.  
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1.2 Cornerstones of the thesis 

This first section introduces the genesis, the main ideas and concepts, and the empirical 

setting that frame the research. Outlining the origins of my interest is, I feel, important to 

understand the selection of the particular conceptual framework and the empirical setting. 

   

1.2.1 Genesis – the just city 

In 2007, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) hosted ‘Just Jerusalem’, a 

competition about future visions for the city of Jerusalem for the year 2050.1 On the verge 

of finishing my architecture studies I decided to make this the topic of my master thesis 

and to submit a proposal to the competition. As a prospective architect, my proposal 

considered meaningful interventions to improve the city in terms of the built environment. 

A study trip to the Levant and engagement with the way cities change, however, made me 

reconsider. Fascinated by the region’s vibrant, lively and heterogeneous cities, which, 

despite the political turmoil, still seemed to share a common character, I developed a 

curiosity with the regional dimension rather than just Jerusalem. The Arab-Israeli conflict, 

literature on city-regions, and the fact that major urban centres like Amman, Beirut, 

Damascus, Gaza, Haifa, Jerusalem and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are within close proximity of about 

200 kilometres, or 125 miles, widened the scope of my interest. To me, these findings and 

circumstances strongly challenged the idea of an architectural intervention that could make 

Jerusalem a better place. Therefore, my proposal ultimately highlighted the need to look at 

a bigger scale and scope: without a calm region, a peaceful and thriving city of Jerusalem 

would be unlikely, and vice versa. The subsequent first prize in the competition and a 

related research fellowship at MIT can in retrospect be seen as the departure point for the 

research presented here.   

Without knowing it then, my thoughts already challenged notions of cities and states as 

spatially and temporally fixed spatial units, acknowledging that their reproduction reaches 
                                                
1  The competition called “Just Jerusalem – Jerusalem 2050” was co-organised by MIT´s Center for 
International Studies and the Department of Urban Studies and Planning. 
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beyond their physical outlines. A key concern was the question of sameness and difference 

that appeared to be dictated by a rigid partition of the world’s surface into states, hardened 

and contested at the same time in this part of the world. Unfamiliar with related theories 

and discourses at that point, there was a discomfort with the logic that everything inside a 

state is supposed to be homogeneous and everything outside as a result different, or even 

an enemy. However, during the fieldwork for my master’s thesis, I saw that the sociospatial 

‘reality’ within and beyond cities and states was much livelier, vibrant and diverse than 

strictly separated spaces and identities. Whether it was about ethnic, racial, linguistic, 

religious, or other identities attributed to a space, my encounters contradicted the 

exclusiveness suggested by conventional spatial separation. Consequently, I wondered 

whether the coming-together of difference beyond state borders might be a productive 

element for co-existence and therefore an interesting locus for investigating the source of 

urban change. 

 

1.2.2 Research interest 

Building on this experience, the intention of the PhD research was to grapple with current 

theorisations on spatial production, especially in urban contexts, and bring them together 

with an empirical setting that epitomised complex spatial situations in an extreme way. The 

contested situation in the Levant to me symbolises the discrepancy between spatial fixation 

and openness. By this I mean that states seem to represent unquestionable spatial 

demarcations with unalterable and impenetrable boundaries on the one hand, while on the 

other hand they are part of much wider processes. Global circuits of production and 

consumption or migration processes in times of ‘globalisation’, as well as exposure to 

regional challenges, like climate or access to resources, and conflicts, or increasing socio-

economic difference within states and cities suggest a dynamic of openness and 

indetermination.  
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Critical of the exclusive connection between the state and spatial production, the research 

does not question state borders as important thresholds and – more or less - agreed upon 

juristic arrangements. It does however take an interest in processes constituting urban 

spaces that lie both within and beyond such borders. These processes result in an 

expansion and opening-up of the spaces relevant for the formation of urban spaces that far 

exceed the city or the state. Simultaneously, and working the opposite way, processes of 

separation and enclosure are observable. These in turn lead to contracting spaces, 

producing spatial enclaves far smaller than cities or states. Taken together, both processes 

suggest a complex production of urban spaces and, consequently, I suggest, a necessity to 

re-think the role of relation and separation in spatial production.  

Because the concept of borderland disperses borders beyond state borders, it reflects such 

complex spatialities at work in urban change. Borderland appears particularly qualified to 

look at dynamics of urban change, because rather than addressing the mere duality of 

borders – inside versus outside - it reflects a spatiality in which multiple spaces, scales, 

actors and processes operate in the making and re-making of space. Based on this 

conceptual outline, Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa proved to be suitable spaces to investigate 

cross-scalar and cross-spatial relations and separations within urban change.  

Building on existing literature, the research sees the production of urban space through 

multiple relations (Massey 1999a; Graham & Healey 1999; Taylor, Hoyler & Verbruggen 

2010), across geographic scales (Brenner 1998, 2000; Marston 2000; Swyngedouw & 

Heynen 2003) and spaces (Lefebvre 1996, 2003[1970]; Castells 2002; Soja 2000, 2011a). It 

considers urban areas as constituted by historical and current relational processes among 

people, goods, policies, thoughts, stories and so forth (McFarlane 2011a; McCann, Roy & 

Ward 2013). Different components or entities have relations among themselves (e.g. 

people to people) and to the others (e.g. people to goods or policies). The formation of 

urban space is consequently a process of relations playing out across scales and spaces 

among physical and non-physical entities or ‘things’.  
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If the question asks where change in urban environments is located or comes from, we 

might therefore want to ask about the relations, scales and spaces involved in the making 

of urban spaces rather than about the entities as such. This is what the research sets out to 

do. Entities are seen as physical or non-physical, small or big things that exist, and relations 

are seen as affiliations that happen in physical or virtual space, when two or more entities 

come together in a meaningful way. By meaningful I mean that the entities that come 

together influence each other so that there is an impact, or that their coming-together is 

significant for themselves or others. The space where a relation is forged must 

consequently be in-between entities. Therefore, the interest of the research is this in-

between space, or the borderland. 

Borderland, therefore, is a name for the space in-between entities that may help us to make 

sense of the complex relationalities that I think are crucial for spatial urban change. It is a 

conceptual register that seeks to highlight that the massive number, intricacy and variety of 

relations and corresponding forms of restrictions at work in urban change processes take 

place in the space between entities. Borderland conceptually identifies the in-between as a 

space of difference, where relations among entities are forged, maintained, hindered or 

broken, deciding on the entities’ constitution and future and thereby on the future of the 

space the entity is part of. This is particularly relevant if we think about current global 

interrelationalities and simultaneous separation processes that expose people to imbalance 

and uncertainty.  

Borderland is also a method. As I show in the methodological and empirical chapters, 

borderland helps identify the multiplicity involved in urban change processes. By discussing 

contexts and dimensions, I claim that borderland enables us to address spatial folds and 

stretches that have a role in urban change but do not follow common geographic 

limitations, such as municipal or state-borders. Borderland as a method provides the means 

to investigate influences on urban change, which are negotiated or staged through borders 

and bordering processes far away or very near, beyond common borders. Representing 
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spaces of in-betweenness, encounter and interaction, borderland allows me to include 

spatial influences on urban change beyond thinking of cities as enclosed systems.   

With more diverse, complex and intertwining spaces in a ‘globalised’ world and particularly 

in urban areas, seeing ‘cities’ in absolute or exclusive terms is at least questionable. Their 

identities and constituting parts are manifold, intertwining and stretching across scales and 

spaces, and their production neither happens, nor can it be explained via ‘internal’ 

processes only; a city cannot exist on its own.  

 

Research questions 

Narrowing down, the research focuses on the condition and change of urban spaces within 

these processes. Acknowledging the central role of urban areas in the production of space 

and tying in with my professional background and general interest in spatial matters, the 

main research question is “how is a conceptualisation of space as relational, multiple and 

open manifest in particular cities and how does it have a role in the way their urban spaces 

change?“ An aspect of this question is an emphasis on the ‘where’, which, I claim, has been 

less explicitly explored in the field of spatial- or urban studies. I argue this where-question 

is not only as profound as asking ‘who’ and/or ‘how’ in terms of urban change, but also 

timely.  

Two related sub research-questions address the theoretical interest. I will explore “how 

matters of urban change relate to current discussions in urban studies,” and further on, 

“how we theorise or conceptualise spatial separation, if spaces are increasingly intertwined 

and interrelated, and influences on urban change may reach beyond the respective city’s 

boundaries.” As introduced above, relational, multiple and open space, as well as alternative 

notions of borders and eventually borderland should provide useful theoretical foundation 

for this enquiry. 

On methodology, a sub research-question is “if spaces and scales involved in urban change 

exceed the physical limits of the respective city, how can they be grasped?” The introduced 
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spatial model, with borderland as its key element, certainly has implications for the 

methods applied to research it. Naturally a matter of comparison if working on two cities, a 

focus on the in-between rather than on entities requires new consideration of the 

established method of comparative urbanism. I introduce ‘contextualisation’ as a possibly 

extended form of comparison.  

Finally, and building on the methodology, the sub research-question on the empirical side 

is “what the contexts are that are involved in the production of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, 

and how they are specific, or more universal, and different or similar.” From an array of 

widespread relations and contexts involved in the two cities’ urban change, borderland 

helped me identifying particular sources of change. Within this rationale, some findings 

appear specific, some others generally applicable, potentially making the introduced spatial 

model and the methodology useful tools for investigating urban change overall.  

 

1.2.3 Drivers of change 

To summarise this section, I claim in my research that a variety of scales and spaces are 

important for urban change, which do not necessarily correspond with state borders, but 

instead comprise an array of dispersed physical and non-physical in-betweenness. I call this 

spatial configuration ‘borderland’. With regards to urban change, this means that those with 

an interest and a desired role in urban change need to navigate through and use this 

borderland. These spaces need to be acknowledged (individuals and communities need to 

see they can have a role in urban change), activated (individuals and communities need to 

make clear they are ready to engage in urban change), and utilised (individuals and 

communities need to be active in urban change in order to advocate their needs and 

wishes). 

On the empirical side, the fieldwork shows three broad results in relation to the concept of 

borderland: first, processes influencing urban change come from a variety of spaces, near 

and far, and span across scales. Second, many of the restrictions and challenges people face 
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in urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are not related to state-borders. And third, 

even if some of these restrictions seem overwhelming and the balance of power extremely 

uneven, some individuals and groups are aware of the opportunities today’s spatial 

complexity provides and claim and appropriate spaces that open up due to this complexity. 

Whilst some of these initiatives and movements seem fragile and vanishingly small, 

according to people from the field, there are developments that would have been 

impossible and unimaginable a decade ago. 

The research therefore investigates potential positive aspects for urban change that 

alternative views on borders may provide. Instead of leaving issues of urban change to 

seemingly powerful individuals and groups to grapple with, who may exploit the 

opportunities a ‘capitalist’ or ‘neoliberal’ world provides, intertwining and complex spatial 

formations also carry potential for more democratic urban change processes. The argument 

related to borderland is that permeating ‘foreign’ spaces and eluding ‘native’ spaces expose 

urbanites to challenges but also provide opportunities for broader participation. 

Proliferating spaces of relation and separation in a spatial sphere - borderland - not only 

potentially bring conflict and the maintenance and expansion of power imbalances, but also 

open up and provide spaces for challenging the existing balance of power. I therefore argue 

that along with the insecurity that today’s formation of urban areas brings, the involvement 

of many different spaces includes the potential for positive urban change.  

My argument is that the source of urban change lies in the processes that produce urban 

spaces, and that relations among entities drive these processes. Folding and stretching 

spaces can cause spaces from far away to have a larger role in urban change than spaces 

nearby. The coming-together of formally unrelated spaces and the detachment of physically 

close spaces result in a variety of borders that have little to do with state-borders. Borders 

emerge, where entities relate to each other in a meaningful way, and between entities there 

is endless space – borderland. It is these in-between spaces that may cause uncertainty and 

disruption, but that also have potential for positive urban change.  
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1.3 The empirical setting 

The region of interest empirically is the East Mediterranean or the so-called Levant, and 

two of its main cities, Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. The reason I chose the region is because 

of the aforementioned competition and subsequent research and travel, but also because it 

constitutes a spatial situation that may seem outstanding, but could be regarded as a 

condensed situation of ‘ordinary’ spatial complexity. The focus on the two cities emerged 

out of their intriguing urban histories and presents, as well as of practical reasons, since 

they constitute relatively stable and calm places in this turbulent region. 

 

1.3.1 The Levant 

The Levant is the only location in the world where three continents come together (Figure 

2). The related function as a hub for trading routes, attached geopolitical interests, or the 

religious importance may be reasons for a particular history. In the Levant, relatively small 

states and major cities exist in extremely close proximity. The linear distance between 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is just 110km or 70 miles (Figure 3). Tel Aviv-Jaffa is located at 

the Mediterranean Sea, Amman on the Jordanian Plateau, with the West Bank, Jerusalem, 

the Jordan River and the Dead Sea between the two urban agglomerations (Figure 4).   

Well known for the conflict mainly between Arab states and Israel, the Levant has been a 

region of geopolitical overlaps, contestation, conflict and war almost throughout history. 

From the biblical ‘Exodus’ of the Israelites from Egypt to Canaan, to the Roman Empires’ 

rule in the region, the Arab expansion and the Ottomans and the Christian Crusades, to 

name but a few, the region and its ‘borders’ have been in constant change. Continuing for 

about a century, and entangled in both World Wars I and II, the current conflict’s main 

issue revolves around the possession and control of land. Connected geopolitical processes 

include the formation of comparably small states within rather randomly set boundaries, 

and later, the dissociation of these states in regional terms and tenacious attempts at 



 35 

homogenisation in national respects. This turbulent past certainly left its marks across the 

whole region, and also influenced and still influences Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Amman. Apart 

from similar historic and other parameters, both cities show considerable ‘internal’ diversity 

and ‘external’ interdependency and interrelationality. An additional historical aspect is that 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, as most of the cities in the region, existed long before the 

respective states were founded. This underlines the interest of the research in urban change 

along (changing) relations. 

 

Figure 2 – The Levant at the crossroads of three continents 
 

The disputed situation in the region and the heterogeneity within the two urban areas 

therefore challenge the exclusive logic of an inside/outside duality. The two cities are 
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striking examples of a complex inside and outside or sameness and difference logic, 

because many of these qualities appear simultaneously. At the state level, while borders 

seem to be fixed and impenetrable, they are at the same time undetermined and contested, 

and expand in different ways into the urban fabrics. Moreover, due to a heterogeneous 

historic and contemporary setting in the region, states and cities, many other borders 

appear.  

The Levant as an interrelated region rarely meant much to people I spoke to in the field. 

Some Israelis see their country simply as a part of the West, enjoying the climate and 

lifestyle, but ignoring or accepting its actual geopolitical location in frustrated apathy. For 

some Jordanians and other Levantine Arabs, the region of interest is that of Bilad al-Sham2. 

Like the Levant, and geographically congruent with the notion of Greater Syria, a socialist 

idea of the 1960s, Bilad al-Sham constitutes a united northern Arab state or region, 

including Lebanon, Jordan, Palestine and Syria, and possibly parts of Iraq and Turkey. The 

role of Israel within Bilad al-Sham, although located within this region, is generally not 

specified. However, some Arabs, without access to the Mediterranean, become melancholic 

when thinking about the idea of the Levant as a vibrant East Mediterranean region, 

particularly in socio-economic terms and often linked to Jaffa, due to family roots there. 

This is related to history, when intensive relations and exchange within and beyond the 

region was a trademark of the Levant, and Jaffa one of its major hubs. Probably due to 

their difficult situation, such sentiments are particularly strong among Palestinians.   

Therefore, the change over time in the presence, rigidity and importance of borders is of 

particular interest for the Levant. It is maintained that after a rather fuzzy and blurred 

notion of borders in times of monarchies, modern states in general became very rigid about 

maintaining their sovereign space within (usually) demarcated lines (Balibar 2009, 193). 

Thinking about the Ottoman Empire, which ruled until 1918, this could be an accurate 

assessment for the Levant. While this rigidity is challenged to some extent in parts of the 
                                                
2 Bilad al-Sham means the lands in the north, or the north, as from the Arab heartland on the Arab Peninsula, 
the Levant is in the north. 
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world, the Levant is an example of trends of ever more rigorous separation along state 

borders. Agreeing with Balibar, I would argue that this is due to three interconnected 

circumstances. First, colonial powers invented borders that never previously existed in the 

region, introducing artificial differentiations detached from historical patterns. Second, 

these states are very young and therefore do not represent deeply rooted spatial entities. 

For this reason, the Levantine states seem to try very hard to build up national identities, 

connected to a distinct territory. Third, the founding of the state of Israel and its 

subsequent development tightened the imbalance and exacerbated difference.  
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Figure 3 – The Levant 
 



 39 

 

Figure 4 – The Tel Aviv-Jaffa/Amman region 
 

1.3.2 Amman & Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

Both officially founded in 1909, modern Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are relatively young 

cities. However, both modern day cities exist in a context of millennia old history, of Old 

Amman and Jaffa respectively. In the case of Amman, despite a flourishing history, ‘Old 

Amman’ was not more than a village of 2000 – 3000 inhabitants at the beginning of the 

20th century (Potter et al. 2009). A suburb of Jaffa with only a few quarters in the late 

1880s, Tel Aviv has now assimilated the former Arab port city. Both cities have therefore 
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grown at an extreme pace over the last hundred years, predominantly due to migration 

(Figures 5 & 6). 

 

 
 
Figure 5 - Population development of Amman, showing a population of approximately 4 million in 
2015 (Source data: Ababsa 2011a, 211; Potter et al. 2009; assembled by the author) 
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Figure 6 - Population development of Tel Aviv-Jaffa showing approximately 433,000 inhabitants in 
2015 (Source data: Jaffa and Tel Aviv-Jaffa: Levine 2005, 39 & 84; data Tel Aviv: Benguigui et al. 2001, 
1825; assembled by the author) 
 
Thinking about sociospatial identity, the fact that the two cities were built by migration per 

se questions categories of natives versus foreigners. Because of the rich and diverse history 

of the Levant, a wide variety of ethnicities, people of different geographic origin and 

religions populate the two cities. Due to such rapid and massive growth, land and real 

estate have long been big issues in both cities. Still growing, both Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa are experiencing extensive urban redevelopment processes. These processes bring 

phenomena such as the neglect of historically grown urban patterns and structure, inflow 

of international capital, investment in real estate with consequent displacement of lower 

socio-economic tiers, and a general struggle over public spaces and functions.  

What prompted a special interest in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa in this context for me was 

a relatively sharp and noticeable dividing line, separating socio-economically stronger and 

weaker parts in both cities (Figures 8 & 11). The socio-economic gap, therefore, is not only 

noticeable on a global scale but is a fundamental component of urban spaces. While this is 

not a revelation, and diversity a natural feature in any city, Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s 

urban redevelopment appears to be especially influenced by the above noted growth and 
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migration patterns, as well as by striking socio-economic imbalance and vice versa. Ababsa 

notes about Amman that the city  

 

is still characterized by strong contrasts between poor, highly populated 

neighbourhoods where unemployment rates are high, and 

neighbourhoods primarily located in the west but also in the north-west 

and south west, where the active population is greater, the level of 

education better and buildings and infrastructure more developed. 

2013, 400 (see Figure 8)  

 

Cohen, using a “composite index representing residential amenity, education, profession, 

women’s employment, and car ownership combined” (2006, 3), shows a similar internal 

division along socio-economic lines in Tel Aviv-Jaffa (Figure 11). Accordingly, 

concentrating on where these divisions are particularly manifest and noticeable, the areas of 

special interest for my research are the central parts of the two cities (Figure 9 & 12). 

 

On the other hand, there are of course differences between Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

Their actual geographical size, populations, economic power, overall standard of living, and 

not least political systems differ notably. The official population of Amman in 2015 was 

about 4 million, while that of Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality was 433.000, with the metro-area, 

which is more or less equivalent to Tel Aviv-Jaffa plus the Central District, totalling 3.7 

million.  

The area of Amman municipality has been dramatically extended in recent decades, 

reaching 1680km2 today. Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality comprises 52km2, Tel Aviv and the 

Central District combined about 1.500km2. In terms of economic indicators, Jordan’s per 

capita GDP was at US$ 4,087.9, Israel’s at US$ 37,292.6 in 2016 (The World Bank 2016). 

The United Nations state a Human Development Index (HDI) of 0.741 and a life 
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expectancy of 74.2 years for Jordan, and an HDI of 0.899 and a life expectancy of 82.6 

years for Israel in 2015 (UNDP Human Development Report 2016, 198-199).  

Having lived in both cities for a considerable amount of time, while these numbers do 

reflect the actual condition, the situation is inevitably more diverse and nuanced than such 

numbers show.  In both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, there is enormous wealth and poverty 

within short distances. This inequality mostly corresponds with better/worse public 

services and spaces, schools, green areas and so forth. But overall, even from a qualitative 

point of view, the way the cities are organised and the general standard of living is higher in 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa than in Amman. 

The political system in Jordan is a constitutional, parliamentary monarchy, with Abdullah II 

as King, and a Prime Minister as head of the government. However, the King retains much 

power, because large majorities in the parliament’s two houses are needed to overrule his 

decisions. Israel meanwhile, is a parliamentary democracy with a Presidential head of state 

and a Prime Ministerial head of government. The role of the President is largely 

representational, with political power held by the Prime Minister. As for the cities, in 

Amman, the public elects half of the city council; the Jordanian government appoints the 

other half. The mayor is appointed by the government, which essentially means by the 

King. In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the city council is elected through direct, public elections, and, as 

in a parliamentary majority system, the majority in the council decides the mayor.  

In Amman, apart from the non-elected mayor, the tribal system still plays a big role in 

politics. Therefore, even if the council is directly elected, citizens often vote for 

representatives on a tribal basis, so that councils end up reflecting the strength of the tribes 

rather than the actual interests of the residents. While not everything is perfect either in the 

municipal politics of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the municipal situation in Amman appears to hinder 

more thoughtful and sustainable approaches to urban change.  
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As for a geographic overview, continuous amalgamation with neighbouring towns and 

villages expanded Amman’s municipality to today’s extent of about 1680km2, which is 

slightly larger than London regarding area. One landmark and space of orientation is 

Zahran Road with its eight circles, leading from the airport road into the city’s central parts. 

Amman’s airport is about 40km outside of the city centre. Most of the area around the 

airport in the southern and eastern outskirts is empty land and hardly populated. I inserted 

the municipality of Tel Aviv-Jaffa with its 70km2 in the same scale in the Amman map, in 

order to show the difference in size (Figure 7). About the size of London’s Borough 

Greenwich, densely populated cities and towns surround the Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality. 

Landmarks are the Yarkon River, the boulevards, the Ayalon Highway and the old town of 

Jaffa (Figure 10). 
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Figure 7 – The Amman Municipality  
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Figure 8 – Socio-economic disparities in central Amman between the west and the east (Source: 
Ababsa 2013, 400; assembled by the author) 
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Figure 9 – Central Amman – the main area of interest for this research 
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Figure 10 – Tel Aviv-Jaffa Municipality  
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Figure 11 – Socio-economic disparities in Tel Aviv-Jaffa between the north and the south (Source: 
Cohen 2006, 3; assembled by the author) 
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Figure 12 – South Tel Aviv - the main area of interest for this research. 
 

1.4 Urban change 

Picking up on the research question, I continue this introductory chapter with a review of 

how questions of urban change have been addressed by others. A focus on urban spaces is 

noticeable in the discussion of spatial change in general - sometimes interchangeably 

referred to as development, or transformation - underlining a particular interest in cities 

within this scholarship. In line with current theoretical considerations, an evident trend is 

that rather than looking at a city as an enclosed entity, it has been increasingly 

conceptualised as constituted through a variety of processes that reach beyond its limits. 

Moreover, an urban lifestyle as a way of living, independent from the actual location, is 

noticeable, that naturally also exceeds the boundaries of cities, making all people urbanites 

or contributors to urban life and change. 
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1.4.1 Foundations and geographic and thematic fields of urban change 

Urban scholarship from the last couple of decades lays some of the foundations for my 

discussion on urban change. Three general positions in the wide area of urban change are 

of particular interest: far reaching contexts that exceed the physical city; mechanisms of 

planning and design; and the question of sociality, possibly including everyone present in a 

city in its ongoing change.   

Seminal literature on urban change includes the increasing number, size, expansion and 

conceptualisation of cities across the globe (Hall 1966; Friedmann & Wolff 1982; 

Friedmann 1986; Sassen 1991; 2002b, 2002c; Beaverstock, et al. 2000; Taylor 2004; Taylor 

& Lang 2004; Taylor 2007); explicitly capitalist and neoliberal aspects (Harvey 1985, 1987, 

1989a); (information) technology, networks and flows (Castells 2002, 2010); postcolonial 

discussions in relation to cities (Abu Lughod 1975; Jacobs 1996; Bhabha 1994); or the urban, 

or the urban condition as such (Lefebvre 1991, 1996, 2003[1970]; Amin & Thrift 2002; 

Graham & Marvin 2001; Brenner & Theodore 2005). Because it both explicitly and 

implicitly addresses urban change, some of this literature forms the basis of later research 

on urban change and is therefore also relevant for my research. 

More recent work on urban change, for instance, has a geographic emphasis without 

neglecting cities’ embeddedness in wider processes of change. There is a focus on post-

socialist European cities (Tsenkova 2006, 2014; Horschelmann & Stenning 2008), on the 

East-Asian region (Lin 2007; Waley 2012, 2013), on African cities (Robinson 1997, 2008; 

Mbembe & Nuttall 2004; Pieterse 2011), or on the Middle East/North Africa region 

(Yacobi & Shechter 2005a, 2005b; Kostiner 2009; Madbouly 2009; Parker 2009; Hazbun 

2010; Jacobs 2010; Daher 2013), to name just a few. Because my research is situated in this 

latter area, it is inevitably part of a geographically defined region. However, I also 

incorporate issues and spaces beyond this regional setting, and address questions of urban 

change in a variety of occurrences across scales.  
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Another rich spectrum of recent research addresses urban change through thematic issues 

and concepts rather than through areal ones. As I show in the methodology chapter, this 

body of work applies these thematic issues and concepts to various, and at times quite 

different, urban spaces, often in a comparative way.  

There is, for example, a focus on urban change influenced by a multiplicity of forces across 

scales and respective complex spatial formations (Graham & Marvin 2001; Robinson 

2006a, 2015a; Jonas & Ward 2007a, 2007b; Brenner, Madden & Wachsmuth 2011; Yacobi 

2009; Madden 2010; Farias 2011; McFarlane 2011a, 2011c; Soja 2011b; Jacobs 2012a; 

Sassen 2012; Söderström 2012, 2014; McCann, Roy & Ward 2013; Allen & Cochrane 2014; 

Bunnell 2015), partly along decidedly theoretical lines (Thrift 2004; Ward 2008; Brenner 

2009; Roy 2011a; Simone 2011a, 2011b; Brenner & Schmid 2014b; Scott & Storper 2015). 

There is urban change discussed from a planning and design angle (MacLeod & Ward 

2002; Degen, DeSilvey & Rose 2008; Sorkin 2009; Kaika 2011; Healey 2012, 2013), and 

there is a focus on more pronounced social and social-practice based aspects related to the 

change of urban spaces (Mayer 2003; Gandy 2005; Ward & McCann 2006; Sennett 2007, 

2012; Lees & Ley 2008; Merrifield 2013; Kaika & Ruggiero 2015).  

Within the scope of this latter literature, a distinction has been made that hints at a sub-aim 

of the research to identify potential for more just and inclusive ways of urban change. This 

general distinction looks at urban change either from a political economy and globalisation-

perspective (Amin 2002a; Kantor & Savitch 2002; MacLeod & Ward 2002; Swyngedouw & 

Heynen 2003; McCann 2004; Davis & Tajbakhsh 2005; Van Kempen & Murie 2009; Sigler 

& Wachsmuth 2016), or from a postcolonial perspective, addressing the agency of 

subaltern groups and processes (Chakrabarty 2000; Yeoh 2001; Roy 2009a, 2011b, 2014; 

Ong 2011; Jazeel 2014; Scott & Storper 2015). Arguing along related lines, Söderström 

distinguishes between “market-centred and social-centred” urban change (2014, 62).  

The three important fields of urban change, identified in the literature, can be subsumed as 

taking an interest in, first, far reaching influences, second, planning and design, and third, 
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social questions. Similar dimensions of urban change also crystallised from the fieldwork 

and data of my studies, as I show in the empirical and analysis chapters.  

 

1.4.2 Urban change in this research 

Considerations of spatial constitution and urban change advocated by Amin and Massey 

constitute points of orientation and reference for my work. I believe their work essentially 

contributes to the aforementioned issues of the scope, nature and consequences of urban 

spatial reproduction and is therefore important for questions of urban change. Both are 

central sources for the theoretical framework introduced in the second and third chapters, 

and are returned to throughout the thesis. Large parts of their work can be seen as 

addressing questions of how urban space comes together, how it changes, and eventually 

what can be done to promote positive urban change. It looks at the city “as open rather 

than bounded, as hospitable rather than exclusive and excluding” (Massey 2007, 4), or aims 

for “the good city” (Amin 2006).  

Taking up some of the aspects from the literature above, I understand urban change as 

being about the way urban spaces change through ongoing processes of alteration that take 

place in relational, multiple and open space (Massey 1999a, 2), and is embedded in the 

everyday constitution of urban spaces (cf. Amin & Thrift 2002). The research, in this sense, 

addresses possibilities to “spin webs of social justice and human well-being and 

emancipation out of prevailing circumstances” (Amin 2006, 1010). I approach urban 

change from the perspective of continuous processes that produce urban space and the 

forces that control and regulate these processes. In terms of control and regulation, I 

discuss the coming-together of spaces and ways of steering processes or urban change 

through the concept of borderland in the third chapter. It is important to note that my 

notion of change is located in everyday urban production. The research is not about, or 

advocating for change that overthrows the current condition, as done by some Marxist 

scholars (see a critique on this: Agnew 2011; Beck 2012; Springer 2014). This is pivotal, 
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because I would like to discuss the potential for positive change as emerging from the 

current urban condition rather than depending on revolutionary change.  

In my research, the spatial urban condition reflects the present location of the entities 

involved, and urban change means a change in the position of entities towards each other. 

As I claim the current urban condition and urban change are produced via relations among 

the entities that constitute urban spaces, the interesting space is not the entities themselves, 

but the space in-between. My understanding is that mechanisms of control and regulation 

direct which entities change their position and how, and that this is controlled and 

regulated outside of entities, in-between them. Because borders are seen as manifestations 

of regulatory processes between entities, I call this in-between space borderland. 

 

1.4.3 Urban change and borderland 

If the nature of urban space is indeed a dynamic, ever-changing condition and its 

production a coming-together of a myriad of entities, enquiring about the source of urban 

change is closely related to enquiring about the constitution of urban space per se. Massey, 

in this regard, criticises the fact that “'time' is equated with movement and progress [while] 

'space'/'place' is equated with stasis and reaction” (1991a, 26), arguing for the essential 

correlation of space and the openness of the future (Massey 1991a, 1992, 1999a). This 

inherent openness of space as a precondition for change, that opposes fixed notions of 

space, is important for this research.  

If this primacy of the openness of space produces the city as “an image of movement and 

change” (Amin 1997, 133), investigating urban space inevitably includes investigating 

change. Tying in with the coming-together of a multiplicity of spaces that constitute the 

urban, and the related regulation of difference, summed up in the concept of borderland, 

there is a “newness that arises from spatial juxtaposition and global flow and connectivity, 

forever forcing responses of varying type and intensity in the face of negotiating strangers, 

strangeness and continuous change” (Amin 2006, 1009). Moreover, if urban settlements 
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drive social and cultural change in general (Amin 2007, 102), the production of the urban 

and its change are inextricably connected, and the borderland is where we see this unfolding. 

In conceiving of the urban as a space of accumulation and coming-together of myriads of 

entities, the way these entities come together to produce it appears central.  

However, Amin points out that contact alone is not enough to trigger meaningful change 

(2002b). Instead, “[c]ultural change in these circumstances is likely if people are encouraged 

to step out of their routine environment, into other everyday spaces that function as sites 

of unnoticeable cultural questioning or transgression” (Amin 2002b, 969). Furthermore, 

“change is based on small practical accommodations that work their way around, or 

through, difference, rather than on any conscious attempt to shift the cultural identities and 

practices” (ibid, 970). Constituting an environment that unquestionably throws routines out 

of balance, the current spatial condition does require people to grapple with multiple 

situations of questioning and transgression. Cross-scale interrelations in a simultaneously 

globalised and individualised world produce such unfamiliar, or other everyday spaces. 

Borderland, as I conceptualise it, stands precisely for this spatial situation and emphasises 

the ability to relate through difference. 

 

1.4.4 Borderland – an approach 

Conventionally, state borders represent strong caesura in spatial relations. All ‘land’ is 

divided and occupied by states, some of it even claimed by more than one state. The 

current contestation of the Crimea and the Donbass between Russia and the Ukraine, 

China’s claims on large parts of the South China Sea, alienating Vietnam, Cambodia, the 

Philippines and others, the Kashmir conflict between India and Pakistan, or the still 

simmering conflict over the Falkland Islands between the UK and Argentina are just a few 

examples. In this respect, the actual land disputes of Israel with the Lebanon (Sheeba 

Farms), Syria (Golan Heights), and Palestine (West Bank and Gaza) do not seem to 

constitute an exception. But due to the accumulation and intensity of such overlaps, as in 
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the aforementioned socio-economic, linguistic, and not least religious fields, the Levant 

probably constitutes a rather extreme example. 

Nevertheless, attached to a seemingly absolute demarcation of state-territories is a fixed 

spatial distinction between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’. In the best case, elected representatives of 

a state decide on ‘internal’ matters and negotiate ‘external’ matters with neighbours and the 

rest of the world. This inside/outside logic, however, does not reflect the actual spatial 

condition. Spatial entities such as states, regions and urban areas are so heavily interrelated 

and conventional borders so porous that even the strongest parochialisms or nationalisms 

seem unable to disentangle spaces and maintain absolute insides and outsides, guarded by 

rigid borders. I reason that recent attempts to do so, more or less on a global scale, with the 

erection of fences, walls and ever-harsher border-regimes, support rather than contradict 

this claim. The monopoly on violence in order to defend a territory, also still attributed to 

the state and expressed through inter-state war, is likewise shifting to more complex and 

intertwined spatialities, with opponents far more complex and diffuse than states. The 

Middle East in general and the current situation in and around Syria are once again vital 

examples of this phenomenon.  

Taking account of this, my research claims there are many more borders, proliferating 

across space. Conceptualising this as ‘borderland’ in my research, this means that difference 

and connected relations within the balance of power also spread across space. Moreover, in 

current discourses, borders are seen as spaces rather than lines. With this extension and the 

dispersion of borders across space, the involvement with the other is widened and 

transferred to other scales. Due to historically high levels of diversity and relations, this 

phenomenon particularly affects urban areas. The research argues therefore that more 

‘border-situations’, alongside the noticeable increase in contestation and conflict, also bring 

both the necessity and possibility of more meaningful encounter among entities into urban 

change processes. This also means an increase in the number and variety of entities 

involved in the production of urban spaces. 
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Every relation requires a border between the entities that have a relation, and every 

territory requires a land that can be - politically - partitioned. Borderland stands for a 

dispersion of borders, for a dismantling of former dualities such as us/them, 

native/stranger, inside/outside and so forth. The concept is therefore in line with the 

above-mentioned discourse in urban studies about complex spatial constitution. With 

borderland, borders are as unfixed as space itself. 

Carrying forward the notion that borders are no longer lines but spaces, they appear as 

physical and non-physical spaces where different entities meet (Anderson 2005; Brunet-

Jailly 2005; Agnew 2008; Balibar 2009; Minca & Vaughan-Williams 2012; Boano & Marten 

2013; Elden 2013a). Alongside wall- or fence-like ‘grounded’ structures around fixed spatial 

entities, borders are also seen as flexible situations of encounter, four-dimensionally 

dispersed across space and time. Borderland is where spaces from ‘outside’ fold into the 

respective urban space and into people’s everyday lives, and, conversely, where local spaces 

withdraw from people’s reach. It accounts for the various relations and affiliations people 

have across scales, reaching from the body and the nuclear family to the flat or house, the 

job, sports club, administrative relations to municipalities or states, cross-scale cultural 

bounds, and to friends in the global diaspora, annual holiday destinations, or consumer 

products that are invented in one place, and produced in another with resources from all 

over the world. Taking account of these interrelated scales, the empirical part of the 

research is presented in three chapters, roughly organised along scalar levels: a 

global/regional scale, a regional/national scale, and a national/urban scale.  

I claim that borderland is a concept of multiple ‘in-betweenness’ that stands for spaces of 

encounter and interaction out of which something new can emerge, and which counters 

models of enclosed spatial systems. Accounting for openness and restriction, borderland 

suggests that an environment of folding and stretching spaces is also a source of 

opportunities and not only of controversy and conflict. Overall, addressing borders in 
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urban contexts and proliferating ideas of borderland into urban areas might help us to 

better understand urban change.  

  

1.5 Limitations 

However, I neither claim that borderland is the only way to investigate urban change, nor 

that the way I used it is exhaustive. While borderland constitutes an attempt to bring 

together theoretical and empirical work there is a danger that both conceptually and literally 

it operates in a void or is too insubstantial. One recurring challenge has therefore been 

embracing relationality, multiplicity and openness whilst simultaneously keeping the 

research structured. Filtering out specific aspects of spaces and entities in order to inform 

the research proved difficult when working with a spatial model that essentially does the 

opposite and suggests that space and the components that produce it are relational, 

multiple and open. A central issue with the focus on the in-between and less fixed spaces is 

that these are graspable only to a limited extent, both literally and figuratively. The research 

as presented is therefore experimental, and open for amendment, improvement, 

substantiation and extension.     

 

1.5.1 Experimental approach, no all-in-one solution 

Before introducing the theoretical framework in the next chapter and in order to set the 

boundaries of the presented research in advance, I mark out aspects that may substantiate 

or extend it, but were left out due to the natural limitations of a PhD research. Given the 

openness of the concepts of relational, multiple and open space as well as borderland itself, 

inevitably provides plenty of potential docking points. Working with an experimental 

approach rather than with an established framework provides fresh views but risks being 

slightly shaky and less solid. Nevertheless, the research provides a strong foundation on 

which to further develop already present sub-concepts and ideas. 
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On the theoretical side, efforts to more deeply interrogate relations as such would be 

beneficial to further strengthen the concept of borderland. Often, I found my mind 

slipping back to conventional thoughts and depictions of space and its production 

processes. However, pushing boundaries even more towards relations and the in-between 

as a decisive quality of space and its production seems rewarding. Likewise, difference 

emerged as an important sub-concept for this work. While it is an inevitable component in 

the spatial framework I used, and I have grounded it in the literature, a more in-depth 

engagement with difference as a concept would also enhance a timely analysis of spatial 

formation. In an overlap between the theoretical and the empirical side, a focused 

involvement with selected specific occurrences of relations, the space in-between entities 

and difference could carry ideas around borderland forward. 

Also addressing both theoretical and empirical sides, a broad field that would be interesting 

to develop in more depth with regard to borderland and urban change is virtual space. Not 

least due to the temporal and thematic limitations of PhD research, I did not cover the vast 

area of information technology, ‘new’ media, spaces of software and virtual infrastructures 

and so forth. Especially with regard to the in-between, this field would add an additional 

dimension to the question of spatial reproduction.  

Relatedly, the focus on people and the social side of urban change neglects other important 

aspects, such as physical infrastructures. As I will briefly touch upon in the theoretical 

chapters, pipe-, wire-, traffic-, and other networks, themselves interconnected, form 

important, but sometimes still overlooked aspects of urban life. The speed and scope with 

which these infrastructures develop have increasingly significant roles in the way urban 

spaces change. Deeper analysis through a borderland-lens could provide rich and new 

insights into their role in the production of urban spaces. 

On the empirical side, it is important to note that I consider borderland a general concept. 

The contexts of the empirical part and the dimensions that emerge out of them, addressed 

in the analysis, are particular for my case but not comprehensive. A potential implication 



 60 

for future work would therefore be to trace other contexts and develop more and other 

dimensions of the borderland. In this respect, I am aware of my own, subjective role in the 

research and particularly in the field. The contexts I carved out during my fieldwork 

inevitably also comprise personal components and have to be seen as selected along the 

interests and perceptions of the researcher. 

Whilst this research introduces the idea of borderland as an analytical and propositional 

tool and focusing on its theoretical grounding, in my view, it also offers a framework for 

practitioners working on more inclusive and just urban spaces. The implication for such 

work is naturally that it may want to pay particular attention to relations and relational 

processes in the way urban spaces are made. While opening up an avenue for practical 

work on inclusive and just urban change, further work on the concept could be specifically 

directed to how borderland can be developed into a practically applicable framework.  

 

1.6 Chapter overview 

The thesis comes in nine chapters: this introductory chapter, two chapters that build the 

theoretical framework, a chapter on methodology, three empirical chapters organised along 

scalar levels, an analysis chapter in which I bring together data and theory, and a conclusion 

chapter.   

 The theoretical framework is discussed in two chapters. In the first theoretical chapter, 

relational, multiple and open notions of space are presented, setting the general frame for 

how I see space as being constituted. The second theoretical chapter looks at the concept 

of borderland. Developed from current trends in the discussion of borders and notions of 

borderland from other scholars, I seek to establish borderland as the space in-between 

entities as relevant for urban change. I argue that borderland corresponds well with a 

principally relational, multiple and open conception of space, as it represents mechanisms 

of control and regulation within such a spatial frame that reach beyond conventional state-
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borders. I claim it represents an experimental, alternative concept for investigating urban 

change.  

The fourth chapter introduces the methodology, building on ideas around comparative 

urbanism, and emphasising the cross-scale contexts that I see as relevant for the 

production of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and urban change in general. While some work 

in comparative urbanism still thinks about cities as distinct entities that have similarities, 

differences and perhaps the relations among them, I am interested in the relations that 

constitute them in broader terms and their role in urban change. Tying in with notions of 

relational, multiple and open space and borderland, I address the methodology in terms of 

working in the in-between.  

In the three empirical chapters, encounters are relayed that relate to urban change in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa but reach across scales. Naming space-constituting relations 

beyond the physical city ‘contexts’, I set out to show a variety of contexts influencing urban 

change in the two cities across scalar categories. Because I think rigid scalar categories are 

problematic and unrewarding, I draw as little as possible on a rigidity of scales. 

Nevertheless, in need of some structure, the empirical part is organised along a 

global/regional, a regional/national, and a national/urban level. The chapters, however, 

overlap and blend into each other, partly addressing similar phenomena from different 

scalar angles. 

The analysis chapter grounds the theoretical framework in relation to the empirical findings 

in analysing the data and the research. Three spatial fields have been filtered out that tie 

into theoretical fundaments, and complement the scalar levels by analysing the research 

along thematic fields. I present a geopolitical dimension, a planning dimension, and a social 

dimension as facets of the borderland, which I found to be particularly important for urban 

change. I conclude therefore, that individuals and communities especially have to work on 

and through these dimensions to influence urban change. 
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Finally, the conclusion chapter wraps up the research and discusses the results more freely, 

addressing flaws and shortcomings but also potential further research.   

 

1.7 Conclusion 

In her elaboration on space and change, Massey states “there must already be multiplicity - 

to enable the possibility of interaction – for change to be produced as a result” (1999b, 

274). Thinking about globalisation and space, and connected politics in place rather than on 

place, Amin filters out three observations: first, “juxtaposition of difference in close spatial 

proximity generates political challenges” (2002a, 397); second, there is a shift from political 

participation in a singular, exclusive political environment to multiple forms of 

“cosmopolitan politics” (ibid); and third, the open-endedness of this process of 

multiplication of the political means that change can take a xenophobic, reactionary or 

militant direction, as well as a progressive, hybrid and tolerant one (ibid). In my reading, 

this assessment is similar to Doreen Massey’s. There is currently a spatial condition that 

intensifies the coming-together of difference and brings about severe challenges; this spatial 

condition implies and necessitates interaction across a broad variety and multiplicity of 

differences; and finally, the open nature of this current spatial condition assures that the 

ways challenges are faced and change produced can take a variety of paths, including 

positive ones. These quotes, which are structurally about a condition, something going on, 

and a potential result, in a way reflect the essence of my thesis. I am interested in the 

constitution of urban spaces, processes in their ongoing change, and possibilities for 

intervention in these processes. 

Hence, notwithstanding debates about facets or specificities, current theorisations and the 

actual appearance of space can confidently be termed multiple; spaces and scales are widely 

seen as relational, with processes of folding and stretching relating space that would 

normally not be seen as related and de-relating space that is supposed to be related due to 

physical proximity. Consequently, space and its production are more open towards the 
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future than a seemingly fixed spatial order and current power relationships suggest. 

Drawing on Massey and Amin, much of this literature can be traced back to Gilles Deleuze 

and Martin Heidegger, who I discuss in the theory chapters. Yet completely disregarding 

geographical proximity, especially in urban spaces, would probably miss important factors 

of urban change. Consequently, both topographical and topological thinking have a role in 

the way spaces come together, and the relation between these two potentially adds another 

dimension to the constitution and power politics of space. Here, for example, I discuss 

John Allen’s work in the theory chapters.  

My sense is that this spatial situation also speaks to the question of how urban change can 

be more just and inclusive. When discussing the question of how to work towards change 

from the perspective of the Left it is argued that we are in a “time of considerable political 

invention and of the consequent flowering of new forms of politics, precisely because 

room has been made, theoretically and practically, for these politics to exist” (Amin & 

Thrift 2007, 114). I suggest relational, multiple and open space in accordance with the 

regulation of difference through borderland, may characterise this room that has been 

made. It is, in further consequence, about the mobilisation of this difference (Appadurai, 

1996). Expanding on this mobilisation, I argue, borderland offers a chance to acknowledge, 

activate and utilise the space of difference, which is a consequence of today’s complex 

spatial constitution. Within the debate of seeing potential for positive change either outside 

of (Smith 2005; Harvey 2006), or interwoven in the current political landscape, I see 

borderland as a facet of the latter. Nevertheless, it reconciles inside and outside by claiming 

that the outside is already present in the inside. The argument is that the current spatial 

condition spurs moments of interaction, which are necessary for change, and that for this 

interaction to take place, borderland as an in-between space is important.  

 





 65 

 



 66 

 



 67 

2  RELATIONAL, MULTIPLE AND OPEN SPACE 

Preface to Theory 

Because the theoretical framework spans two chapters, I start with a brief preface to the 

presented theory. The first of the two chapters looks at the conception of space I adopt for 

my research, the second is about the analytical framework or tool I deploy within this 

spatial conceptualisation. The first looks at the notion of space seen as relational, multiple 

and open. The second looks at mechanisms that hinder, enable, control and regulate this 

principally open space, addressing borderland as the main conceptual register, developed 

from a discourse on borders. Overall, I see this framework linking to the ‘relational turn’, 

spearheaded by Doreen Massey (see among many others Massey 1991a, 1999b, 2004b, 

2005b; Agnew 1994; Hetherington & Law 2000; Callon 2004; Murdoch 2006; Allen & 

Cochrane 2007; Healey 2007; MacLeod & Jones 2007; Jessop, Brenner & Jones 2008), and 

challenging a political fixity of space. Relational, multiple and open space points to more 

diverse spatial settings that leave room for alternatives in the way spaces come together.    

The theoretical framework of the thesis is based on the idea that in a principally open, 

unfixed and unbounded conception of space, constituted by relations and multiplicity, 

dynamic types of difference and in-betweenness are vital elements. This is in contrast to a 

conception of space as separated and divided in a definite and stable way with fixed 

boundaries around spatial units like states, regions or cities. This is important for the 

research because it investigates space-constituting processes in-between and across 

seemingly fixed spaces. The theoretical interest is the interplay of a relational, multiple and 

open view of space with versatile forms of difference as a spatial source for urban change 

processes.  

As shown in the introduction, the characteristics of the Levant include a vivid history, 

youthful and small states, high density, a high degree of urbanisation, steep demographic 

growth, major urban centres in close proximity, cultural heterogeneity, and strong cross-

scalar economic, political and social interrelations and interdependencies, but also violent 
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conflict, separation and colonisation. Yet the Levant is mainly presented as spatially 

separated and fragmented along the apparent line of Arab states versus Israel. Thereby, 

space seems fixed. But, as the fieldwork shows (chapters 5 to 7), this fixity appears in part 

as a representation of political interests rather than of actual circumstance. Questioning 

such representations - along with common dualities of global/local, near/far, 

inclusive/exclusive, us/them, or powerful/powerless – the thesis seeks to shed light on an 

alternative spatial conceptualisation. The framing of space as relational, multiple and open 

intends to open up new perspectives on its constitution. The Levant is seen as fertile 

ground to study the discrepancy between space seen as fixed, bounded and stable, or 

relational, multiple and open. Yet even relational, multiple and open space is not 

completely unbounded, and so various shades of difference are of interest. In this region, 

the establishment and maintenance of mechanisms of separation, which fix, bound, and 

stabilise space is prevalent. On the other hand, the fact that tremendous efforts are 

necessary to enact this fixity can be seen as a reaction to equally strong forces that attempt 

or work to open space up. This discrepancy between open space and restricted space, and 

exclusive difference and multiplicity or multiple difference is reflected by the concept of 

borderland, which I discuss in chapter 3. 

 

2.1 Introduction 

Exploring a basic conceptualisation of space as relational, multiple and open, as famously 

proposed by Massey, this chapter grounds the theory more generally in terms of the spatial 

constitution I work with. It speaks to the research question by discussing a 

conceptualisation of space I consider useful for urban change processes. Within this, I 

discuss the related correlation between people and space, connections to post-structural 

thinking and an apparent discrepancy between territorial and relational notions of space, 

and more explicitly urban space, questions of scale, and the balance of power.  
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Selecting and omitting theoretical debates has proved challenging. Underpinned by a strong 

interest in gaining an understanding of space, this process felt like the work of a painter, 

who may claim that “[i]t is a painful but necessary step to restrict the canvas I am working 

on while simultaneously signalling just how extensive that canvas really is” (Thrift 2006, 

142). And even when restricting the interest to urban spaces, the lesson was that “the urban 

phenomenon, taken as a whole, cannot be grasped by any specialised science” (Lefebvre 

2003 [1970], 53).  

However, earlier work inspired my research and helped in developing a theoretical 

framework. Exemplarily, somewhat cumulative of sociospatial theorisations before and 

incorporating debates around the ‘spatial turn’, a few years ago, Jessop, Brenner and Jones 

presented a framework that grasps sociospaces’ “inherently polymorphic and 

multidimensional character” (2008, 389). Demanding a more systematic approach, they 

suggested focusing on territories, places, scales and networks (TPSN) as a structural 

framework for investigating sociospaces. However, this approach has been criticised for a 

tendency to lack analytical flexibility, fix the meaning of the used categories and thereby 

make them “conceptual prisons” (Paasi 2008, 407). Moreover, it has been questioned 

where the role of actors fits into this framework and whether it also accounts for conflicts 

and contradictions inherent in sociospatial processes (Mayer 2008).  

Currently, a conceptualisation of space as ‘assemblage’, building on ‘Actor-Network-

Theory’ (ANT), is prolific. One way assemblage is specified is “as a descriptor for some form 

of provisional unity across difference”, as “a concept that takes on its meaning and function 

in relation to other concepts and conceptual problems”, and as “a certain ethos of 

engagement with the world” (Anderson & McFarlane 2011, 125/126). Characteristics 

partly missing from assemblage as a concept are for instance co-existence, interaction, and 

interdependence of heterogeneous parts that form a whole (cf. Allen 2011a). Another 

critique on assemblage I agree with, especially with regard to urbanism, is its rejection of 

structure (Brenner, Madden & Wachsmuth 2011). It is held that the concept of assemblage 
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“seeks to 'blow up' the old dividing lines about sectors, scales and geographical divides that 

characterize most representations of the urban” (Simone 2011b, 356). This is a crucial 

aspect for my research, as, not least with a discussion of ‘borders’, I try to incorporate these 

important facets of the urban. Also tying in to Allen’s critique above, entirely disallowing 

structural thinking makes assemblage a concept that can be used to explain almost 

everything but that may remain shallow.  

ANT, again, is criticised for its conceptual singularity (Gad 2010), or for its appearance as a 

blueprint for expanding power, with little regard for alternative processes and 

underprivileged actors (Kaplan 2009; Simone 2011b). While analysing actors – also non-

human - and their ‘networks’ has been part of this research, my approach, I reason, is more 

flexible and experimental, and interested in positive change, extending ideas of ANT. 

Therefore, on the one hand, I would like to take a step back, emphasising the validity, 

strength and enduring qualities of Massey’s thoughts on the relationality, multiplicity and 

openness of space. On the other hand, looking at borderland in the next chapter, I address 

related issues in urban change from an alternative perspective to assemblage or ANT. 

While the theoretical part of this research also addresses how space is held together and 

how heterogeneous it at the same time is, it takes a different route in doing so. Based on 

the reviewed literature and the fieldwork, a relational, multiple and open notion of space 

still seems to provide a powerful, strong basis for thinking about the configuration of 

space, particularly urban space. 

Related to the work of others, who ask ‘who’ creates or is involved in urban change (Peck 

2005; Legg & McFarlane 2008; McFarlane 2009; Delanty 2011; Sassen 2012; Novy & 

Colomb 2013), or are concerned with economic frames (Amin & Thrift 2007), or, more 

explicitly, the neoliberal side of urban change (Harvey 1989a, 2007; Brenner & Theodore 

2002; Swyngedouw, Moulaert & Rodriguez 2002; Brenner, Peck & Theodore 2010; Peck 

2012; Springer 2012; Yacobi 2012; Peck, Theodore & Brenner 2013), I focus on the 

‘where’, looking more decidedly at the spatial side of urban change (see also Amin & 
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Roberts 2008; McCann & Ward 2012; Allen & Cochrane 2014). These different 

perspectives on urban change are not strictly separated, but related and overlapping (Amin 

2012). The research is therefore underpinned by the idea that “[t]he very acknowledgement 

of our constitutive interrelatedness implies a spatiality; and that in turn implies that the 

nature of that spatiality should be a crucial avenue of enquiry and political engagement” 

(Massey 2005a, 189). Touching on the interrelatedness of the existence of humans to the 

existence of space (Martin Heidegger), the theoretical thread continues through to post-

structural ideas of folding spaces and topological thinking (Gilles Deleuze), and to 

contemporary permutations of these thoughts. 

 

2.2 Space – relational, multiple and open 

While Massey’s work on space as relational, multiple and open goes back to the early 1990s, 

it is still valid and constitutes a productive framework for thinking about space. Particularly 

in times of cross-scalar circuits of production and consumption, identities of people and 

spaces are also formed via widespread and dynamic processes across spaces and scales. 

Understanding these processes and, further on, developing alternative policies, has to take 

this spatial situation into account. Hence, I agree with Massey that rather than looking at 

space-constituting processes from the view of fixed and bounded spaces, a relational, 

multiple and open viewpoint is better able to make sense of the current spatial situation 

and to develop alternative perspectives. 

Massey’s work evolves from early thoughts that reject space as a static, closed system 

(1992), through to a clearly and explicitly formulated conceptualisation of space as 

relational, multiple and open (1999a, 2005b, 2006), and on to an inevitably ‘outward 

looking’ world-view that is only possible in a space conceptualised as such (2010). In detail, 

the three propositions are that:  
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1. space is a product of interrelations. It is constituted through interactions, 

from the immensity of the global to the intimately tiny. 

2. space is the sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity; it is the 

sphere in which distinct trajectories coexist; it is the sphere of the possibility of 

the existence of more than one voice. 

3. precisely because space is the product of relation-between, relations which are 

necessarily embedded material practices which have to be carried out, it is always in 

a process of becoming; it is always being made. It is never finished; never 

closed. 

Massey 1999a, 2; emphasis in original 

 

Massey critiques the view that progress only occurs over time, as well as conceptualisations 

of space as fixed and static, which deprive space “of politics and of the possibility of 

politics: they effectively depoliticize the realm of the spatial” (1992, 66). The idea behind 

her conceptualisation is therefore that a relational, multiple and open space underlines the 

political leeway space itself carries. The relationality, multiplicity and openness of space 

ensure that the making of space can always be different and that the future is “radically 

undecided” (Massey 1999a, 1). In contrast to essentialist notions of powerlessness in how 

spaces are constituted and change, this proposition is an intrinsically positive and hopeful 

one, a central thought for my research.   

 

2.2.1 Space – not absolute 

 Massey’s conceptualisation can be seen as embedded in changes around universal 

conceptualisations of space. The idea of space as Euclidian/Cartesian, three-dimensional 

space as along a fixed coordinate system, and hence absolute, is widely questioned. In 

contrast, the notion of a more open and less fixed spatial ontology gained recognition 

across a wide range of scholarship (Merrifield 1993; Graham & Healey 1999; Law & Mol 
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2001; Elden 2005; Thrift 2006; Sloterdijk 2012). Simultaneously, and from a political 

economy point of view, space has conceptually developed from a container in which 

modes of production and consumption happen, to a result of these processes (Lefebvre 

1991). However, there remain debates about the degree of openness or fixity and how 

respective concepts support one or the other, or try to make sense of hybrid forms. More 

specifically, there are discourses on the relationship between relational and territorial-, and 

topological and topographical spaces (Agnew 1994; Doel 1996; Graham 1998; Dillon 2000; 

Hetherington & Law 2000; Amin 2002a; Smith 2003; Anderson 2005; Barnett 2005; Elden 

2005, 2007, 2010a, 2010b; Jones 2009; McFarlane 2009; Roy 2009a; Anderson & 

McFarlane 2011; McFarlane & Anderson 2011; Jones & Merriman 2012; Malpas 2012); 

some with a focus on urban spaces (Amin & Graham 1997; McCann & Ward 2010, 2012; 

Taylor, Hoyler & Verbruggen 2010; Jacobs 2012a; Rodgers, Barnett & Cochrane 2014). 

Key within this debate appears to be a question of how bounded space actually is or has to 

be, epitomised by the political insistence on a bounded state-space, while on the other 

hand, political, cultural, and most importantly economic processes evidently transcend 

these bounded spaces and are described as mobile, networked, flowing, or fluid. It is in 

these discourses that both the overall interest and the theoretical frame of the research are 

situated. What the research seeks to add to this debate is that processes of both opening up 

and fixing space are facets of spatial production and that these processes are important for 

spatial change. 

Returning to Massey, her book “For Space” (2005b) constitutes useful guidance on what 

space might actually be. It is summarised that “[s]pace is the product of interrelations; […] 

the sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity [and] coexisting heterogeneity; [and] 

always under construction” (Anderson 2008, 228, emphasis in original). Emphasising both the 

relevance and multifacetedness of space, Massey’s view conceptualises space as an ever-

transforming condition for and as a result of relational processes. It is relational in the 
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sense that spatial extension provides ‘space’ for physical and non-physical movement in a 

non-absolutist way, which is essential for change.  

 

2.2.2 Space – social 

Whilst embracing Massey’s relationality as including all entities, I consider the way human 

beings are related to each other, and concomitantly to space as important. In this section, I 

therefore discuss how this relation has been theorised, and because the social aspect of 

spatial change has an important role in the empirical part.   

 

Dasein - being–in-the-world 

The relation of space to human existence has become an important facet of our 

understanding of space. To exist always means to exist somewhere. I link this notion to the 

work of Heidegger, who can also be seen as having influenced both post-structural 

thinking and, further on, Massey’s relational, multiple and open conception of space. With 

post-structural, I refer to scholars who went beyond structuralism by challenging binaries 

and hierarchies, and emphasising the importance of relations (Doel 1996; Dillon 2000). 

Because of this connection and the general role of Heidegger’s work for spatial matters, it 

also constitutes a relevant aspect for the theoretical part of my research. Of particular 

interest, here, is the notion that individual and collective existence are inseparably related 

to- and constitutive of space. Although “Being and Time” (1962) suggests a relation 

between existence and temporality, Heidegger’s seminal early work offers ideas of how our 

existence is inseparably related to space. He says 

 

[i]t is not the case that man ‘is’, and then has, by way of an extra, a 

relationship-of-Being towards the ‘world’ - a world in which he provides 

himself occasionally. Dasein [Being] is never `proximally´ an entity which is, so 

to speak, free from Being–in, but which sometimes has the inclination to take 

up a ‘relationship’ towards the world. 



 75 

Heidegger 1962, 84 

 

This idea about the mutual relationship between the existence of human beings and space 

is important for the understanding of space put forward in my research. The negation of 

the idea that we -  individuals as well as groups - first exist and only then have a relation to 

an outside world is also significant for an understanding of the division of space and will 

appear again in the next chapter, when I discuss borders and the coming-together of 

difference. Human relation to space is not a condition that comes after we exist but is an 

inevitable part of existence. In addition to this general account, Heidegger theorised about 

the social aspect of human existence in space, namely being in the world together with 

others. 

 

Mitdasein - being in the world with others 

The ‘being’ of humans is not only inseparable from space, but from others. Reproduction, 

the nucleus of our existence, for instance, necessitates a relation and underlines its 

importance in a vivid way, and overall, humans have been grouping and clustering 

throughout history. Hence, individual existence, next to the implication that it always 

already means existing somewhere, also always means existing with others. The relation to 

the ‘other’, is therefore important when we think about the condition and the production 

of space, and so is central to my research. Heidegger suggests that 

 

[t]o avoid […] misunderstanding we must notice in what sense we are talking 

about `the Others´. […] Being-there-too with them does not have the 

ontological character of Being-present-at-hand-along-`with´-them within a 

world. This `with´ is something of the character of Dasein; the `too´ means a 

sameness of Being as circumspectively concernful Being-in-the-world. `With´ 

and `too´ are to be understood existentially, not categorically. By reason of this 

with-like [mithaften] Being-in-the-world, the world is always the one that I share 
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with Others. The world of Dasein is a with-world [Mitwelt]. Being-in is Being-with 

Others. Their Being-in-themselves within-the-world is Dasein-with [Mitdasein].  

1962, 154-155; emphasis in original 

Hence, individual existence, collective existence and space form an indivisible unity. 

Theorising about the condition and change of (urban) space, therefore, has to 

include these notions, because if relations are existential and change continuous, they 

must also be important for change. 

 

2.2.3 The sociospatial 

In more recent accounts, this interrelatedness of people and space can be summed up in 

the concept of the sociospatial. This concept has also been informed by post-structural 

thinking, where sociospace is seen as constituted by “differentiation and distribution” in 

space, and by how “[a]gents and groups of agents are defined by their relative position 

within that space” (Bourdieu 1985, 723-724). In line with Heidegger’s phenomenology, to 

make sense of sociospace is to interrelate the social world with the spatial world. The 

configuration of space is again attached to human’s being in the world. Moreover, 

Bourdieu’s emphasis on ‘position’ underlines my focus on the ‘where’. 

This interrelationship between the social and the spatial appears to be essential for thinking 

about space and its configuration. This is reinforced by the idea that “spatiality could not 

appropriately be understood apart from society and social relationships” (Mayer 2008, 114). 

The intriguing situation with space, however, is that it is the enabler and the product of 

social activities simultaneously. The idea that “[s]pace is therefore the dimension of the 

social” (Massey 2006, 92) may shed light on this. The unfolding social shapes the sphere in 

which it unfolds. Looking at the urban, the sociospatial is about the positioning of social 

forces vis-à-vis urban spaces (Brenner, Madden & Wachsmuth 2011, 225). Position, in this 

respect, again refers to the relational factor in the mutuality of the social and the spatial. 
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Relations 

As Massey’s thinking about space outlines, relations are an important feature of the 

configuration of space. The social sphere is inevitably relational, constituted by the 

togetherness that relations between individuals and groups create. If we want to understand 

how space comes together, therefore, we might want to understand social relations, spatial 

relations, or, taken together sociospatial relations. This is not only important in order to 

gain insights into spatial production, but consequently to understand where the source for 

spatial change is located. The relation between production and change is that space 

inevitably changes while it is produced. 

Sociospatial relations may be a useful way of locating spatial change. In this context, it is 

suggested that we “focus on the logic of the encounter rather than on social actors 

themselves and their identities and dispositions” (Delanty 2011, 653). The focus of my 

research, hence, is less on the properties and qualities of the related entities, than on the 

relations they have or could have as where change develops. It appears that out of the three 

qualities in Massey’s concept, relations stand out, because the other two infer a principally 

relational situation. Multiplicity refers to the involvement of multiple entities that actually 

have relations, and openness, as opposed to fixed and bounded space, stands for the space 

in which relations are forged. 

In the spirit of space as relational, multiple and open, a focus on the in-between also keeps 

the enquiry open. Rather than limiting the scope of an investigation by defining entities or 

phenomena via their internal qualities - figuratively drawing a boundary around them - this 

research works with the relations entities have to each other and thus the space in-between 

them.  

Having emphasised the importance of relationality for space and its production, it is vital to 

also note the importance of the non-relational. Eventually, it is the non-relational that 

allows for a relation to be established. Everything already related would constitute the same 

stasis as everything in isolation. As “few [scholars] have been asking about breaks and gaps, 
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interruptions and intervals, caesuras and tears” (Harrison 2007, 592), including the non-

relational in an understanding of space is important. Playing with Heidegger’s metaphor of 

the emptiness of a jug that only makes it a useful object (1954, 157), the non-relational is 

seen as essential for relations (Harrison 2007, 591). Likewise, and correspondingly, “loose 

ends and missing links” (Massey 2005a, 12) are also essential part of an open 

conceptualisation of space. The fact that not every entity is already related to every other 

entity literally leaves space for spatial change. 

 

The non-relational 

There is, however, another notion to non-relationality, referring to power-relations and an 

inner strength or force of resistance within people. Foucault notes that “there is indeed 

always something in the social body, in classes, groups and individuals themselves which in 

some sense escapes relations of power, something which is by no means a more or less 

docile or reactive primal matter, but rather a centrifugal movement, an inverse energy, a 

discharge” (Foucault 1980, 138; cited in Dillon 2000, 5). In other words, there is a 

protective mechanism that prevents individuals and groups from being forced or dragged 

into relations they do not want. This is a useful notion and will be picked up again later (p 

102), when I discuss power relations in the production of space.  

On the whole, relational, multiple and open space basically offers the possibility to relate 

everything to everything else. I would like to refer here to the rhizome in the work of 

Deleuze and Guattari. In opposition to tree-like and therefore hierarchic structures, in a 

rhizomatic sphere any point can “and has to be” (Deleuze & Guattari 1977, 11) connected 

to any other point. Both the relational and the non-relational are central to the openness of 

space, and my contention is that relations are an indispensable aspect of space and its 

production. Finally, both relations and non-relations take place in and signify space in-

between entities, an aspect I return to when I discuss borders in the next chapter.  
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The non-human sociospatial 

Although implicit but not a central focus of this research, I would like to highlight the role 

of non-human components in the sociospatial, as I do not want to suggest an exclusively 

human role in relational processes of urban spatial production and urban change. Physical 

and non-physical infrastructure are one quite obvious example, ‘cyborg’ urbanisation and 

the interplay between body and technology (Gandy 2005) another facet of the production 

of urban spaces. In any case, there is a “machinery of urban organisation” (Amin 2013, 

144) at work that, although steered by human beings, also includes non-human entities.  

Rather than being a mindless technological system, the non-human, in interrelation with 

the human side, constitutes something like the collective mind of an urban space. Thinking 

of urban change, therefore needs to encompass a broad idea of what social aspects in the 

formation of urban spaces are, and non-human entities are certainly part of that. 

Technological phenomena can thereby be seen as functioning as an “everyday filter 

through which society reads and accepts social boundaries and demarcations […]” (Amin 

2007, 110). Infrastructures, codes, laws, devices, goods, capital, policies or thoughts also 

constitute entities that shape spatial change. This way, human and non-human entities and 

their relations constitute an important field through which urban change unfolds. An 

emphasis on sociospace therefore includes the relations between human, as well as non-

human entities as components of spatial change.  

 

2.3 Changing space 

In terms of spatial change, relations appear as the reciprocal influences entities have on 

each other that co-constitute their identity. In spatial terms, and referring back to Bourdieu, 

relations are seen as determined by the way entities are positioned relative to each other. 

This positioning is about how near or far entities are from each other. Proximity here does 

not exclusively refer to geographically measurable distance, a point I pick up on in section 

2.3.2 (p 84) in a discussion on topographical and topological thinking. Relations to 
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geographically far away entities can be more significant than relations to geographically 

close entities. In my conceptualisation of relations, the more intense the relation is, the 

‘smaller’ the distance between entities - topographically or topologically -, and the more 

they influence each other, irrespective of their geographical location. 

 

2.3.1 Relations in a space of difference 

This focus on relations and distances, topographical or topological, raises the question of 

where the relations and the distances are, if all space is already demarcated, fixed and 

bounded. As shown in Figure 1 in the previous chapter’s introduction (p 23), I claim that 

instead of picturing a relation as a line between entities, with whatever distance to each 

other, and a border a threshold somewhere along this line, the whole space outside the 

entities between them is a space of difference. The space in which relations can be built, 

maintained and broken up is therefore outside entities in a space of difference between 

entities. This requires us to reflect back what difference is. 

 

Difference 

The addressed difference must be seen in association with relations. This is important, 

because the difference, despite being difference, needs to be meaningful in order to be 

productive in spatial change. It is Deleuze, who claims, “generic difference is too large, 

being established between uncombinable objects which do not enter into relations of 

contrariety; while individual difference is too small, being between indivisible objects which 

have no contrariety either” (2014, 40). Instead, he shows that “specific difference is the 

greatest only in an entirely relative sense” (ibid). In this respect, the research is interested in 

the specific difference that is generated through relations between entities that have a role 

in spatial change. In the empirical part, I track some of these relations. 

Therefore, I consider difference as a decisive force in how space comes together and 

changes. Through difference, new knowledge is generated and new entities can emerge, 
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which means it is a precondition for change. Spatially, difference as a sphere in which 

different entities have relations to each other, must consequently be a space outside 

existing entities. I see it as the condition in-between entities, which signifies that the entities 

under question are not the same, but not entirely ‘uncombinable’ either. But, because 

entities can be the same in some ways (a city) and different in others (different quarters), 

difference, like space, is not absolute.  

Bringing in temporality, I picture the changing position of entities in space over time as 

paths or ‘trajectories’. Therefore, I now turn to trajectories as identifiers of the movement 

of entities through space. Where entities are positioned relative to other entities describes 

the actual spatial situation; changes in position can be traced by their trajectories. This can 

only be done retrospectively, because in space considered open, the future is undecided and 

the openness of space means that, in principle, entities determine their future paths. 

Adding ‘in principle’ shows that positions of entities and therefore relations among entities 

are governed by the balance of power. This understanding leads to a discussion of borders 

and borderland in the next chapter because borders are signifiers of difference.   

 

Trajectories – traces of entities in space and time  

Entities - seen as physical and non-physical things that exist; a human being, a building, a 

city, or a thought, a policy, a plan and so forth - have a history. Their former ‘positions’ in 

space and the way they change can be traced through their trajectories. It is, therefore, a 

useful concept to visualise the interrelations between entities in the past. When an entity 

changes position, so does its direction, and therefore its trajectory. As an entity maintains 

multiple relations, the entity’s relations to other entities change simultaneously. It may 

become closer to some entities, and further away from others. This changing distance is 

important for my research, as it signifies the intensity and potential productivity of a 

relation between entities. As stated above, it seems that the productivity of a relation is 

related to the topographical and topological proximity between the entities involved.  
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In order for entities to change their position, there must be space in which they can move; 

space towards which its trajectory can shift. Trajectories are transient, fleeting, temporal 

phenomena and must not be seen as stable or fixed lines, tubes or channels (in space) along 

which entities travel. This is why the in principle ‘openness’ of space is crucial. The 

movement of entities produces space. How entities change their position determines how 

space changes. How bricks and cement assemble a house or other physical urban spaces, or 

people produce thoughts, policies or plans related to each other (or not) produces space. 

This is why relations between entities are important.  

In the literature, movements and processes by which entities are seen to constitute space 

are expressed differently. They are termed “lines of flight” (Deleuze & Guattari 2004, Doel 

1996), “vectors” (Alliez 2004, 2), “rhizomes” (Deleuze & Guattari 1977), “stories” (Massey 

2005a, 12/24), or “narratives” (Jones 2006, Newman 2006, Paasi 2001, Roy 2011b), but 

also “trajectories” (Massey 1991b, 2004a, 2005a; Simone 2008; Featherstone 2011). I use 

trajectories not only because the concept aligns with the overall theoretical framework, but 

also because I consider it tangible and useful to demonstrate my understanding of spatial 

change, especially with regard to relations, difference and the in-between. 

Tying in with the overall spatial framework of my research, one way Massey sees space is as 

“a simultaneity of unfinished, ongoing, trajectories” (2006, 92). Whereas we can look back 

and trace the history of trajectories, the space ahead is open and not yet made (cf. Figure 

21, p 135). The future is not decided because the paths entities will take are not yet 

determined. While this changing positioning of entities is subject to restrictions, limitations, 

control and regulation, a basically open space allows entities to change their position vis-à-

vis each other and thereby change space. I will come back to notions of restriction, 

limitation and control in the next chapter, when I discuss borders and borderland.  

However, trajectories alone do not yet refer to relations, as they signify movements of 

single entities. The important point is that entities can only exist in relation to other 

entities. As shown by Heidegger, the social is the decisive force in the production of space. 
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And as discussed above, the way entities are related to each other denotes the current 

condition of space and the paths their trajectories take determines changes in space.  

Different situations can be envisioned: one would be when entities and their trajectories 

become closer to each other. If this prompts a meaningful encounter, a new entity may be 

produced. When two people meet in a meaningful way, they could talk to each other and 

produce a new thought, for instance. However, if the two people only pass each other on a 

sidewalk without interacting, their trajectories meet, but the encounter is not meaningful, 

despite physical proximity. Another scenario would be when an entity ceases to exist 

because relations no longer hold it up. If the people whose conversation triggered an idea 

part and forget about this idea, the thought, as an entity, ceases to exist. Hence, if all 

relations break away from an entity, it breaks down. On a most obvious account, and 

having spoken about reproduction before, if two people come together sexually, they may 

produce new life; a new entity is born. If a human being loses all its relations to 

constituting entities within and beyond her or his body, it dies. I elaborate on this interplay 

between entities, their trajectories, and space in more depth in the next chapter when I look 

at the importance of the in-between as opposed to the entity itself (p 130). 

In any case, space considered as relational, multiple and open, offers itself to enable “new 

relations-to-each-other of previously disparate trajectories” (Massey 2005a, 41). But the 

reverse side of trajectories´ relations is that space is likewise shaped by the relations that do 

not come about or break up; by the absence of encounter. 

After presenting in the previous sections how I theorise space and how the social produces 

space by ways of multiple relations, the above theorisation of trajectories aims to bring the 

two together. Space, then, is “the sphere of the meeting up, or not, of those trajectories – 

where they coexist, affect each other, fight” (Massey 1999a, 8). The way the trajectories of 

humans and non-humans are positioned vis-à-vis each other constitutes the current spatial 

outline; the way their positions vis-à-vis each other change signifies spatial change; and the 
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reason trajectories can change is because space is relational, multiple and, crucially – in 

principle - open.  

 

2.3.2 Proximity and distance in space 

As outlined above, space changes when entities change path, new ones emerge, other ones 

cease, or yet others diverge or never meet. Since a position towards others is usually 

measured in distance, we can say the distance between entities’ trajectories changes. In 

current conceptualisations of space, and related to Massey’s relational, multiple and open 

space, distance becomes an important variable. Addressing topological alongside 

topographical theorisations of space, proximity and distance are no longer straightforward 

dimensions.  

 

Topological space 

In the model of spatial constitution presented above, topological notions of space have an 

important role. In topographical space, entities are set, located and positioned, and their 

relation measured as the distance in meters or yards, kilometres or miles, as conventional 

maps depict. In topological space, entities are related by means of similar properties or 

characteristics, independent of their measurable distance. A topological space is, hence, 

built up by ‘logical’ rather than ‘graphical’ relations between entities. Anticipating empirical 

findings, a typical topology/topography example in Amman would be the fact that some 

people from West Amman, for instance from Abdoun, live in close proximity to the hills 

of East Amman, but never go there. On the other hand, their lifestyles are very ‘western’ 

with regard to their houses, cars, clothes, schools, restaurants, travel habits and so forth. 

Topographically, they are in the middle of Amman, but topologically, they are detached 

from most of other Ammanis’ urban life. As for Tel Aviv-Jaffa, Philippine domestic 

workers are present in the city, taking care of elderly Israelis, but emotionally may be far 

away with their families and homes in Asia. And even in the city, the areas they live in are 
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enclave-like spaces that are detached from the city of many native urbanites. Again, they are 

topographically in a space, but topologically far away. 

Hence, on top of a relational, multiple and open conceptualisation of space, thinking of 

space topologically is important for the understanding of space in my research. While it is 

claimed that “a topological sensibility around proximity and distance […] appears more 

productive than the familiar topographies of scale and networks” (Allen 2010, 154), 

probably both have a role in the constitution of space. However, I do lean towards a more 

pronounced focus on topological space and I am critical of the idea of networks. I will 

come back to this notion in the following chapter where I discuss inverting substance and 

emptiness (p 130). 

 

Folding space 

Directly related to topological thinking is the notion of ‘folding’ space. Folding space 

brings entities closer together than they topographically are. As shown above, in 

topological space proximity is independent of measured distance, and entities are related by 

other means. A topological notion of space is hence “marked by overlapping near-far 

relations and organisational connections that are not reducible to scalar spaces” (Amin 

2002a, 386). Such topological spaces are “constituted through the folds, undulations, and 

overlaps that natural and social practices normally assume, without any a priori assumption 

of geographies of relations nested in territorial or geometric space” (ibid 389). It is also 

contended for urban contexts “that fluids and flows, actant networks, performances and 

practices fold the spaces and times of cities in ways that question the privileging of 

geometrical space (near and far) and linear time (now and then) […]” (Smith 2003, 561).  

The folding metaphor can be found across spatial concepts and theories. Deriving from 

Deleuzian post-structuralism, in which space is “strung together through joints, intervals, 

and folds” (Doel 1996, 421), rather than through topographic proximity, I see it aligned 

with the thoughts about space presented so far. The key aspect is that physical proximity 
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no longer plays an exclusive role in spatial conceptualisations, and possibly even a rather 

small one. For my research, and especially for notions of difference and in-between, this 

means that additional dynamics of difference are introduced. In topographical space, it 

could be reasoned that those spaces that are near are more influential to each other and 

those that are far away consequently less so. However, connecting this thought to relations, 

it would mean that near spaces are related while far away spaces are not, which is troubling 

in reference to topological space. With folding space, difference also folds in, unsettling a 

topographical understanding of relationality.   

Folds, in the era of intensified global relations, “involve new fractal social spaces, as each 

realm folds over, under, through and beyond each other in striking new social topologies” 

(Urry 2003, 74). They are also seen as “subjectivations, along which outside experience is 

transformed into inside experience and vice versa” (Hauschild 2007, 309). The notion of 

folding is important for my research, because this jumbling of near and far has a 

particularly intriguing role in a region of historical multiplicity, contested spaces, and 

prescribed homogeneities. Returning to the quote above and addressing the ‘where’ 

question of change, through folding and stretching space, ‘outside’ experience turns into 

‘inside’ experience and vice versa, and this, I argue, is essential for the conceptualisation of 

spatial change. 

However, this vice versa suggests that there are also opposite mechanisms at work. While 

some far spaces fold in, near ones may stretch and recede into distance. Whereas in the 

former case the fold brings entities closer together, in the latter case the stretch pushes 

them further apart. Having discussed proximity and distance and the role of relations with 

regard to trajectories earlier, the opposite of folding-in does not necessarily mean a 

complete break up of relations. Stretching space is not a rupture of space that causes the 

end of an entity, but a moving away into the distance. Stretched space signifies that the 

influence of an entity on another one is weak because it is not or no longer (topologically) 
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near (Figure 13 below). Again, referring back to trajectories, only if all relations to other 

entities break up, or space completely disrupts, does an entity cease to exist. 

However, it is not only space that folds or stretches, but entities, which through their 

physical mobility can also change their nearness or distance to other entities. This kind of 

proximity is topographical (Figure 14 below). 

 

Figure 13 - Topological space: folding and stretching space causes entities to get closer or further 
away from each other and thereby changes the intensity and influence of their relation (trajectories 
here abstractly depicted as straight, 3d-space as flat) 
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Figure 14 – Topographical space: shifting trajectories also change the distance and therefore 
relations among entities  
 

Becoming with space 

As outlined, the spatial world is in constant flux, as opposed to fixity. Space, seen as a 

‘becoming’ rather than as being, brings together ideas introduced so far, and has important 

implications for investigating spatial (urban) change. If urban spaces are in a permanent 

condition of becoming, urban change is an ongoing process. Reinforcing notions of my 
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framework, Simone points out in this regard that “urban life is more a matter of what can 

be made relatable at any point in time; what can transverse established notions of ‘near and 

far’ or the ‘here and the there’; mobilities that leave in their wake a fabric of uneven 

concentration of capacity and opportunity (2011b, 356). How urban spaces are constituted 

would therefore simultaneously refer to how they change. Returning to, but going beyond 

Heidegger, “relational thinking challenges human geography by insisting on an open-ended, 

mobile, networked, and actor-centred geographic becoming” (Jones 2009, 487), rather than 

on a stable, enclosed condition of being; “[a]nd it is space that provides the necessary 

condition for that possibility” (Massey 2005b, 56). Hence, space is constantly changing; 

changing in unison with humans and non-humans, or “becoming in mutual constitution 

with the world” (Dewsbury 2003, 1929). Clearly connecting Deleuze’s notion of becoming 

to Massey’s view of space, Massumi states that “[b]ecoming, for Deleuze, can only be 

grasped as a function of an open system” (1996, 395). The concept of becoming therefore 

ties in with what has been said so far.  

What is hinted at by saying space is relational, multiple and open is expressed more 

explicitly through the notion of ‘becoming’. While Heidegger reflects on our ‘being-in-the-

world’ and thereby makes the inseparable connection between humans and space, 

‘becoming’ acknowledges more progressive ideas of sociospaces and takes his notion 

further. Underlining how imperative relations are for both the social sphere and progress, 

eventually “we can not `become´ […] without others” (Massey 2005a, 57).  

Briefly touching on ‘dwelling’ in this context, by relating Heidegger and Deleuze, Doel 

highlights that dwelling for Deleuze is “really `and and and´, with a hundred thousand 

other `ands´ playing and retracting in-between the intervallic folds (`and … and … and´) 

(1996, 424). He further underlines the progress such thinking offers, as “becoming does 

away with all integral, molar, and majoritarian categories; it resolves the question of rigidity 

and turgescence by re-releasing continuous variation” (ibid, 426). Entities and their 

trajectories are constantly changing in and with space and sociospaces therefore 
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continuously become something different. The decisive aspect is that in such a condition, 

the future can permanently be decided upon and is not preset. These thoughts are 

important when we think about urban change, because due to a constant becoming of 

space, even seemingly hopeless situations can be changed. It is, therefore, this becoming of 

space where we can and must intervene if we want to influence urban change. 

 

2.4 Urban space 

While I have so far addressed space in general terms, the research specifically focuses on 

urban spaces, their change and opportunities for more inclusive and just urban spaces. 

Such a focus derives from the increasing numbers of people living in urban areas, the 

notion that urban lifestyles spread across the globe, making many spaces ‘urban’, and the 

density and simultaneity of innovation and destruction, progress and deterioration in urban 

spaces. Moreover, and this reflects the sub-interest of the research, urban areas are seen as 

cumulative spaces of inequality and marginalisation, and neoliberal models of growth and 

profit making. 

Browsing through the last century of urban theory, Scott and Storper highlight two 

important processes that characterise urban spaces, which are “the dynamics of 

agglomeration/polarization, and the unfolding of an associated nexus of locations, land, 

and human interactions” (2015, 1). Whilst these processes are important to the research, I 

disagree with their attempt “to build a general concept of the urban and the urbanization 

process” (ibid, 3), as it contradicts the openness of space, including the notion of an 

ongoing becoming instead of a being. What I engage in is capturing urban spaces “across 

cases, which means confronting and problematizing substantive connectivity, recurrent 

processes and relational power relations, in addition to documenting difference, in a 

‘contrastive’ manner, between cities” (Peck 2014, 162). Moreover, I also connect to 

postcolonial urban thinking, which decentres “urban studies to begin conceptualization 



 91 

anywhere, and an urgent need to propose innovative theorizations from precisely those 

contexts rendered off the map of urban theory” (Robinson 2014, 8). 

 

2.4.1 Scale 

To integrate the urban dimension of space into the arguments presented so far, I would 

like to briefly discuss the concept of scale. In a conceptualisation of space as constituted by 

interrelations, firm statements about scalar dimensions seem problematic. The relationality 

of entities makes it difficult to keep referring to a neighbourhood, a city, or a region with a 

demarcated, fixed scalar system in mind. If conventional distance is only one way of 

approaching relationality, and spaces also have relations through folds or stretches as I 

have presented above, statements about where one entity ends and the other begins may 

not be useful. 

Whilst space might go from “the unimaginably cosmic to the intimately tiny” (Massey 

1999a, 8), we invent categories to refer to and bring order into this open-ended sphere. But 

what use are categories such as local, urban, regional, national or global, if few of their 

constituting processes exclusively happen within them or stop at their boundaries? How 

can we speak of and define urban areas, if at the same time we are aware of how vast and 

far-reaching the processes are that constitute it? Following Lefebvre, the urban and scale 

are closely related, resulting in his statement that ‘the urban question’ becomes a ‘scale 

question’ (see Brenner 2000, 362).  

Forging a bridge to the empirical part of my research, I have tried to avoid taking “for 

granted the spatial context of [my] own particular inquiry” (MacLeod & Goodwin 1999, 

503). Instead, working across conventional scales is a premise of this work. A focus on 

selected neighbourhoods, cities and states has to go beyond them. Scale, in this sense, is 

treated as a relation and conventional scalar categories are not entirely neglected but 

questioned.  
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One problematic of a conventional use of scales is a notion of hierarchy, which not only 

runs counter to a relational, multiple and open conceptualisation of space, but also limits 

political leeway (Allen & Cochrane 2007, 1166-1167). Similarly to space, scale has gone 

from being conceptualised as fixed to a relational understanding, and hence seen as 

“produced relationally and in specific contexts” (Jacobs 2006, 1; also see Marston 2000). As 

with space, Amin suggests to “contrast the scalar or territorial logic with the topological or 

relational logic” (2002a, 386). The implication of this for urban spaces is that their 

constituting processes go beyond what is partly still seen as the ‘urban scale’. Amin, in the 

above quote however, sees a conventional scalar logic attached to a conventional territorial 

view of space, which I discuss below, looking at the politicisation of space.  

Overall, scale is conceptualised as socially produced, relational and processual, and its use 

dependent on the context (Brenner 2001a, 592). Like space, and in light of space-producing 

processes that run across scales, the concept of scale is also seen as less rigid and fixed. My 

study, therefore attempts to include influential processes irrespective of their scalar 

dimension. Focusing on urban change in selected spaces in the two cities, I include 

contexts that reach beyond what is usually seen as the urban scale. However, since there is 

still a difference between, say, a region and a city, I now discuss what presented views on 

space and scale mean for urban spaces. 

 

Local-global and struggle  

Local/global dichotomies are still common approaches in work on urban space, with the 

local perceived as real, everyday life and the global a detached, somewhat ungraspable 

sphere ‘out there’. The claim that we have to acknowledge the role of the local in the 

production of the global (Massey 2005a, 102-103), however, shows that they are related and 

interwoven. Conversely, within an environment of relational space and folds and stretches, 

the local is constituted by a multiplicity of relations that reach across scales.  



 93 

Linking back to space as relational, multiple and open, this interrelationality of scales also 

has implications for political leeway, as “[t]he topography is very different when the local 

(and, concomitantly, the global) is thought relationally. Then each local struggle is already a 

relational achievement, drawing from both within and beyond `the local´, and is internally 

multiple” (ibid, 182). Folds and stretches that merge the local and the global not only 

expose urban spaces to negative forces from across scales, but may also bring in potential 

leverage points to engage in a ‘struggle’ for more inclusive and just spaces.  

 

2.4.2 The urban 

After looking at scale and briefly at the potential positive side of local-global interrelations, 

I now turn to space in the urban dimension. While this research is about urban change and 

therefore inevitably about urban spaces, the in-depth discussion of space in this chapter 

shows that I see urban space as a particular occurrence of space. Whilst a city is often 

perceived as a demarcated spatial unit, as a clearly outlined space of interest and an object 

whose characteristics and properties needed to be studied in order to fully understand it, I 

see urban spaces as intertwined and interrelated to other spaces, so that absolute statements 

about ‘the city’ are problematic (Lefebvre 2003[1970]; Brenner 2013). As such, I speak of 

urban spaces rather than of cities. Whereas legal parameters such as municipal boundaries 

certainly exist, learning about a city and engaging in the way it changes requires more than 

looking ‘within’ these boundaries, or at the city’s material form.  

Transferring relationality, multiplicity and openness to the urban dimension, cities are 

related to many other spaces, constituted by multiple processes and open to new 

‘becomings’. Cities, then, “[…] come with no automatic promise of territorial or systemic 

integrity, since they are made through the spatiality of flow, juxtaposition, porosity and 

relational connectivity” (Amin 2004a, 34). Speaking of a city as an exclusive spatial unit not 

only neglects its historical production, but also disregards potentially productive forces in 

their future development. Moreover, cities can be seen as “so big, so complicated and so 
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lacking in easily identifiable boundaries that any attempt to define their essential 

characteristics is doomed to failure” (Scott & Storper 2015, 1). The authors, however, also 

suggest that urban spaces do have qualities that distinguish them from other spaces, and 

wish to “circumscribe individual agglomerations in geographic space” (ibid, 7) in order to 

distinguish urban spaces from each other. Overall, they suggest that “urban relata” and 

“the wider context of society” must not be conflated (ibid, 9). Whilst I agree with the 

highlighted complexity of urban spaces, I see such a generalisation and separation of urban 

spaces from ‘society’ as problematic, and contradictory of a relational, multiple and open 

conceptualisation of space.  

Tying in with the literature on the characteristic of urban space at the beginning of this 

section (2.3, p 79), I conceptualise urban space as a dense form of relational, multiple and 

open space, characterised by simultaneity and various overlapping processes and identities. 

It is a space for the co-existence of people, goods and activities, where thoughts, ideas and 

cultural peculiarities emerge. It is also a space of the coming-together and the distribution 

of people, goods, capital, thoughts, ideas and cultural peculiarities. Overall, it is a coming-

together of spaces of production, exchange and consumption. Referring back to scalar 

considerations, I see processes that produce an urban space as “stretched between here and 

there” (Jacobs 2012a, 412; also see Allen 2004, 22). My interest however, is not 

predominantly in the ‘here’ or in the ‘there’, but mainly in the ‘in-between’ and its role in 

urban change. After all, a comprehensive summary of the defining characteristics of an 

urban space (or a city) would contradict its actual condition and ongoing production (Thrift 

2004, 724). While in need of some characteristics in order to define an urban space, and in 

order for it to be considered relational, multiple and open, an all-embracing definition 

would counter claims of its openness. Again, in the sense of ‘becoming’, space, and likewise 

urban space, is ‘open’, because instead of a fixity that restricts its change, its openness 

ensures it can always ‘become’ something different. 

    



 95 

A focus on urban areas rather than on the state is one potential way to question taken for 

granted geographical assumptions, such as the fixity and rigidity of a state territory and its 

boundaries and borders, with respective straightforward insides and outsides. As “[…] 

cities have a different relationship to global processes than the visions and policies of their 

nation-states may admit or endorse” (Holston & Appadurai 1996, 189) they are potential 

spaces to highlight an alternative spatial constitution. While an undeniable feature of the 

state is its sovereignty over a space that is usually conceptualised as territory, urban spaces 

have been discussed as freer and less fixed to their actual ‘territory’. If it was claimed about 

two decades ago that “the ‘city’ now needs to be considered as a set of spaces where 

diverse ranges of relational webs coalesce, interconnect and fragment” (Amin & Graham 

1997, 418), current modes of interrelations across spaces and scales, interwoven in our 

everyday lives make me think this is even more true today.  

Progressing from a general understanding of space to theorisations of urban space, I now 

move to theories and concepts used in the politicisation of space. I consider space an 

inevitably political topic. While a political dimension of space can be related to most of the 

introduced literature, Massey and Lefebvre’s oeuvres are loaded with political weight 

regarding space. Enquiring about the source of urban change and thereby trying to identify 

potential for more inclusive and just urban spaces, inevitably implies a political dimension. 

Hence, how (urban) space is politicised has a central role in how it changes. The following 

section draws a line between spatial theorisations around the state and understandings of 

the urban, in order to ground the considerations of the first part of the chapter.  

 

2.5 Political space 

Having discussed scalar issues above, in order to address the politicisation of space, I come 

back to the state. This is important for two reasons: first, the scalar interrelations raised 

above suggest that the state, or the ‘national’, inevitably have a role in urban change; and 
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second, and possibly despite theorisations around relational, multiple and open space, the 

state still seems to have a powerful role in how urban spaces change. 

In partial contrast to the conceptualisation of space outlined so far is the view that the 

political division of the earth’s space into states is the only legitimate arrangement of space. 

Sometimes even considered natural, in this view all other spatial dimensions are 

subordinated. Somewhat similar to the local-global notion above, there is also a view that 

while the idea of jumbling spaces refers to an abstract sphere somewhere ‘out there’, real 

everyday life that produces space takes place in the streets on the ground, and within the 

setting of demarcated spaces of states. This discrepancy can also be seen as connected to a 

theoretical debate between relational and territorial conceptualisations of space. I start this 

section with a brief look at this division. This is important for my research, as the Levant 

appears as a region in which these two positions – relational and territorial – work against 

each other in extreme ways, and notions of spatial change therefore need to incorporate 

them. 

  

2.5.1 Space - relational or territorial? 

Because a fixation on absolute territorial integrity seems so important in this part of the 

world, because of the way territory is discussed with regard to the politicisation of space 

theoretically, and because this has consequences for the way Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

change, I feel it necessary to address territorial aspects of space in my research. Twenty 

years after a “territorial trap” (Agnew 1994) was identified, a discourse about the role and 

space of states, the relation between territory and the control over it via sovereignty 

(McConnell 2010), prevails. With regard to my research, this ‘trap’ represents a sharp 

contrast to space conceptualised as relational, multiple and open. Being trapped in 

conventional territorial thinking has been seen to unnecessarily and unjustifiably limit the 

way we think about space. This trap views space as a fixed outline with the state at its 

centre and a clear distinction between its inside and outside.  
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Thinking about the inside of state-space as a container for the respective society, and the 

outside as the respective ‘other’ to where there may or may not be connections is 

restrictive. In order to avoid such “mutual exclusion” (Agnew 1994, 53), progressive 

thinking about space has come to rethink assumptions that revolve around such a 

predefined spatial conceptualisation. Hence, there seems to be a discrepancy in the concept 

of territory because “[t]here is no static and stabilized space, though there are plenty of 

attempts to make space static and stable” (Thrift 2006, 141). However, others are less 

straightforward in their critique of the concept of territory and claim we have to 

understand it first and only then criticise and abandon it if necessary (Brenner & Elden 

2009; Elden 2010a, 2010b). These authors believe that territory preceded state-boundaries, 

which came as political demarcations later, changing the meaning of territory as such. 

Critical of territory as contradiction of space as relational, multiple and open, these views 

attribute a condition of relationality and openness to territory also. Acknowledging and 

investigating territory as  

 

a distinctive mode of social/spatial organisation, one which is historically and 

geographically limited and dependent, rather than a biological drive or social 

need [...], not just allows us to see that the modern division and ordering of the 

world is peculiar and clearly not the only possible way, but it also allows us to 

begin to escape what Agnew described as `the territorial trap´. 

Elden 2010a, 16 

 

Also rejecting the a priori abandonment of the concept of territory, many others think 

relational and territorial views on space can be simultaneously maintained (see for instance 

Jonas 2012; McCann & Ward 2010, 2012; McConnell 2010; Newman 2010; Paasi 2012). An 

entirely relational and open mind-set is for instance criticised in that it “often neglects to 

address question of territory and territorial politics” (Jonas 2012, 263). Using ‘as-well-as’ 

instead of ‘either-or’, it is suggested “to develop a conceptualization that is equally sensitive 
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to the role of relational and territorial geographies, of fixity and flow, of global contexts 

and place-specificities (and vice versa), of structural imperatives and embodied practices” 

(McCann & Ward 2010, 175). Actors in the making of space are identified, who 

simultaneously deal with “situated practices and imaginations [and] attracting, managing, 

promoting, and resisting global flows” (ibid, 182). Such a hybrid form is also the result of 

non-state political activity that challenges the idea of a clearly demarcated territorial state-

space, while the evidently continued power of the state reifies it (McConnell 2010). 

However, over time a dominating relational view, has given way to a more balanced view, 

which also acknowledges a territorial perspective.  

Incorporating this understanding of territory in my research, I tend to agree that “we 

should be careful to avoid missing territory’s continuing contribution to nationalist 

ideology” (Agnew 2010, 781). Although this research is concerned with urban spaces, as 

the fieldwork shows, nationalist attitudes are a factor in urban change. Therefore, I see it 

important to “fight against the idea that politics has to be territorially bounded,” and I am 

interested in “spaces of relation in which all kinds of unlike things can knock up against 

each other in all kinds of ways” (Amin, Massey & Thrift 2003, 6). Principally preferring a 

relational view on space, following Elden, my research nevertheless seeks to offer an 

alternative picture of the politicisation of space and is therefore also open to a re-

interpretation of territory. In agreement with Agnew, however, I strongly reject notions of 

nationalism and separatism that come with conventional views on territory. 

Within the general question on the openness or boundedness of space, two scholars - Carl 

Schmitt and Etienne Balibar – can be seen to form counter-positions. For Schmitt, 

German philosopher and political theorist, space only exists as politically divided and 

defined units, i.e. states. Sympathising with, and being a Nazi himself, he argued that a 

universalistic, liberal worldview fundamentally disregards space. He thought about space as 

Großräume (spaces that would be similar to Huntington’s (1996) ‘civilisations’) and as 

“grounded and concrete” (2011 [1939], 46). Crucial for his understanding of the 
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relationship between the state and space is his insistence that “[t]he concept of the state 

presupposes the concept of the political” (Schmitt 1996, 19). In other words, there has to 

be a state first, then, political organisation within it and relations to an outside. Elsewhere, 

he asserts that only the state tames otherwise cruel and ruthless people (Schmitt 1936, 623). 

He thinks of an open and relational conceptualisation of space as anarchy, whereas the 

state would be the only legitimate provider of peace and order; left to a natural condition 

“anyone can kill anyone else” (ibid). These thoughts have their roots in views on human 

nature as self-centred and asocial, as depicted in Hobbes’ “Leviathan” (1996).  

Contrary to this and questioning whether the construction of society or a state (as artificial 

enclosures) “disturbs the order of nature”, Balibar, in his reflections on Spinoza, argues for 

openness and relatedness as the natural condition (Balibar 1998, 77). It is interesting to see 

the differing uses of ‘nature’. Given historical facts about ever shifting boundaries and 

borders and with it a constant change in the political arrangements of the earth, Balibar’s 

argument appears more plausible and certainly in line with Massey’s conceptualisation of 

space. Following the outlined thoughts, concepts and theories, Balibar’s argument suggests 

that space (the earth) is first and only then there is division in whatever manner. Moreover, 

as history shows, this division is neither fixed in time, nor in space. 

The moment we talk about ‘geopolitics’ - literally the politics of the earth - it is clear that 

there is a politics beyond the state. Emphasising “the changing geopolitics of state spaces” 

(Moisio & Paasi 2013, 255), even the space of a state itself should be thought of in a more 

open and relational way. Unfortunately, the reaction of state policies to open and relational 

space, representing a fast operating, uncertain sphere of cross-scale interrelations, is one of 

contraction. Rather than active efforts to acknowledge, challenge, or work with it, the 

response is often a retreat into nationalism and enclosure. One important qualification for 

this is that, with the help of otherwise isolationist state policies, some actors are 

considerably free to enjoy the openness and relationality of space, while many others are 

restricted and disadvantaged. Overall, however, in a quest for identity, spaces are fixed, and 
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contrary to ‘real-geo-politik’ territorial boundedness is alluring (Murphy 2012). Whilst I do 

not argue for the elimination or contempt of the state, my research claims that states, 

despite being important political bodies, are evidently temporary appearances, their 

extension is not fixed and their sphere of influence and dependency does not stop at their 

boundaries. 

Territory, to summarise, is politicised, measured and calculated space, which naturally 

affects processes of urban change. Territory is related to the control of space, and much 

conflict can be connected to disagreement about this control: internally, in terms of 

determining the way this space is organised and administered; externally, in terms of which 

relations and to whom are needed, wanted or necessary and the way they are maintained; 

and overall and most importantly, where the boundaries of this controlled space are. 

Commonly, territory has been understood as a fixed space under the (sovereign) control of 

the state. Territory, eventually is “`space´ as a political category: owned, distributed, 

mapped, calculated, bordered, and controlled” (Elden 2007, 578). Relational and territorial 

views of space hence seem to be at odds. However, as shown above, several scholars point 

to the necessity to acknowledge the role of both territorial and relational views in the 

constitution of space. This opposition and territory’s close link to questions of power over 

space mean it is important for urban change and this research. 

 

Sovereignty 

Closely attached to territory as a space exclusively politicised by the state is the concept of 

sovereignty. Enabling or hindering relations is still – actually and perceived – dependent on 

the way the state politicises space. Connecting to his views on territory, Schmitt also 

worked intensely on the concept of sovereignty. For him it meant that the state has “the 

monopoly of the ultimate decision” (1922, 20). Placing the state on top of all spatial order, 

he awards absoluteness to it, as we have already come across on his views on territory. 

However, having emerged out of the peace treaties of Westphalia that ended the Thirty 
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Year’s War, the still often taken for granted link between state, space and territory is 

questioned by a variety of scholars (Agnew 2005, Jessop 2012, Jones 2012, McConnell 

2010, Osiander 2001). Sovereignty is for instance seen “as providing a norm that 

legitimizes central state authority. Unfortunately, little or no attention is given as to why 

this should always entail a territorial definition of political authority and to why states are 

thereby its sole proprietors” (Agnew 2005, 17). Particularly in the present internationalised 

sphere of political-economic relations and interdependencies, such a limited definition 

seems outdated. Terming this sphere “neo-liberalism”, Jessop insists that it “challenges the 

temporal as well as territorial sovereignty of national states and thereby modifies the 

balance of economic and political forces” (2012, 210). The dominant understanding, we 

still have about “the realities of world politics” has ignored “sources of authority other than 

states” and erroneously emphasises “the geographical expression of authority (particularly 

under the ambiguous sign of “sovereignty”) as invariably and inevitably territorial” (ibid). 

Again, this is important because state politics reach deeply into urban spaces.  

Discussing the link between state, space and territory, Lefebvre notes that “sovereignty 

implies `space´, and what is more it implies a space against which violence, whether latent 

or overt, is directed – a space established and constituted by violence” (1991, 280). So, in 

order to secure control over a dedicated space, the authority that wants to hold this control 

has to permanently use violence. Archibugi, likewise and decidedly critical of the way 

sovereignty presents itself as well as of the concept as such, thinks that “[t]he belief that a 

political or institutional body should be exempted from justifying its actions is incompatible 

with the essence of democracy. Each political player, whether a tyrant or a ‘sovereign’ 

people, must come to terms with other actors when competencies overlap” (2004, 452). In 

an open and relational space, it is evident that competencies do overlap. This rigidity of 

sovereignty and its claim to exclusivity are therefore in contrast to the aforementioned 

`realities of world politics´ and a relational, multiple and open understanding of space.   
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In the above section, I set forth how the spatial considerations I have introduced are 

theoretically grounded in the current political situation. This step shows that the way space 

is politicised has a central role in investigating its change. Political bodies and their power 

in the production of space are of particular relevance for questions about change in a 

spatial context. Therefore, the final section of this chapter discusses the concept of power 

with regard to spatial production. 

 

Space and power 

Discussions about space, relationality, territory and sovereignty have implications for the 

way space is constituted, conceptualised and how it changes. Adopting a basically relational 

view, this research is interested in how relations unfold under the circumstances addressed 

in these discussions. Sovereignty is closely related to authority, in this case of the state, 

which again is tied to power. Foucault points out that power uses and extends mechanisms 

that are present anyway (1982, 779) and that it is relational rather than held by someone 

(ibid, 780), a view compatible with the spatial outline presented so far. This challenges fixed 

and bounded (powerful) spaces in favour of relational, multiple and open spaces with 

respectively dispersed and embedded occurrences of power.  

Foucault additionally theorises about opposition and that we may want to analyse “power 

relations through the antagonism of strategies” (ibid). His reasoning that power-struggles 

do not attack institutions of power, groups or elites, but forms of power in everyday life 

(ibid, 781) supports my premise that sources of urban change may be found in relations 

and the in-between rather than in entities. However, the idea that power sits in everyday 

life must not cloud our sight of structural issues. Whilst Massey talks of “a recognition that 

power is everywhere”, she also warns that this “should not lead to a position where the real 

structural inequalities of power are lost, dissipated in a plethora of multiplicities” (2000, 

280). Elaborating on domination and resistance, Foucault nevertheless observes a “locking 

together of power relations with relations of strategy and the results proceeding from their 



 103 

interaction” (1982, 795). My coverage of urban change through borderland and processes 

across spaces and scales in the next chapter, incorporates this locking and interaction, and 

pays attention to a broad spectrum of power issues.  

In a spatial condition of relationality, multiplicity and openness, it appears that power over 

relations also means power over urban spaces and their change. Deleuze reasons that the 

modes that express substance are degrees of power (2014, 51). Maintaining that relations 

are the modes that form the substance of space in my research, they are therefore also 

expressions of the degree of power. Referring back to Figure 13 (p 85), those actors, who 

are able to draw entities close or push them away, in other words, those, who are able to 

fold or stretch space, are powerful. In short, power lies in the ability to relate through 

difference. It is in the spirit of the spatial concepts portrayed so far that conceptualisations 

of power also reject a binary logic – i.e. powerful versus powerless - and see it as a 

“topological arrangement – as a relational effect of social interaction” (Allen 2004, 19). 

Moreover, power is not something outside, possessed by someone (Allen 2010), 

somewhere, but internal to the relations (ibid, 23) which are central to my research. 

Looking at the interplay of relation and power from an urban perspective, cities are seen to 

have the power to first “hold networks together” (Allen 2010, 2895) and second to “run 

networks” (ibid). In other words, “it is the forms of interaction and exchange which take 

place through a complex of networks which are constitutive of a city’s powers” (ibid, 

2897). Hence, connected to the view that space is produced through relations, power, it 

appears, also draws on relations and the in-between. Moreover, having discussed 

sovereignty above, urban spaces, through the spatial conceptualisation put forward in this 

research, are important nodes in the balance of power. 

Conceptualisations of power can therefore be connected to notions of how space comes 

together, introduced above. Also with regard to power, we have to realise that “what is 

near and what is far is not simply a question of geometric measurement between fixed 

points; rather it is one of connection and simultaneity as individuals, groups and 
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institutions interact across space in all kinds of powerful and not so powerful ways” (Allen, 

2004, 25). Once again reflecting the overall premise of my research, power, as something 

that is mediated, “is precisely […] what happens between ‘here and there’” (Allen 2004, 29). 

As Figure 12 shows with stretching spaces, power as a mediating activity is also about 

rejection or turning away. Still in-between, in this regard, power is seen as “dividing 

practice” (Foucault 1982, 777-778), by means of dividing subjects themselves or dividing 

them from others.  

I would like to emphasise here that I see change deriving from the development and in-

between spaces of entities rather than from their inherent qualities and characteristics. The 

same is claimed for power, as “power relations are not preset in models, territories or 

networks: they are made and remade in relationships, exchanges and interactions” (Griffin 

2012, 209). The trajectory alone is meaningless; the vital aspect is its relative position and 

thereby relation to others and the conceptualisation of power given strongly underlines this 

approach. The idea that the way so-called powerful cities, for instance, exercise power by 

way of making others network with them, forcing others to relate with them (Allen 2010, 

2899), shows how proximity and distance – in topological terms – also play into the 

balance of power. Being powerful, in this respect, refers to the ability of an entity and its 

trajectory to alter other entities´ location and trajectory direction, by drawing them close. 

Knowing this, “[a] richer sense of how power puts us in place opens up the possibility for a 

richer spatial politics in relation to it” (Allen 2004, 25). I argue in my research that the 

spatial condition, conceptualised in a relational, multiple and open way, provides a spatial 

background, in which power can be harnessed for claims to ‘richer’, i.e. more inclusive and 

just, spatial politics. 

In light of what I have discussed about the constitution of space in this chapter, spatial 

change carries the potential of a change in the balance of power with it and vice versa, 

which is essentially a political issue. This has been conceptualised boldly as turning political 

space into public space (Balibar 2009, 191). Tying in with what I discussed in this last 
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section, in this conceptualisation “[a] political space becomes a public space (or `sphere') 

when […] it is not only `mapped' by sovereign powers […], or imposed by economic 

forces […], but also `used' and `instituted' (or constituted) by civic practices, debates, 

forms of representations, and social conflicts, […]” (ibid). A central interest of this research 

therefore, is to demonstrate that the current spatial condition is such that not only 

sovereign powers and economic forces shape it and profit from it, but that it also provides 

space for civic practices. The institutionalisation of civil acts in order to publicise space that 

Balibar speaks about, would be a next step, taking urban change through to urban 

transformation. Alongside the main goal of analysing urban change processes, Balibar’s 

thoughts refer to a sub-aspect of the research about finding potential leverage for more 

inclusive and just urban change.  

 

2.5 Conclusion 

The theoretical basis of my research is constituted by the idea of space as relational, 

multiple and open. Using ‘space’ and ‘spaces’ in the thesis, the terms are different in that 

they signify degrees of generality. ‘Space’ refers to the general concept. As shown in this 

chapter and building on Doreen Massey - and others -, I see ‘space’ as such as made 

through relations among entities, as made through a wide variety of these relations, and as 

open insofar as the potentiality of which relations can be forged where and when is 

principally endless. ‘Spaces’ are more concrete expressions or instances of ‘space’. Speaking 

primarily about ‘urban spaces’, they are seen as specific concurrence or gatherings of 

entities and their trajectories. Again, entities in this respect entail physical and non-physical 

‘things’. Based on the concept of ‘space’ above, ‘urban spaces’ are particular occurrences of 

relational, multiple and open space, possible in the respective case only because of the 

particular nature of the involved entities and their relations.  

Rejecting notions of space as an absolute category, I have highlighted that space is socially 

constructed. It is produced by the way human and non-human entities relate to each other 
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and exist together. The fact that to exist always means to exist somewhere leads to the 

notion of the sociospatial. In order to show how I see this spatial production with the 

involvement of entities taking place, I introduced a conceptualisation of trajectories. Seen 

as the paths entities take in space while producing it, trajectories show how entities are 

positioned next to each other over time. Due to their role in the production of space, I 

have argued that the way the positions of entities change represents the way space changes. 

When it comes to positioning entities, proximity and distance are important factors. 

However, considering a role for topological space next to topographical space, proximity 

and distance are not seen as only representing geographically measurable variables. 

Physically distant entities with similar characteristics or qualities can be seen as closely 

related, while near entities can be hardly related at all. A theoretical concept for this 

phenomenon would be folding space. Folding space illustrates a spatial elasticity that allows 

geographically distant entities to be drawn close. An opposite function would be stretching 

space that keeps entities away from each other, despite geographical proximity.  

Discussing becoming instead of being directed attention to ongoing processes of change. Seen 

this way, and relating back to the overall theoretical basis, spatial change is part of an open-

ended process. Because the research is about urban change, I introduced matters of urban 

space by discussing questions of scale, urban spaces’ role within an apparent local-global 

dichotomy, and the urban as a category that goes beyond conventional notions of a city. 

Finally, returning to a wider scalar level, I addressed the political dimension of space and its 

change. Relating back to the overall framework of relational, multiple and open space, I 

discussed territory as a conventionally fixed and restricted politicisation of space and 

contrasted it with relational views of space. Tightly interwoven with questions of territory 

are sovereignty and power. These concepts are important, because the political dimension 

of the research aims to find ways to make use of the current spatial condition to shift 

power relations towards more inclusive and just urban spaces. In the next chapter, I 

present my thoughts on how a relational, multiple and open conceptualisation of space can 
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be reconciled with evidently ever tighter mechanisms of separation, fragmentation and 

restriction, expressed through notions of the border.  
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3  BORDERLAND – BORDERS FROM LINES TO SPACES  

 

3.1 Introduction  

Following on from the different coordinates of my articulation of space, this chapter 

addresses borders and their conceptual expansion as important factors in spatial 

reproduction in general and urban change in particular. It addresses the research question 

in that it discusses a potential conceptual manifestation of space seen as relational, multiple 

and open. The premise is that change processes do not originate from the entities that are 

involved, but from a space in-between them, referred to in this research as borderland. 

Within borderland, ‘border’ refers to the way in which processes that control and regulate 

spatial production may be seen as typical border-mechanisms, whilst ‘land’ addresses the 

spreading of border-mechanisms across all land, not just at state-borders.  

Borderland, therefore, is the space in which relational, multiple and open space is 

controlled and regulated and which is thus decisive for spatial change and respectively 

urban change. While ‘relational’ and ‘multiple’ express that different entities and their 

interaction are involved in the production of space, ‘open’, taken literally, suggests space is 

unimpeded and free for space-constituting-entities to use it as they please. However, in 

light of discussions of sovereignty and power at the end of the last chapter, this is 

obviously not the case and mobility and movement of entities are subject to impediment 

and intervention. If power relations allow some entities a role in the production of space, 

whilst hindering or restricting others, there must be mechanisms involved that control and 

regulate this principal openness. Attributing processes of control and regulation regarding 

mobility and movement to borders, with borderland, I acknowledge hindrance and 

restriction is part of relational, multiple and open space.  

However, I argue that control and regulation not only occur at state-borders, but at other 

physical and non-physical places that could therefore structurally be called borders. 

Building on recent literature on borders and ideas around the spatialisation of border-
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processes, I conceptualise this dispersion of border-processes across space – or, 

metaphorically ‘land’ – as borderland.  

In the spirit of relational, multiple and open space, the space in-between is where the 

substance of spatial reproduction is found. Pursuing a radical relational model, I therefore 

inverse substance and emptiness. In this model, borderland, as the space where relations 

take place, is the substance and entities are ‘empty’. Made up of control and regulation-

processes that determine entities’ relations, borderland is the space outside entities, in 

which relations take place. It is therefore this space, outside and in-between entities, which 

makes borderland a useful concept to conceptualise, investigate and analyse urban change. 

In this chapter, I address borderland as the space of restriction and limitation within a 

relational, multiple and open conceptualisation of space, in order to shed light on the 

spatial source of urban change. Borderland is a concept that helps understand processes at 

work in urban change under the current spatial constitution. It is the space in which 

entities’ positions change and therefore relational change takes place. 

 

This chapter comes in five parts. The first part briefly introduces the idea of borderland in 

order to set the frame for the chapter. In the second part, I establish how my 

conceptualisation of borderland develops from recent literature on wider 

conceptualisations of borders. In the third part, I show how these expanded notions of 

borders led to ideas around borderland. The fourth part crucially relates ideas about 

borders and borderland to relational, multiple and open space and discusses my own 

specific use of the concept. In the fifth part, I highlight the theoretical and political value of 

the concept of borderland for spatial and urban change.  

 

3.2 Borderland - an overview 

Introducing borderland, I would like to draw attention to alternative views on what and 

where borders are and what this means for urban change. Starting with the concept of 
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borders as decisive elements of borderland, I see them as signifiers of difference at the 

intermediate space between entities. Because there is a distance between entities, there is 

space outside entities, in-between them; I name this borderland. Borderland is the space 

outside entities in which location and movement are decided, and thereby relations 

between entities controlled and regulated. Because of this, I consider this space significant 

for the production of space and therefore for urban change (see Figure 1, p 23). I suggest, 

by bringing in processes of restriction and limitation, borderland makes relational, multiple 

and open space operational. I claim both facets of space are interdependent and have a role 

in the production of (urban) space. 

 

‘As well as’ 

Rejecting dichotomous ‘either/or’ logic, space as relational, multiple and open does not 

mean there is no restriction and limitation; conversely, restriction and limitation do not 

mean there is no relationality, multiplicity and openness. Building on what I presented in 

the previous chapter, I contend that an ‘as-well-as’, or “differential inclusion” (Mezzadra & 

Neilson 2012, 69) is in operation in the production of space, and that borderland 

accentuates this, especially in urban spaces. ‘As-well-as’ requires a thinking of at least two 

entities, including what lies between them, and what defines and represents them through 

the relations they have. Accordingly, I argue that instead of a focus on either entity, what is 

going on in-between them is important if we want to understand how they change.  

It is the relations between entities that reflect back and make or produce entities and 

therefore spaces, not the other way around. This can be drawn from discourses on 

sociospaces explored in the previous chapter, which show that being in the world always 

means being in the world somewhere and, importantly, with others (Heidegger 1962, 154-

155; p 75). By inversion of the argument, without relations to other entities, entities cannot 

exist. I argue that for urban change, this mutuality and interplay are crucial and that rather 
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than emerging out of the city or a quarter as an entity, urban change happens through 

processes that oscillate between different entities.  

Borderland represents this space of difference and in-betweenness. It is the regulating facet 

of relational, multiple and open space and stands for the space between entities in which 

they can move and have relations to one another. Because there is neither absolute 

difference nor absolute similarity, there is multiplicity and borders in various locations, 

shapes and shades, underlining the reasoning of borderland. The value of the concept is 

that with openness on the one hand and restrictions on the other, it brings together 

seemingly inconsistent characteristics of space. Borderland, as I conceptualise and use it, 

represents an alternative angle for looking at contemporary spatial conditions. It mediates 

between alleged absolute positions and thereby holds space together in elastic, non-fixed 

ways. It is of particular value for ongoing change, because it signifies a space in which 

entities can change their position and therefore their relations to other entities.  

Moving towards a detailed conceptualisation of borderland, the next section looks at the 

concept of borders, its current discourses, and how this relates to my theorisation of 

borderland.  

 

3.2 Accounting for differentiated borders 

Borders usually depict restriction and limitation, or crossover in spatial terms. Recent 

discourses in the border literature suggest an opening up of the concept of borders that 

seems compatible with the conceptualisation of space I advance. Borders are being 

conceptualised in more diverse ways and seen at different spaces, not just at state-borders. 

The following provides an overview on how borders have been recently discussed, in order 

to ground my own theorisations of borderland. 
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3.3.1 Borders  

In contrast to borders as simple lines that separate two spaces, from about the 1990s 

onwards, borders have been conceptualised as dispersed, multiple mechanisms or 

institutions (Kolossov 2005; Mezzadra & Neilson 2012; Minca & Vaughan-Williams 2012; 

Newman 2006, 2010; Paasi 2005, 2012; Parker et al. 2009; Rumford 2012; for a critique of 

too widespread conceptualisations of borders see O’Dowd 2010, or Paasi 2009). One 

implication of this re-conceptualisation is that borders can no longer be seen only at state-

boundaries, but in many other physical and non-physical locations. My concept of 

borderland picks up on this, and uses progressive notions of borders to further develop it. 

These broader conceptualisations of borders are explored here. 

Borders have a varied history. Defining the spaces and places people occupy has been an 

enduring phenomenon, yet this definition is subject to constant change. Our ancestors, 

starting with hunter-gatherers, cohabited in groups, built settlements, distinguished 

between public and private spaces and thereby introduced a political dimension (Popescu 

2012; Diener & Hagen 2012). Compared to a millennia old history of borders, the exclusive 

focus on state-borders must be seen as a relatively recent phenomenon, originating in 

Westphalian Europe (cf. Agnew 2007, 398). Hence, the history of borders is much older 

than the history of the state. Moreover, with the state as only one form of politically 

divided space, the political constellation of spatial entities is in constant flux. Empires, 

federations, states or cities emerge, flourish, are altered and abandoned.   

An exclusive link between state, society and borders is unrewarding when we think about 

alternative perspectives of how space is constituted. In their account on “states and other 

entities” Newman and Paasi see borders “[a]s human construct that are historically 

contingent processes, which emerge, exist for some time and disappear. The number of 

states and their boundaries has been continuously changing as have their respective 

meanings and roles” (1998, 201). Therefore, even if the state has an important position in 
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the constitution of space, not least social circumstances indicate alternative or additional 

concepts of borders. Looking at the current spatial constitution, states’ territories “[a]t one 

and the same time are both too large and too small. They are too large for full social 

identities and many real economic interests. But they are also too small for many economic 

purposes” (Agnew 2003, 19). Considering economic aspects, new conceptualisations of 

borders are also related to increasing circuits of production and consumption, the exchange 

of goods and flows of capital, and to surging numbers of mobile and migrating people, 

from tourists and expatriates to refugees, all often attributed to ‘globalisation’. 

Therefore, while a state-centred border system has spread across the globe, due to 

extensive spatial interrelations, the meaning and location of borders today appears to be 

still changing. Reducing borders to a line that separates two states does not reflect the 

reality of how space is produced. The meaning of borders expands towards dynamic, 

multiple mechanisms, institutions and spaces, and they can no longer be (if they ever were) 

reduced to fixed, continuous lines between states.  

Within this spatial situation, borders have regained major interest (Van Houtum 2000; 

Sidaway 2011; Paasi 2012; Wilson & Donnon 2012). The discourse on borders and their 

study brought about considerations that see them, for example, “as a complex 

choreography of border lines in multiplied lived spaces” (Gielis & van Houtum 2012, 797; 

see also among many others Brillembourg et al. 2011; Minca & Vaughan-Williams 2012; 

Paasi 2012). Accordingly, these discourses introduced terminologies or concepts that range 

from “borderscapes” (Schomerus & de Vries 2014; Ferrer-Gallardo & van Houtum 2013; 

Gielis & van Houtum 2012) to “borderzones” (Topak 2014; Mezzadra & Neilson 2012), 

“border regions” (Banerjee & Chen 2013; Brunet-Jailly 2004), and “borderlands” (Casey 

2011; Jones 2012; Newman 2006; Paasi 2005, among others), and to sub-branches thereof, 

such as “borderland regions” or “borderland communities” (Brunet-Jailly 2005 & 2011). 

What these concepts or ideas have in common is that they connect ‘borders’ to ‘spaces’ and 

therefore underline the premise of my research. I return to the notion of borderland, but 
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for now enlarge upon borders, as this is important for my conceptualisation of borderland 

in connection to relational, multiple and open space. 

 

The dual quality of borders 

Borders, as a signifier of difference in-between entities, stand for both separation and 

relation. Engaging in this dual quality of borders, and importantly for urban change, they 

have been seen as “a condensation of impossibility and potentials that we must try to 

reactivate” (Balibar & Williams 2002, 74; my emphasis). While this separation and relation 

are functions of borders, conventional views on them appear to cling to the former. An 

important aspect in more recent thinking is therefore seeing borders “less as markers of 

division and more in terms of mechanisms of connectivity and encounter” (Cooper & 

Rumford 2013, 107). Like Mezzadra and Neilson, my research, hence, does not only look 

at borders as a mechanism that separates spaces and inhibit ‘flows’, but as a sphere that 

enables “the channelling of flows and provide[s] coordinates within which flows can be 

joined or segmented, connected or disconnected” (2012, 59).  

Referring to this dual role in urban change, along with Heatherington and Law I look at the 

quality of borders as “relations […] constituted through difference, […] and the politics of 

recognition associated with that” (2000, 131). Recognising broader views of difference and 

in-betweenness, discussing borders in an urban context also potentially directs attention to 

currently sidelined or neglected processes and actors.  

 

Bordering 

If, following the above, “borders are a complicated social phenomenon related to the 

fundamental basis of the organisation of society and human psychology” (Kolossov 2005, 

606), and if a border is conceived as “a sociospatially constructed and hence always 

dynamic configuration of personalised social relations and networks” (Van Houtum 2005, 

677), I feel they are intriguing elements for investigating spatial change. This is especially so 
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in light of chapter 2, in which I identified the source of urban change as relational or in-

between. 

Underlining both processuality and the actors involved, border-mechanisms have been 

described as bordering, referencing activity and everydayness in border-mechanisms. A term 

that often comes up in this regard is ‘negotiating’. Highlighting metaphorical and symbolic 

meanings alongside material ones, and tying in with ideas of sociospace in the previous 

chapter and above, borders, are therefore also seen as socially produced institutions (Paasi 

1999; see also Anderson & O’Dowd 1999, Newman 2003). They are “understood as formal 

and informal institutions of spatial and social practice” (Diener & Hagen 2009, 1198), 

directing attention away from pre-given and rigid, passive lines to “the process of 

‘bordering’” (ibid). Emphasising the active notion of the concept is “borderwork” 

(Rumford 2012). With bordering or borderwork, alongside the departure from physical 

state-boundaries towards other spaces, borders are seen as dynamic processes, closely tied 

to (mainly) human existence. These dynamic border processes peak in enactments, where 

difference is performed and decisions implemented (Minca & Vaughan-Williams 2012, 

761). In the spirit of bordering, it is argued that “[b]orders are increasingly carried around 

over space by the human body and mind” (Ernste, et al. 2009, 578). This active notion of 

borders, integrated in everyday spatial processes, is an important aspect in my thesis 

because it also grants those normally excluded a role in urban change.  

Whilst agreeing with the idea of borders as inherent in entities’ existence (again here mainly 

humans), I do not see borders as located inside an entity. In my model of borderland, 

borders emerge in the borderland, which is outside entities, between them. The essence of 

borderland is that it is the sphere in which entities have relations to each other and, 

representing border-functions, that in this sphere relations are controlled and regulated. I 

therefore consider this borderland the substance of spatial production, not the entities on 

their part, as I show in more detail below (p 130). 
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Connected to bordering and elaborating on ‘border as method’, it is claimed that method 

“is as much about acting on the world as it is about knowing it” (Mezzadra & Neilson 

2012, 66). This means through borders we not only know the world but we also act upon 

it. This point of view is important for my research for two interconnected reasons. First, 

connected to the idea that borders are not only located at the edge of state-territories but 

are multiplied and found in many other places, this helps us to ‘know’ about urban areas, 

supporting the analytical quality of my approach. Second, since borders represent a 

concentration of social processes and how people ‘act’ in them, they are also of interest for 

changing the way we live together, emphasising a programmatic quality of my approach 

towards positive change. Not least through bordering and their active role in shaping urban 

spaces, borders represent a worthwhile concept to investigate both the current spatial 

condition of urban areas and their ongoing change.  

What comes out clearly with regard to ‘bordering’, is that borders are not solely 

mechanisms to control mobility and flows at state-borders. If it is claimed that bordering 

represents processes of daily negotiation and translation, it is clear that spaces beyond state-

borders are included.  

 

3.3.2 Borders and change 

If relations are important for change, borders as spatial expression of crossover or 

transition at whichever location, play an important role in change. Below, I discuss their 

role with regard to the state-system and to urban spaces. 

  

Borders, the state-system and change 

Despite critical statements about the rigidity of states and state-borders so far, I do not 

disregard the system of states and respective borders. If ‘becoming’ or permanent change is 

a characteristic of space, rather than overthrowing the current spatial system of states, 

borderland, through the notion of borders and bordering, works with this system’s own 
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features. Instead of denying the role of state-borders in the constitution of space, I 

integrate them in my investigations, as the empirical chapters show.  

Being critical of the exclusiveness of state-borders and yet addressing borders as spaces of 

interest, ties in with a grand overall question in social science about whether systems can be 

changed from within, or whether they must be got rid of in order to do so. Despite 

changes in the perception of states, since it is likely that the ‘system’ of states and thereby 

conventional borders will remain a reality for the foreseeable future, the question is what 

can be done within that system. I argue that expanding the notion of borders beyond 

conventional meanings, utilises the system’s own features whilst looking at new ground.  

Showing the proliferation, dynamic, multiplicity and porosity of borders might provide new 

insights into spatial production and change. The assertion therefore is that the power-

relations that produce and maintain state-space are facts, but we could use similar power-

relations to investigate other spaces.  

No matter how much weight state-space and state-borders are awarded, relational, multiple 

and open space contends that there is always an alternative space. If Elden is right when he 

says that boundaries are “a second-order problem founded upon a particular sense of 

calculation and concomitant grasp of space” (2010a, 16), there is a primacy of space over 

its (artificial) and exclusive division into states. State boundaries and borders depend on 

and are formed upon and in space, hence why the division of space changes and is 

consequently part of spatial change. In such a sphere, the state-border is still an important 

border, but only one of many borders that signify difference and relations at different 

scales. With this in mind, I now discuss more specifically urban manifestations of borders 

in order to show their role in urban change. 

 

Borders, the urban and change 

As this chapter has shown, borders are no longer exclusively lines around state, but 

mechanisms that proliferate into all spaces, including urban spaces. Crucially for this 
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research, this makes borderland a useful concept to investigate urban spaces and their 

change.  Based on an overall view of space as relational, multiple and open, my research 

considers ‘the urban’ a multi-scalar condition of modes of production and consumption, as 

suggested by Lefebvre (1991). Relating to borders, as much as borders proliferate into 

urban areas, the ‘explosion’ of urban spaces (Lefebvre 2003 [1970]) once more exposes 

them to various border-mechanisms. While some concepts and theories are concerned with 

this matter, as I have shown in the previous chapter, questions of spatial restriction and 

limitation within these concepts and theories have been less clearly addressed.  

In other words, whereas the global spreading and blending of urban spaces is recognised 

and discussed, questions of how to conceptualise existing difference and frictions are less 

so (see Allen’s critique on the concept of ‘assemblage’ 2011a; also see Amin 2002a, 2006, 

2010, 2013; Balibar 2005). In his critique of assemblage and with regard to relations and 

their role in how urban spaces come together, Simone notes that “[i]t is also important to 

chart the trajectories through which such intense relations are disentangled, where various 

bodies, things, materials and spaces are kept apart through various spatial, discursive, 

economic disaggregation and segregation” (2011b). Borderland, as I conceptualise it, seeks 

to take account of this and reasons that border-mechanisms have to be thought of 

simultaneously alongside tendencies of global or “planetary urbanisation” (Brenner 2013), 

or the “city as assemblage” (McFarlane 2011a), and theorised as an “actor-network” (Farias 

& Bender, 2010). This is because even if some borders become less relevant, with 

urbanisation spreading across the ‘planet’, urban spaces conceptualised as ‘assemblages’ or 

networks of actors, borders and their features and consequences are still there, just in other 

shapes and other spaces. Space and its production are still controlled and regulated, by 

border-mechanisms, but they are dispersed in a borderland. 

Picking up on a typical border-characteristic, urban change could be seen as part of “[t]he 

daily negotiation of the urban environment [that] has become central in defining the 

privations, provisions, prejudices and preferences of a very large section of humanity” 
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(Amin 2006, 1012). In times in which cities “have become an endless inhabited sprawl 

without clear boundaries and […] sites of extraordinary circulation and translocal 

connectivity” (ibid, 1009), and in which the urban represents “the supremely visible 

manifestation of difference and heterogeneity placed together” (ibid), I suggest border-

mechanisms are a viable way to look at this daily negotiation and translocal connectivity, 

particularly in urban areas.  

Amin’s notes emphasise the value of the views on borders presented above for urban 

spaces for two reasons: first, tying in to bordering, what he describes as negotiation 

processes of the urban environment points to active proceedings in everyday urban life; 

second, urban spaces as sprawling translocalities without boundaries expands the notion of 

urban spaces across scales. Both are clearly reference to border-activities. 

Inquiring into the source of urban change, and based on relational, multiple and open 

space, borders, therefore do have a role in how urban spaces are constituted. Therefore, 

also applicable to urban spaces, we can theorise that “the processes of proliferation and 

transformation of borders aim to manage the ‘creative destruction’ and constant 

recombination of spaces and times […]” (Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 64). On the one hand, 

the urban is a condensed assemblage of difference per se, but on the other, this difference 

is not easy to grasp as it has ‘exploded’, to come back to Lefebvre (2003 [1970]). This is 

where I see the value of making ‘urban borders’ a subject of interest, as they can be seen as 

material and non-material manifestations of this multitudinous cross-scale heterogeneity.   

Considering the production of urban space as taking place in a variety of activities and 

processes, and tying in with the notion of bordering above, there is always difference, 

relations and therefore borders involved in urban change. Seeing urban spaces as a place, 

this “`place´ must be a site of negotiation, and […] often this will be conflictual 

negotiation” (Massey 2004a, 7). Also highlighted by Amin and by the bordering literature, I 

argue that this negotiation is staged at and through borders, and that such situations are 

particularly prevalent in urban areas.  
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3.3.3 Borders in practice and theory 

In what follows, I introduce practical ramifications of the differentiated conceptualisation 

of borders, and show how these conceptualisations tie in to relational, multiple and open 

space.  

 

Urban borders in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

Referring to the maps in the introduction chapter (Figures 8 and 11, p 44/47) and 

anticipating insights from the empirical chapters, Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Amman certainly show 

many aspects of urban borders. Yiftachel, for example, argues that despite, or rather 

because of the highly centralised character of Israel, the whole territory is fragmented into 

social and ethnic spaces (1997). While this fragmentation of spaces is noticeable in the 

whole of Israel, it is also found in the cities. In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, sought-after north Tel Aviv 

is mostly home to Ashkenazim (Jews of European descent), while “the social fringes of 

most Israeli cities are still occupied mainly by low-income Mizrahi Jews, self-segregating 

ultra-orthodox groups, and a ghettoised Palestinian-Arab population” (ibid, 375). It has to 

be added here that there is another group of socio-economically and spatially marginalised 

people, namely tens of thousands of refugees, mostly from Sudan and Eritrea, who arrived 

in Tel Aviv-Jaffa in the mid to end 2000s. In terms of spatial production, it is important to 

note, “the concept of fraction is salient, denoting not a voluntary process of ethnic 

dispersal, but rather an oppressive top-down, or majority-orchestrated division of minority 

territory, and power bases” (ibid, 376-377). Such marginalised people do not choose to 

separate themselves from others, but the way the constitution of space is controlled and 

regulated produces their marginalisation within cities.  

Highly centralised, strong social and ethnic differences also prevail in Jordan and its capital. 

We can, therefore, also think about urban borders in Amman. Ababsa claims, “social 

disparities within the city continue to grow stronger between West Amman and East 
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Amman” (2011a, 207). She highlights the role of continuing difference in urban change 

when describing that “after thirty years of urban renewal, Amman continues to be 

characterized by strong contrasts between poor, highly populated neighbourhoods […], 

and neighbourhoods primarily located in the west […], where the active population is 

greater, the level of education better and buildings and infrastructure are more developed” 

(ibid, 229). Hence, in the city’s ongoing urban change, some “projects, despite their 

emancipatory rhetoric, led to geographies of inequality and urban disparities within the city 

of Amman” (Daher 2013, 99). 

While these brief empirical outlooks paint a grim picture, there is also a potential in 

difference and borders to create positive change, discussed in both cities. As for Israel and 

its cities, Yiftachel theorises that “some forms of social and ethnic segregation are not 

necessarily adverse, and can form the basis for conflict management” (1997, 378). 

Elaborating on Amman, Khirfan and Momani emphasise the great value of diversity and 

heterogeneity for the city’s future (2013). Both texts refer to the necessity of dealing with 

difference in urban spaces and potential, associated with positive outcomes. Tying in with 

these exemplary notes, and as stated before, alongside the analytical interest, a secondary 

concern of the research is to include the investigation of urban borders in the search for 

more inclusive and just spaces and for more balanced power relations. 

Hence, the way urban spaces change is related to power relations, which reflect the degree 

of inclusiveness and justice in place. Supporting some relations while hindering others, 

urban space changes in a certain direction. Speaking of power relations and the question of 

political response to them, Massey points out that “[t]he real socio-political question 

concerns less, perhaps, the degree of openness/closure […] than the terms on which that 

openness/closure is established. Against what are boundaries erected? What are the 

relations within which the attempt to deny (and admit) entry is carried out?” (2005b, 179). 

Being exposed to global processes of production and consumption, and confronted with 

gated communities and fractured and segregated quarters and neighbourhoods, shrinking 
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public spaces or soaring housing prices, today’s cities became spaces of multiple borders. 

According to these features, urban borders are of course found in cities all over the world, 

but with the additional geopolitical setting in the region, they are of particular interest for 

investigating urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

 

Borders compatible with relational, multiple and open space 

Here I highlight the compatibility of borders and relational, multiple and open space. While 

older notions of borders as lines that separate fixed and bounded spaces (mostly states) 

could be seen as opposing relational, multiple and open space, I would say the progressive 

notions of borders here complement it. As much as relational, multiple and open space is 

not an entirely fluid, unimpeded sphere, a border, as presented above, is not an 

impenetrable barrier, but comes in various, dynamic forms and at different locations. The 

view of borders as “rather strange hybrid entities: they are irreal as discursively constructed, 

but they can be embodied in physical things like walls” (Casey 2011, 390) connects to the 

introduced topological and topographical notions in spatial reproduction. Other than 

equating relational, multiple and open space with a ‘borderless world’ (see most 

prominently Ohmae 1991), my view on borders sets out “to think and then act beyond 

[border’s] present limitations” (Agnew 2008, 176). Therefore, I consider relational, multiple 

and open space and borders as complementary and working together on the constitution of 

space. For me, a principally relational, multiple and open space allows principally free 

relations across space, but borders introduce restriction and limitation in a variety of ways 

that control and regulate relations. Borderland, finally, brings relational, multiple and open 

space and borders together. The way in which borderland has been conceptualised, 

expanding characteristics and functions of borders, is explored in the following section.   
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3.4 Borderland - Expanding borders 

As discussed above, scholars concerned with spatial issues have used borderland as a 

concept that expands notions of borders (p 113). Because some of the ways it has been 

used appear limited and, furthermore, in order to connect it to relational, multiple and 

open space, I set out to develop it in a specific direction. The point where I see potential 

for enhancing the concept’s usage and strength is in expanding its spatial and conceptual 

setting. Although progressive work on borderland exists, in much of the reviewed 

literature, it is either discussed as the space near state-borders, or as a space elsewhere that 

nevertheless forms around a linear border. In order to ground my own conceptualisation, 

and to build on valuable insights from existing work, I discuss some of this literature first. 

 

Land adjacent to state borders 

Acknowledging contemporary conceptualisations of borders, most usage of borderland 

sees it as a space on either side of a state-border. Among the most prominent, and a 

prototype borderland in this respect, is the border between Mexico and the USA, 

sometimes also referred to as ‘La Frontera’ (Cruz 2005; Sundberg 2008; Casey 2011; 

Gregory 2011; among many others). Other reference to such spaces, or land close to state-

borders, include the Canada-US borderlands (Konrad & Nicol 2011), Dutch migration in 

“German borderlands” (Gielis & van Houtum 2012, 802), “Muang Sing borderlands” in 

the Laos/Myanmar/China border-region (Lagerqvist 2013), “contested borderlands” 

between India and Pakistan (Bouzas 2012), or more generally “voices from the borderland” 

(Sandercock 1995).  

Borderland is exemplified as having “historical, political, and sociological conditions that 

create both barriers and opportunities” by Banerjee & Chen (2013, 18-19), in reference to 

the borders between India and China, and India and Bangladesh respectively. Related to 

the empirical setting of my own research, there is a discussion of a Lebanese village “at the 

borderland crossroads at which Lebanon, Syria, Palestine’s West Bank, and Israel abut” 
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(Goldberg 2012, 51). Likewise, and including urban matters, Jaffa is seen as an Israeli-

Palestinian space, representing a “bi-national borderland” (Monterescu 2009, 643). 

However, this literature ties the concept of borderland to conventional state-, or national 

borders, whereas I feel the spatial qualities it describes are not bound to these borders. 

 

3.4.1 Borderland – leaving state-borders 

Nevertheless, conceptually, I agree with the reasoning around why these border-spaces may 

be interesting. Wilson and Donnon’s theorisation that “[b]orderlands […] encapsulate a 

variety of identities, social networks and formal and informal, legal and illegal relationships 

which tie together people […]” (2012, 9) are valuable views. Overall, notions of borderland 

that inform my conceptualisation look at “the diffusion of borders” in a 

“multiperspectival” (Rumford 2012) way, or, in short, see borders everywhere (Paasi 2009, 

223/225). Hence, some literature indicates more far-reaching ideas around the concept of 

borderland, and thereby form the basis for how I develop its connection to relational, 

multiple and open space. I introduce some of this literature below and relate it to the value 

of borderland for my own research. 

Building on Bhabha’s notion of hybridity, which emerged at the same time as the border 

conceptualisations above, Gupta and Ferguson hinted at more progressive notions of 

borderland as early as in the 1990s. They theorise that  

 

borderlands are just such a place of incommensurable contradictions. The term 

does not indicate a fixed topographical site between two other fixed locales 

(nations, societies, cultures), but an interstitial zone of displacement and 

deterritorialization that shapes the identity of the hybridized subject. Rather 

than dismissing them as insignificant, as marginal zones, thin slivers of land 

between stable places, we want to contend that the notion of borderlands is a 

more adequate conceptualization of the "normal" locale of the postmodern 

subject.  

Gupta & Ferguson 1992, 18 
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Although these lines have to be read within the context of the time they were written, the 

idea that borderland is the ‘normal’ spatial condition rather than an exceptional one is 

compelling. It again leads to the notion that all land is borderland, not just land next to 

conventional borders. This ‘all land is borderland’, then, goes well together with the 

multiplicity of folding and stretching spaces and ideas on territory, presented in the 

previous chapter. If territory is politicised space, and space is “differently territorialized” 

(Gupta & Ferguson 1992, 9) through borderland, the concept is particularly useful in 

discussing an alternative politicisation of space. 

While the article “Europe as borderland” (Balibar 2009) mainly focuses on questions of 

citizenship and cosmopolitanism in a European context, its spatial implications also qualify 

to extend our understanding of spatial production between openness and restriction. 

Acknowledging the current spatial condition, Balibar sees a blurring of insides and outsides, 

and looks at how state borders are joined by other ones, such as the global north/global 

south division for instance. He calls this spatial condition a “mobile equilibrium” (ibid, 193) 

and, further on, borderland. Without referring to existing literature on borders, let alone on 

borderland, his ideas around borderland reconcile notions of relationality and openness 

with territoriality and boundedness. His thoughts on the political dimension of 

acknowledging a multifarious spatial production between openness and restriction are 

valuable for my research. His ideas on borderland not only depict the current spatial 

condition, but may expand our understanding of the concept, and, not least, provide a 

perspective towards more inclusive and just spatial production. 

In both her poem “To live in the Borderlands means you” (1996) and her book 

“Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza” (1987) Anzaldua addresses borderland in a 

way that expresses how I aim to use it. I find her work particularly useful because she 

thinks of a border not as a line or a space but as something people represent and carry with 

them. This personalisation of the border, mentioned above in the form of bordering, 

diverts attention away from separating lines somewhere in space to borders as something 



 127 

permanently with us, or even within us. These considerations, I would say, again bring 

borderland nearer to urban matters, where many people live and produce urban space with 

and through their bordering. Such a permanent condition of in-betweenness - in 

Anzaldua’s case mainly manifest in terms of race, ethnicity and gender - may be unsettling 

but also represents freedom. She writes that  

 

In the borderlands  

you are the battleground 

where enemies are kin to each other; 

you are at home, a stranger, 

the border disputes have been settled 

the volley of shots have shattered the truce 

you are wounded, lost in action 

dead, fighting back; 

Anzaldua 1996, 5 

 

This poem highlights the ambiguity or in-betweenness of borderland as a condition in 

which being an enemy and a friend, being at home and a stranger, being dead but still 

fighting are possible at the same time and in the same space. While Anzaldua profoundly 

describes the feeling of minorities, I would say for many people, and particularly so for 

urbanites, similar feelings are meanwhile part of everyday life and the way people navigate 

and negotiate their way through urban space. Borderland, in Anzaldua’s view, allows 

crossings and mediations in order to ‘fight back’ in this ‘battleground’, an aspect, I gladly 

adopt for my conceptualisation of borderland. 

Delanty’s examination of borderland around cosmopolitanism is another example of a 

useful discussion of borderland. As with Balibar drawing on Europe, he also speaks of 

borderland as more than the land around state-boundaries. In his borderland “[t]he global, 

the national and the European dimensions interact to produce a complex field of borders 

and re-bordering out of which emerges hard and soft borders, open and closed ones and 
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with different degrees of spatial intensity by which regions, networks and flows operate” 

(2009, 249). This is the description of a spatial configuration that might help us evaluate the 

current situation as much as to enquire as to alternatives in the production of urban space. 

The notion of borders and borderlands as different scalar spheres that interact and co-

produce the space through which spatial reproduction operates is one that I pick up and 

employ for my understanding of borderland.  

 

Borderland at the urban level 

Borderland has also been used to some extent at the urban level. Within the work of the 

Urban Think Tank at ETH-Zürich, it is emphasised that rather vaguely defined urban 

spaces, referred to as borderland, are important spaces for interaction and that it is these 

spaces that play an important role in the dispersion of power (Brillembourg, et al. 2011). 

Used in an entirely physical sense, the authors claim that these undefined urban spaces are 

the spatial source to challenge the current condition and work towards positive change 

(ibid).  

Also seeking to expand the understanding of borderland at an urban level, Iossifova is 

interested in a shift “from the study of presumably self-contained urban enclaves to the 

urban spaces in-between such bounded entities and the processes that govern borders, 

boundaries and borderlands within cities” (2013, 1; see also 2009, 2010, 2014). While her 

research identifies and addresses inner-urban zones of difference for means of urban 

reproduction, in a way I find that this replicates the state-border model in the city. Her 

focus is on the spaces in-between different urban zones or enclaves, using borderland in 

urban spaces, but she maintains the same characteristics of borderland as others do around 

state-borders. Nevertheless, the emphasis on the productivity of coexistence and everyday 

encounter such spaces produce (Iossifova 2010, 14) is very relevant.  

Traditionally concerned with political economy-questions in relation to urban space, Sassen 

has recently discussed cities as “frontier zones” (2012). In these zones, flows of all sorts 
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cause bordering within urban spaces, and, for her, spaces that intervene in these flows of 

goods, capital, information, or people are borders. Although she does not name these 

zones borderland, as mentioned earlier, one of the valuable aspects in her work here is the 

notion of ‘making’ attached to these spaces. Similar to the above examples, Sassen argues 

that these urban zones can be used to challenge an imbalance in power-relations (ibid).  

These latter examples of literature on borderland at an urban level are useful and important 

for my research in that they point to two values of the concept. First, as a possible way to 

conceptualise the current spatial urban condition, and second, as a potential point of 

reference for the spatial source of change. With a re-conceptualisation of borders, and the 

proliferation of such borders into urban spaces, the necessity as well as the possibility of 

crossing, mediating, and negotiating spread and allow broader participation in urban 

change. The current spatial condition has accordingly induced most people to “live a life of 

border crossings” (Gupta & Ferguson 1992, 7), not because they move near state-borders, 

but because borders became part of their everyday lives. Instead of considering 

borderlanders as those who live adjacent to state-borders and therefore most obviously in a 

space of crossing and mediating, due to the way space in general and urban space in 

particular is made, most people became borderlanders, particularly in urban areas.  

For the purpose of this research, I build on the conceptualisation above, but specify how I 

see borderland tying into relational, multiple and open space. While some suggest that a 

more relational, multiple and open view on space opposes a “scalar or territorial logic” 

(Brusle 2013, 605), I argue borderland can be used to underline that the scalar or territorial 

logic is relational, multiple and open. The ideas introduced here on borders and borderland 

suggest more open-minded thinking about restriction and limitation of spatial production, 

but at the same time, the state and its respective borders still resonate with some of this 

thinking. 
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3.5 Borderland and relational, multiple and open space 

Whereas it is claimed that “[t]oday, non territorial borders are not always located in 

borderlands” (Brunet-Jailly 2011, 4), I argue that borderlands should no longer be seen as 

located only at state-borders. In line with my elaborations on relational, multiple and open 

space, a useful overarching theme of borderland in the existing literature is to see it as an 

in-between space. In the in-between, relations can be made, multiplicity can unfold, and it 

is inherently open. Underlining the conceptual relationship between relational, multiple and 

open space and the concept of borderland I adopt, in these in-between spaces “social 

relations, economic exchanges, cultural ties, and political negotiations intersect and 

mediate” (Banerjee & Chan 2013, 28). What follows is crucial for the theoretical framework 

of my research. I present my specific use of borderland and how it ties in to the theoretical 

discussion so far. 

  

3.5.1 The in-between as borderland 

In my research, borderland is the sphere outside, or in-between entities, where space is not 

only ‘open’ but also where its relationality and multiplicity are determined and staged. 

Going back to a theory I discussed in the previous chapter, I refer to ANT to show that in 

my notion of borderland, borders are ultimately not barriers or lines that separate entities, 

but parts of power mechanisms that reduce or increase distance and thereby steer relations 

and constitute space. Also drawing on concepts from the last chapter and relating to 

relational, multiple and open space, it is processes of folding and stretching, bringing 

entities closer together or further away from each other, that are the border-mechanisms, 

not material or non-material manifestations of borders.  

In ANT’s ‘interessement’, depicted in Figure 15 below, “A interests B by cutting or 

weakening all the links between B and […] C, D, E, etc. who may want to link themselves 

to B” (Callon 1986, 9). My implication with regard to borders and borderland is that the 

black arrow in Callon’s sketch, and hence the border, does not exist as such. It is, rather, 
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the folding-in, bringing-closer, or intensifying relation to A that weakens B’s relation to C, 

D, and E, not a barrier that is erected between them. Going back to my depiction of 

topographical and topological space in the previous chapter (Figure 13 & 14, p 82/83), 

Callon’s ‘interessement’ equals folding space in my conceptualisation of borderland: A, B, 

C, D, and E representing entities; A folding-in B; and B thereby stretching away from C, D 

and E. All space that surrounds A, B, C, D and E is borderland, in which the entities can 

‘interest’ or ‘weaken’ each other via changing relations. 

 

Figure 15 – ‘Interessement’ in ANT (Source: Callon 1986, 21) 
 

As emphasised in the previous chapter and following the above, I consider relations 

essential elements of spatial production and change. Taking this into account, I propose a 

change in how we view substance and emptiness (Figure 16 below). Using the same setting 

as in Figure 1 (p 25), instead of attributing substance to the two entities and depicting a 

linear relation and likewise a border between them, I suggest considering the space in-

between the entities the substance and the entities as empty. Depicting borderland, I would 

like to put forward a model in which the field of relations is the substance and entities are 

‘hollow’. In order not to deny entities substance, the identity of an entity is unique in that 
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the set of relations that constitute it is unique. Hence, I am not proposing that entities are 

irrelevant but that they fundamentally depend on relations.  

 

 

Figure 16 – Inverting substance and emptiness 
 

Thinking about a human body that moves through space (air), it seems obvious that he 

human being as an entity is the substance and the space around it ‘empty’. Similarly, in the 

representation of space, entities are usually depicted as substance. They are shown as dots or 

encircled spaces that have relations to other entities, expressed through lines drawn between 

them. However, here I reverse substance and emptiness from usual depictions. The 

following series of figures demonstrate how I relate borderland to established models of 

spatial illustration. I start with a simple graphic of a network (Figure 17).  
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Figure 17 – Usual depiction of a network; entities are shown as circles and relations between them as 
lines that connect them 
 

When looking at urban matters, such a depiction is also typical for representing a network of 

cities or towns, with respective borders as lines that show larger spatial entities such as 

provinces or states (Figure 18). 

 

Figure 18 – Showing the same outline as in Figure 16 above, here portrayed as a network of towns or 
cities with respective borders, depicting provinces or states 
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Presenting the same situation with intensified relations and leaving out conventional borders 

shows how filled-up the space between the entities becomes (Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19 – Again using the same basic outline as before, here intensified relations are depicted – 
every entity is related to every other entity and to entities beyond – characterising the space in-
between the entities 
 

What these depictions have in common is that the entity is the matter and the space in-

between is empty and not of further importance. While this shows the way that spatial 

relations are often illustrated, I have the impression that much thinking about relations 

lingers around such network-type structures, which I find problematic and disregards the 

function and power of relations (see also Allen 2010). In light of what I have reasoned about 

the reversal of substance and emptiness, and building on the intensified relations in Figure 

19, I see borderland as the space between entities, which intrinsically constitutes the 

substance of space (Figure 20). 
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Figure 20 – Borderland – again the same outline, but relations between entities are now the 
producers of space; entities are empty, constituted, defined and kept together through their 
relations; the in-between as a ‘thick’ matter of multiple relations becomes the substance  

  

Following what I emphasised with relational, multiple and open space, as well as with 

borders and borderland, in my conceptualisation the situation is reversed. Entities are 

basically ‘unsubstantial’ and the space between them, in which they move and have relations 

to each other, constitutes the substance of space (Figures 16 & 20 above). In this radically 

relational approach, space is relational, multiple and open and the space between entities is a 

borderland. Entities are empty because without relations they cannot exist. They are 

positioned in space and move or are moved into another position through relations. An 

entity’s relation to other entities holds it together and in place. Hence, an entity is defined 

through its relations rather than through characteristics or qualities of its own accord, 

because relations determine these characteristics and qualities in the first place.  

 

This is an essential aspect of my research. Borderland is the space of mechanisms that 

regulate if, when, or how entities come together or part. The way entities are positioned vis-
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à-vis each other, move, and have relations to each other is how space is produced. A change 

in this constellation means a change of space. Changing relations among the entities that 

constitute an urban space therefore generate urban change. If we want to understand urban 

change, we have to look at where and how entities are related, and in order to locate this, 

borderland is a valuable concept. In further consequence, if we want to influence urban 

change, we need to influence how entities are related. 

I would like to stress here that Foucault’s dispositif – generally translated into ‘apparatus’ in 

English - also provides a concept which works with systems of relations and how they 

connect heterogeneous elements into ensembles (Ploger 2008, Legg 2011). Therefore, it 

certainly also constitutes an angle to use in urban change. But looking to develop the 

seeming discrepancy between confinement and openness, the current discourses on borders, 

and borderland as a conceptual refinement, appeared more appropriate. Moreover, the 

situation in the Levant and the actuality of border-discourses, for instance regarding 

migration, in today’s political landscape also led to the conceptual framing of borderland.  

However, my suggested inversion of substance and emptiness corresponds to the notion 

that there is no longer any centre, but only peripheries (Balibar 2009, 200). While previously 

interest focused on the entity – the centre - as substance or matter, and the periphery was 

marginalised, the periphery now has become the central interest (see also Balibar 2004, 109). 

In my conceptualisation, borderland is the facet of relational, multiple and open space in 

which entities relate by moving closer to each other or further away from each other; it is 

the regulatory structure in which relations between different entities are forged, new entities 

emerge or other ones cease. Through these mechanisms, space is held together, modulated, 

and changed.  

Therefore, borderland is where power relations reflect the ability to be active in changing 

spaces. As highlighted at the end of the previous chapter, the balance of power is decisive 

for relations, and borders are crucial to the question of where, how and which relations take 
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place. I claim that the balance of power is played out through borderland in the relational 

sphere between entities.  

To clarify, borderland addresses two concepts, of ‘borders’ and ‘land’. Whereas 

conceptualisations of borders are a crucial part of this research, I did not engage here with 

a theoretical debate about ‘land’. However, I see another strength of borderland being that 

it opens up previously fixed, evident and determined notions of the concept of land. In 

concert with borders, the usage of land indicates that all land is filled with and made by 

borders.  

 

Trajectories and temporality  

Acknowledging the reciprocity of space and time, by bringing in temporality, I come back 

to trajectories. In a simplified, two-dimensional depiction of space, entities would be 

dispersed across an area where their positions and relations to other entities can be seen 

(Figure 20). However, aside from physical space being three-dimensional, time also has to 

be considered, especially with regards to change. As outlined in the previous chapter, I 

consider trajectories the paths entities take on their way through space and time. As 

entities’ positions change, the path of their trajectories change. The changing position and 

thus the shifting trajectory of an entity is influenced by the intention of the entity itself, by 

attracting or rejecting other entities, and by being attracted or rejected by other entities. 

The changing positions of entities, traceable by their trajectories, signify the change of the 

space they co-produce.  

Because these relations – the positionality among entities – permanently change, space can 

be conceptualised as relational, multiple and open. Relational, multiple and open space 

holds space ready for entities´ trajectories to move towards. There is always space outside 

existing entities, or the momentarily ‘occupied’ space. Borderland hosts the mechanisms 

that determine which trajectories can go where, when. In borderland, entities move, new 
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entities can emerge, and others cease to exist. The way entities move, create new entities, 

and cease to exist is the way space changes.  

Tying in with the inversion of substance and emptiness in a two-dimensional depiction, in 

my view, trajectories are ‘hollow’. They are tube-like structures, constituting the history and 

thereby the identity of an entity. Alongside the relations that form the condition of an entity 

in the present, its trajectory, woven by relations, constitutes its past. This is how past 

relations of an entity still have a role in the substance or identity of an entity (Figure 21). The 

plateau on top in Figure 21 depicts the current composition of an exemplified space. This 

space is woven together through the relations between the entities; the tubes below show 

the trajectories of the entities, and the entities’ positions in the past; the space above the 

plateau is free or open. Signifying the third quality of Massey’s conceptualisation of space, 

because this space ahead is open, entities and their trajectories can, principally, move where 

they want. Borderland, as the space, or the plateau of the current spatial situation on which 

on/in which this takes place, represents the control and regulation of the entities’ movement 

in the future (dotted). 
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Figure 21 – Trajectories – the current spatial situation defined through the relations among its 
constituting entities; entities defined through the space in-between them ‘woven’ through the 
current spatial production; trajectories showing the entities’ past; above the current spatial situation, 
space is open and trajectories principally free to move; borderland, or the relations in-between the 
entities decide/s where the entities can move to 
 

Whilst I mentioned that an entity ceases to exist if all relations break away, the strength of 

large entities such as urban spaces or whole cities is that there is an immeasurable amount 

of entities and respective trajectories that constitute and hold them together. If some 

entities fold away or cease to exist and their trajectories end, others and new ones maintain 

the space of the city. The important aspect in this is the varying temporality of entities. 

Different entities have different life spans. The earth as an entity is longer lasting than a 
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human being, or a quickly forgotten idea will be shorter than Marxist socio-economics for 

instance. The fact that entities’ lifespans differ and are arranged in a staggered way holds up 

spatial entities despite the fact that its constituent parts may have much shorter life spans. 

Bundles of trajectories do not break up just because a few of its constituting trajectories 

end. This not only makes change an inevitable aspect of spatial production but signifies 

again the importance of relationality (see Figure 22). Figure 22 shows different lifespans of 

entities, expressed through the length of their trajectories (here simplified as straight). The 

space is upheld because there is always more than one entity and relations among entities 

constitute the space at every point in time. Via the rearrangement of its constituting 

entities, the space stays the same geographically, but changes its characteristic over time. 

The singled-out depictions of space over time (‘slices’) on the right show that the outline of 

the space stays the same, but the changing relations among its constituting entities changes 

the nature of the space. 
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Figure 22 – Trajectories’ temporality changes space; although the life-spans of its constituting 
entities may be shorter than the life-span of the space, it continues to exist because there are always 
enough entities to sustain it (left); the geographical outline may stay the same, but the substance of 
space changes over time, because the entities that constitute it and their relations change over time 
(right) 
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Scale invariance 

A further important aspect is that the entities I deal with in this research not only maintain 

a variety of changing relations to other entities, but consists of multiple and changing 

relations themselves. Regardless of whether we zoom in or out, the pattern stays the same. 

Entities consist of sub-entities, which form the entity through their relations, and are 

themselves formed by sub-entities, and so forth. In other words, and as discussed in the 

previous chapter (p 91), scale is also relational.  

Entities – atoms that form matter; parts of a body that form a body; neighbourhoods that 

form a city; planets that form a solar system – consist of relations among their constituting 

entities. An entity is therefore formed by many other entities and a trajectory is formed by 

bundles of other trajectories. Hence, zooming in to a trajectory would reveal that one 

trajectory is actually a bundle of trajectories (Figure 23).  

 

 

Figure 23 – Scale invariance – entities’ trajectories consist of bundles of other entities’ trajectories, 
consist of bundles of other entities’ trajectories, and so on 
 

With regard to identity, this double-relationality means that some identities are similar and 

shared and form larger identities - a nation, a state, a religion, a language, humankind -, and 

some identities are more varied individual identities - a thought, a human being, an artefact. 

Hence, similarities among identities form groups of entities, but other identities of the 

same entities differ, so that they affiliate with other such groups. In other words, entities 
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possess multiple identities. While a human being is part of humankind and shares this type 

of identity with all other human beings, her or his nationality, religion, or language differ to 

those of many other human beings. Because these similarities and differences may change, 

groups and affiliations change. It is therefore problematic to sweepingly refer to those 

outside a given identity as ‘others’. Scale invariance shows that entities are similar in some 

ways and different in others. 

From a human perspective, defining these ‘others’, so that they are more than just ‘others’ 

requires engagement. For urban life, relations across borderland are a reality and a 

necessity, and frictions may emerge when people are exposed to each other, without 

sufficient engagement with the other. This mirrors, in my view, the two different aspects of 

borders. They can be a separating element and a uniting one; a source of dispute and 

conflict or a source of enrichment and progress. 

 

Folding and stretching 

Picking up on terminology discussed in the previous chapter, another central point in 

borderland is that space ‘folds’ or ‘stretches’. Rather than side-by-side spaces, separated 

through fixed borders, borderland consists of spaces that are constituted through folds and 

stretches, jumbling the geographic near and far. Within such a jumbled spatial constitution, 

the notion of ‘outside’ space changes its meaning. In topological space, when near and far 

are no longer considered absolute, the question emerges as to where this outside is actually 

located. It is hence suggested, “to locate the topological approach on the border […]” 

(Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 60; emphasis in original) and borderland sets out to do just this.  

In the current spatial condition, insides and outsides may no longer be clearly discernible. 

Outside space may be already here, and inside space inaccessible. Folding space makes 

“`interior' space […] qua space, a part of `exteriority', we might add: it is also because every 

`interior' includes elements of otherness or strangeness that are perceived as `exterior'” (Balibar 

2009, 201; emphasis in original). The idea that there are spatial elements which are part of 
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the here that are geographically not here, or that there are spatial elements geographically 

here but functionally not here is important for my conceptualisation of borderland and for 

this research  

 

3.6 Borderland – theoretical and political value 

Alongside the value of borderland for making sense of spatial change in general and urban 

change in particular, the attached political dimension is also a theoretical quality of the 

concept. However, there is also a practical value of borderland in making relational, 

multiple and open space operational, to which I return in the empirical and analysis 

chapters. Although implicit in the discussion so far, in the last part of this chapter, I 

address the theoretical and political value of the concept, referencing core notions 

discussed so far. 

 

3.6.1 Borderland and urban change 

Borderland has two main qualities. First, it signifies how a principally open world is 

nevertheless cluttered with difference, yet spatially expressed not only along state-borders, 

but also through myriad physical and non-physical differences. This is the theoretical side 

of borderland, tied to relational, multiple and open views on space. Second, because it is 

everywhere and therefore part of today’s life in cities, most of which, despite all difficulties, 

are nevertheless functioning, it may be able to underline the quality of difference as a 

productive source of spatial constitution. This is the practical, active side of borderland, 

underlining the potential of the presented spatial situation for positive change (also see 

Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 66). Drawing from the literature, borderland is therefore a 

conceptual “alternative space” that primarily coordinates difference (Galli 2001, cited in 

Balibar 2009, 191). 

Whether or not tying their conceptualisation of borderland to state-borders, scholars 

highlight the quality of such a space, a value that helps this research to carve out positive 
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characteristics in processes of urban change. Instead of a “violent process of exclusion” at 

state-borders, a “`civil´ process of elaboration of differences” across land and in urban 

spaces is possible and would be “a resource and a wealth” (Balibar 2009, 202). Mezzadra 

and Neilson highlight borders as ‘makers’ rather than as ‘obstructers’ (also see Sassen 

2005). They point out that  

 

[t]he bordering processes that we investigate criss-cross the apparently 

bounded and discrete spaces that borders were once considered to establish 

through processes of exclusion and division. This opens up the possibility of 

new ‘fields of relation’, such as the virtual proximity of borders that are 

separated across geographical space or different kinds of folding and filtering 

that challenge the rigidity of the distinction between inclusion and exclusion.  

Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 60 

 

Borderland is useful because “[b]orders and boundaries, identities and difference construct 

and determine to a large extent the space of agency, the mode of participation in which we 

act as citizens in the multilayered polities to which we belong” (Yuval-Davis 1997, 17; cited 

in Paasi 2009, 221). I argue that the considerations of borderland outlined above, and its 

role in the organisation of difference are crucial elements in the constitution and change of 

urban areas. It speaks to seemingly inconsistent phenomena such as 

individualisation/globalisation, difference/sameness, relational/territorial, or global/local, 

beyond conventional spatial categories and at the same time brings them together without 

contradiction. It is a conciliatory, uniting concept that still acknowledges difference.  

While encounter between different entities can lead to conflict, linking it to relational, 

multiple and open space, borderland seeks to highlight positive opportunities that also 

come with it. Underlining the dispersion of bordering-processes across space, borderland is 

understood as highlighting the potential for more inclusive and just ways of urban change. 

Although speaking of boundaries rather than borders and connections rather than relations 

here, this positive side of the border is also addressed in a debate in which  
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recent work in political geography about boundaries and barriers, […] stresses 

how they do much more than divide. By introducing points of division, 

boundaries provide opportunities for crossings. These crossings, in turn, beget 

borderlands that take on their own distinct characteristics - hybrid entities that 

give the entire system its dynamism - and experiences that force one to 

question the naturalness of bounded territories and grounded identities. In 

short, division makes connection possible […].  

O’Loughlin, et al. 2011, 1 

 

If borders are also about positive notions of coming-together, having a broader variety and 

increased number of borders actually means more opportunities for positive change. The 

folding and stretching of spaces creates new borders and with them new opportunities for 

encounter and engagement. Even rather conventional work on borderland argues that 

“[t]raditional ideas of borderland and frontier are related to notions of 'transition zone'” 

(Newman 2006, 151). Borderland makes all land, including urban land, a potential 

transition zone.  

 

3.6.2 Borderland - a political role 

Building the theoretical framework and the methodology (addressed in the next chapter), 

around relational, multiple and open space and borderland, and the empirical setting in the 

Levant, underlines the interest in urban change through border-mechanisms as a political 

issue. The research is therefore about “[t]he construction of political space [that] takes 

place through modes of translation between inside and outside that the border signifies” 

(Balibar 2010, 315).  

With spatial folds and stretches, and given the political role of borders, with spreading 

borders ‘the political’ also spreads across land. In an earlier version of “Europe as 

borderland” (2009), Balibar saw borders as “vacillating, multiplied and reduced in their 

localisation, thinned out and doubled, no longer the shores of politics but the space of the 
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political itself” (Balibar 2004, quoted in Brunet-Jailly 2011, 3). Hence, functionally, borders 

shifted from the edge to the core. Later, he reformulated this section and made it part of an 

explanation about how political space is translated into public space. But he emphasised 

again that the space where the “dialectic of institutional transformations [happen is] the 

political itself” (Balibar 2009, 191; emphasis in original). While ‘transformation’ usually 

marks a step further in change processes, by institutionalising change, Balibar’s bringing-

together of borderland and the political supports my quest for inclusive and just urban 

change. 

Again, this underlines why difference and relations in borderland as an in-between sphere 

are central elements of my research. Re-politicising urban space, a broader variety and an 

enlarged sense of in-betweenness is seen as potentially working towards more inclusive and 

just spatial reproduction. I reason that the physical and mental spreading and expansion of 

borders into borderland and thereby a multiplication of in-between situations, opens up 

political space. The multiplication of borders produces additional spaces of encounter and 

exchange, which are essential elements of change. If borders are “understood as a site at 

and through which sociospatial differences are communicated” (Van Houtum 2005, 672), 

their multiplication entails an increased politicisation of space through communication. 

Dispersed and multiplied borders increase the necessity and opportunity to communicate, 

negotiate, or work across difference. Again, and emphasising the political significance, 

borders move from a peripheral matter to a central interest:  

 

Whereas traditionally and in conformity with both their juridical definition and 

‘cartographical’ representation as incorporated in national memory, they 

should be at the edge of the territory, marking the point where it ends, it seems 

that borders and the institutional practices corresponding to them have been 

transported into the middle of political space.  

Balibar 2004, 109 
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Therefore, as presented at the beginning of this chapter, the research draws on views that 

“borders should not be seen solely as phenomena located at the ‘edges’ of territories but 

rather ‘all over’ territories, in innumerable societal practices and discourses” (Paasi 2009, 

215). A consequence of this is that “there is a certain intensification of political and even 

existential stakes that crystallize relations of domination and exploitation, subjection and 

subjectivation, power and resistance” (Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 60). Dispersed all over 

space and taking on individual and specific forms of appearance, borders become a central 

political interest, and their dispersion creates an intensification of the political. I argue it is 

this capacity to communicate through difference and the attached political role that makes 

borderland valuable for an investigation of urban change. 

 

3.6.3 Borderland and the re-politicisation of space 

With the introduction of borders, space is usually seen as politically transformed into a 

territory, and therefore, also politically, homogenised. This territorialisation imprints 

identity on people and categorises them in a one-dimensional way. Within this process, 

other identities that individuals undeniably possess are neglected or even eliminated. Such 

an exclusive politicisation of space pretends there is no space outside this form of 

territorialisation.  

While territory has long been seen as unilaterally politicised by the state and the state-

system, folding and stretching spaces disaggregate this exclusive, state-centric dimension of 

territorialisation, with “new forms of territoriality emerging” (Brusle 2013, 585). A rationale 

of Elden’s long-standing engagement with the concept of territory (e.g. 2010a, 2010b, 

2013b) is that territory is about the politicisation of space and it is therefore not necessary 

to abandon the whole concept. In his view, territory is there and has its eligibility, and so 

the question is not to eliminate it, but to seek alternative ways to politicise it, i.e. re-

territorialise space. Although not always in agreement with Elden, Agnew also argues for 

wider conceptualisations of territory. He sees “territorial arrangements at any one point in 



 149 

time as only one among a range of ‘socio-temporal possibilities’” (2010, 782). This not only 

corresponds with Deleuze and Guattari´s (2004) reminder to not forget deterritorialization 

in the debate about territorialisation, but also with the presented ideas around borderland. 

If to territorialise is to politicise space, then relational, multiple and open space shows there 

is always space at hand that is not yet politicised, and borderland shows that mechanisms 

that manage this politicisation are not absolute or exclusive. Together, the two concepts are 

about a space towards which deterritorialization can unfold via changing relations among 

entities and shifting trajectories, but only to politicise space afresh and thereby 

reterritorialize it (see also Deleuze & Guattari 2004). This process, hence, inevitably holds 

the potential that space is reterritorialized in more inclusive and just ways. The regulation 

of the space-making processes, conceptualised as borderland, enables the recapturing of 

political space by a wider variety of actors. Borderland suggests that political space is not 

left to sovereign powers and economic forces, but can be activated and utilised by other 

actors as well. In so doing, borderland makes space “counterpolitical” (Balibar 2009, 191-

192). Borderland potentially turns exclusively politicised space into a public space, and 

thereby politicises it differently.  

The way I see this with regard to my research is that some actors - sovereign and economic 

actors in Balibar’s thinking - attempt to fix space for their own ends. As opposed to 

exclusive state-space that is controlled through borders, relational, multiple and open space 

regulated through border-mechanisms in borderland provides a broader variety of actors 

with the possibility to appropriate and activate it and ways to identify these potentials. 

Through attempts to fix space, some actors withhold other actors’ access to this space. 

Those who currently dominate the balance of power seem to decide on who is allowed to 

access which spaces; whose trajectories can shift towards which space; and which entities 

can get close and potentially produce new entities, or are excluded.  

I argue that the spatial configuration borderland is part of, guarantees that the opportunity 

for re-politicising space is always already here, so that some (sovereign and economic) 



 150 

actors do not have exclusive and unconditional seizure over it. Relational, multiple and 

open space, in which space does not depend on geographical proximity, inevitably provides 

such spaces. 

As I have shown above, the definition of individuals and groups through a multiplicity of 

folding and stretching identities, of which the affiliation to a state is only one, renders 

many, if not all people participants and, as it were, challengers of the current political 

definition of space. The system of states, territories and citizenship that ties people to these 

state-territories seems to be in opposition to the actual situation of how space comes 

together. Not least because of recent migration processes, but also through cross-spatial 

and cross-scalar interrelations of production and consumption, attaching identity to a 

spatial arrangement of neatly separated states is futile. If “`[b]orderland' is the name of the 

place where the opposites flow into one another, where `strangers' can be at the same time 

stigmatized and indiscernible from `ourselves' […]“ (Balibar 2009, 210), clear-cut 

belongings and affiliations are at the very least questionable. The opposites that flow into 

each other, or encounter each other across difference, I have argued, are where the source 

of urban change and its political leeway sits. 

 

3.5 Conclusion 

The main argument in this chapter has been that borders are more complex than lines 

signifying binaries, and that borderland is one way of making sense of this condition of 

“coexisting difference” (Massey 1999a, 8; 1999b, 271). In tandem with relational, multiple 

and open space, borderland takes account of the dispersion of borders and boundaries in 

space, generated by folding and stretching spaces. It stands for an intricate sphere of 

control and regulation, detached from state-borders. Eventually, borders in borderland are 

“not the place of absolute sovereignty but the place of mediation, not the place of border 

enforcement, but of border crossing” (Balibar 2009, 213). I argue borderland helps us to 

comprehend the dissolution of clear-cut binaries such as us/them, global/local, 
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relational/territorial, global north/global south, west/rest, and so forth. In an 

interconnected, ‘globalised’ world, in which near and far cannot be defined according to 

geographic location alone, space does not consist of, and cannot be explained through, 

exclusive and fixed insides and outsides. Borderland, I reason, regulates a plethora of 

insides and outsides across spaces and scales but they are neither spatially, nor temporally 

fixed, and irreducible to state-borders.  

My answer to the question “[w]hat alternative topologies are available to an inside/outside 

way of thinking” (Parker, et al. 2009, 584) is that it is the awareness of a myriad of such 

insides and outsides across scale that challenge the sole existence of ‘grand’ insides and 

outsides. Looking at this question from another perspective “[w]e are all ‘inside’, with 

nothing left outside. Or, rather, what used to be ‘outside’ has entered the ‘inside’ – without 

knocking; and settled there – without asking permission. The bluff of local solutions to 

planetary problems has been called, the sham of territorial isolation has been exposed” 

(Bauman 2002, 84). 

Borderland helps us to acknowledge this, and to recognise that the regulatory character of a 

broader variety of borders potentially supports the search for more inclusive and just urban 

change. In such a distributed ‘land’ of borders, “border areas - zones, countries, and cities - 

are not marginal to the constitution of a public sphere but rather are at the center” (Balibar 

& Williams 2002, 72). The research takes an interest in this quality of borders for an 

investigation of urban change processes.  

Conceptualising space as relational, multiple and open includes a subtler appearance of 

difference. As opposed to fixed and bounded spaces with a respective rigid form of 

difference, relational, multiple and open space means that difference, like space itself, takes 

on more complex and varied forms. There is still an important role of the territorial state, 

“but it is wrong […] that this remains the only or most significant channel of regulation 

and political change” (Amin 2004b, 223). 
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Borderland is a concept that accounts for this differentiated notion of regulation and 

change. It sets out to bring relational, multiple and open views of space together with 

arrangements of difference, conceptualised as borders in my research. Borders are “no 

longer at all situated at the outer limit of territories: they are dispersed a little everywhere, 

wherever the movement of information, people, and things is happening and is controlled - 

for example, in cosmopolitan cities” (Balibar & Williams 2002, 71). Because urban areas are 

highly heterogeneous entities, many of these occurrences of borders influence urban areas. 

Moreover, in times of “powerful cities” (Allen 2010), driven by “radical exteriority” (Amin 

2007, 100), urban areas are charged with difference and therefore truly condensed spaces of 

power-relations. When it comes to questions of power, I argue that the capacity for more 

inclusive and just urban spaces and positive urban change lies in this difference. 

Borderland is about difference within relational, multiple and open space, and hence 

underpins investigating urban change. It acknowledges openness of space, while addressing 

its relationality and multiplicity in the form of difference. Borderland is therefore about the 

“simultaneity of difference” (Massey 2010, 2), or “inclusive differentiation” (Beck 2006, 6), 

and stands for the dynamic open and restricted forms of space create. I reason this 

dynamic is helpful in making sense of urban change. 
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4  CONTEXTUALISING URBAN CHANGE 

 

4.1. Introduction 

Building on the theories and concepts outlined in the previous two chapters, in this 

methodology chapter, I place the urban spaces under question in contexts according to their 

topological and topographical qualities. Elaborating on ways the presented theoretical 

considerations may be found in the field, this chapter addresses the main research 

question’s notion of investigating the spatiality of urban change processes by linking 

conceptual and empirical aspects. I therefore contextualise urban spaces and urban change. 

Involving two cities, I see this as a variation or an ‘experimental’ approach to current 

comparative urban research (cf. McFarlane & Robinson 2012). By contextualising urban 

spaces, I mean that the respective city is not treated as a homogeneous whole, whose place 

is fixed, known and compared to another one. Instead, selected spaces in both cities have 

been analysed and brought into relation to the contexts that shape their appearance. These 

contexts reach across scales, from individuals, quarters and neighbourhoods to global 

processes. The important point is that there are multiple, simultaneous processes, that 

shape these spaces. These stretch out differently and relate across spaces and scales, 

contributing to the various contexts of the spaces under question. This is similar to the 

multiple identities that reach across space, discussed in the previous chapter. 

The way spatial entities relate to each other is important for urban change. Investigating the 

embedding of these entities in their respective contexts, and the interrelations of these 

different contexts themselves, is therefore also important. Contextualising urban spaces 

therefore means investigating a spatial situation and the relational connections that co-

produce it. Tying in with current comparative approaches, this strategy rejects treating a 

city as a spatially fixed, given and homogeneous entity, but accounts for relationality, 

multiplicity and openness. Therefore, the methods I used adapted to a spatial thinking that 

stretches across this relationality, multiplicity and openness. Mirroring the notion of 
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borderland, I used apparently traditional or conventional methods interchangeably, often 

blended into each other. In the spirit of the multiple ways urban spaces come together, a 

multi-layered methodological approach meant that I generated data from a variety of 

encounters, which were eventually brought together. 

 

This chapter introduces the research interest, re-stating the research question before paving 

the connection from the theoretical part to the empirical part. Current notions of 

comparative urbanism are then reviewed, including the question of what spatial units are to 

be compared. On the basis of this comparative work, I introduce and discuss the idea of 

contextualisation, specifically in relation to the notion of difference. Approaching the 

fieldwork, and again tying in with the theoretical basis, I present Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa as borderlands. Referring to the previous theoretical chapter, I argue that borderland 

helps methodologically in finding new grounds for comparative work. The chapter 

connects the concept of borderland to the methodological framework of context and 

contextualisation. In the final part, I address the generation of the data, the concrete 

methods applied and show how they relate both to each other and the overall aim of the 

research.  

 

4.2. Research base 

The underlying premise of the research question is that the spaces that have a role in the 

change of urban spaces are not only these urban spaces themselves, but also a complex 

coming-together of different spaces from near and far. Eventually, it is about a - possibly 

alternative - way to analyse this coming-together of urban spaces. A secondary concern is 

with how these insights may inform more inclusive and just urban change processes.  

A broader understanding of the constitution of space through and across multiple 

occurrences of difference, as presented in the previous chapter, should support the analysis 

of spatial configuration in the respective urban spaces. Despite seemingly rigid but 
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contested state borders and policies of exclusion and separation, processes that are vital for 

ongoing urban change exceed and go beyond the boundaries of the respective cities. The 

research claims that a reflection on processes of urban change must take this into account. 

Providing an intriguing sociospatial setting, the Levant may be a fertile ground to explore 

this. Conversely, due to the sociospatial situation in this region, the empirical findings may 

have the potential to also re-inform the theoretical side. 

The interest of the research is to see what can be gained from applying ideas around 

relational, multiple and open space and borderland to a situation in which states seem to 

represent exclusive, unquestionable spatial units, and state-borders their – nevertheless 

contested - delimitations. The research is concerned with constituents of urban spaces that 

exceed such a one-dimensional division, because processes shaping urban spaces appear to 

reach beyond these delimitations and across conventional geographic scales, and fold-in or 

stretch-away. That means urban change processes go beyond the spaces of the city and its 

state, and spaces involved may be in the city and state but also outside of them. This is the 

relational, multiple and open side of spatial change. Simultaneously, and working in the 

opposite direction, processes of separation and enclosure are observable. These processes 

in turn lead to contracting spaces, producing spatial units that are smaller than cities or 

states, such as gated communities or other urban enclaves. Both processes taken together 

suggest a more complex composition of urban spaces and a necessity to re-conceptualise 

borders. As shown in the previous chapter, I argue borderland accounts for a complex 

spatial situation, and can be used to analyse the change of urban spaces. The central 

question of this research is therefore about alternative conceptualisations and 

manifestations of different spatialities, if processes that produce urban space permeate 

spaces and scales from the individual to the global and beyond.  

The connection between this question and the empirical setting of the research is the 

notion that spaces in the Levant appear to be strongly contested and attempts are made to 

fix and determine them in exclusive ways, while simultaneously cities in the region are 
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naturally dependent on and related to other spaces, within and above the states, the region 

and beyond. I take this apparent discrepancy as a more radical form of processes that not 

only occur in many other spaces across the world, but also seem to be increasing. The 

Levant and the two cities in particular are therefore a worthwhile setting to apply, test and 

experiment with related ideas.  

Choosing at least two cities for the empirical work was a consequence of the spatial 

theories outlined above. First, a variety of difference characterises the region and cities. The 

geopolitical fault line between Israel and its Arab neighbours constitutes one of the most 

densely loaded spaces in the world. But the formation of difference reaches across scales. 

From the division between the Global North and the Global South which runs through the 

region, to ethnic and religious varieties within urban quarters in both cities, the area and the 

cities are charged with overlapping or colliding differences. Second, if spatial reproduction 

depends on relations, there have to be at least two entities to investigate spatial 

reproduction. Alongside the additional reasons discussed in the introduction chapter (p 39), 

this is why I chose Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as my case. Consequently, an obvious 

methodological framework for dealing with two (or more) different spaces and urban 

change would be comparison.  

 

4.2.1 Linking theory and practice  

Before coming to contexts and comparative work, I briefly discuss the connection between 

theory and the empirical. Building on the previous theory chapter, this methodology 

chapter constitutes the link to the empirical part of my research. Research, seen as a 

comprehensive activity that tries to build new understanding, rarely allows the neat 

separation of theory and practice. Iterative work (Barbour & Barbour 2003), hermeneutic 

approaches (Whitehead 2004), triangulation (Kushner & Morrow 2003; Yeung 2005), or 

modes of abduction (Schurz 2008), suggest inextricable reciprocity of theory and empirical 

in scientific work. Working towards contextualisation within comparison as my 
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methodological framework, this means that research is ‘comparative’ or ‘relational’ per se. 

McFarlane (2010, 725/26) makes this connection particularly with regard to urban studies 

(also see Robinson 2006b). It seems that since objects and subjects of interest are 

interrelated, theoretical and empirical work, thoughts and practice, have to be interrelated 

too. Propositions about the qualities of entities are only possible if they can be examined in 

relation to other entities. Reciprocity between the particular and the universal is therefore 

high. If we accept that space is relational, there are always contexts, or fields of different 

relations to look at when studying its constitution. Because space is relational, spatial 

entities and their making can only be understood in relation to other entities and their 

making, or, in other words, contextually. Comparative components are therefore inherent 

in most (scientific) examination. In this regard, arguing for a tighter connection between 

theory and practice specifically with reference to urban spaces, there has been a recent call 

“[t]owards a relational comparative approach to the study of cities” (Ward 2010). 

Whilst theoretical discourse has made considerable progress over the last years, there are 

claims that methodological capabilities have not been able to keep up with these 

progressive theories (McCann & Ward 2012; also see Bunnell & Maringanti, 2010). The 

inductive side particularly seems less pronounced and there may be a shortcoming in 

“theorizing back” (Ward 2010, 482). Picking up on McFarlane’s suggestion to use 

“‘comparison’ not just as a method, but as a mode of thought” or as a “strategy” (2010, 

725), I attempt to keep theory and empirical close together. My methodological framework 

of contextualisation builds on ideas, orbiting around ‘comparative urbanism’. 

 

4.3 Contextualisation 

While comparative urbanism has traditionally been involved in the “study of similarity and 

difference among cities or urban processes” (Nijman 2007, 1), more jumbled urban spaces 

require comparative methods that adjust to this condition. Comparative work is a 

worthwhile method to make sense of urban spaces, but as highlighted by many, needs fresh 
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ideas to meet the demands of dramatically complex urban spheres. It has been pointed out 

in this regard “that there are no universal or permanently fixed categories but rather 

contextually variable and temporally dynamic typologies” (Nijman 2007, 5). Brenner 

suggests these typologies require a more pluralistic approach in comparative work, not least 

because “dualistic conceptions are not particularly helpful tools for grasping the types of 

qualitative sociospatial and scalar transformations that are currently unfolding within and 

among contemporary cities” (2001b, 135). Analysing Abu Lughod’s seminal book on New 

York, Chicago and Los Angeles, he speaks about “sociospatial contextualization” (ibid, 

136). Such a ‘contextualisation’ seems rewarding but asks for a new interpretation of 

comparison. In my methodological framework, I set out to address this. 

Tying in to the presented theoretical framework, with a strong focus on relations, 

multiplicity and openness, I see context as something that ‘surrounds’ an entity in the sense 

of the relations that relate other entities to the entity in question. In my emphasis on 

relations, I see context as the set of relations, or “milieu” (Deleuze & Guattari 2004, xvii) 

that topographically and topologically constitutes an entity. Contexts from near and far 

amount to the entity’s constitution or identity. If an entity cannot exist on its own and 

depends on relations to other entities, to understand the entity, the set of relations or 

contexts that constitute it need to be understood. Possibly a form of dialectic, instead of a 

sociospatial dialectic (see Soja, 1980, in a previous chapter, p 76), context is more of a 

space-space dialectic. I see contextualisation, or the discovery of relations that make a 

particular space, a form of comparative work. The spatial setting in which this happens is 

relational, multiple and open space on the one hand, and borderland on the other. Contexts 

are the sets of relations including processes that control and regulate these relations in the 

constitution and change of urban spaces. They are therefore located in the borderland, 

between entities.  

The challenge for comparison is finding “a strategy for destabilizing the assumptions and 

limits of knowledge, ideas or theory and reveal its distinctiveness, and for formulating new 
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positions and lines of inquiry” (McFarlane 2010, 732), and borderland offers a platform to 

do so. Borderland follows the suggestion of a “remaking and replacing of current 

theoretical accounts” (Robinson 2011b, 17) and provides the logical background for 

contextualisation within comparative work. With its dispersed notion of difference in the 

form of borders and a concomitant distribution of relations, borderland enables us to relate 

different spatial processes and to place them in different contexts, geographically proximate 

or not. 

For comparative urbanism and comparison as such, Tilly´s “Big Structures, Large 

Processes, Huge Comparisons” (1983) remains a major point of reference (referred to by 

Brenner 2001b; Nijman 2007; Ward 2010; Robinson 2011a, 2011b; McFarlane & Robinson 

2012, among others). Tilly identifies four strategies for comparative work: individualising 

comparison, universalising comparison, finding variation comparison and encompassing 

comparison. Whereas these strategies constitute guidelines, pervasive difference and 

relations that produce urban spaces as core parameters in the theoretical framework make 

it difficult to use or decide on one. Nevertheless, in light of complex spatial juxtaposition, I 

feel that finding variations still constitutes a worthwhile general approach, because it 

reflects the heterogeneity of the investigated situations (see also Abu Lughod 1975). Similar 

to the units we compare, strategies to investigate them are generally difficult to keep neatly 

apart. Nijman therefore noted that there is presumably “no single comparative method but 

rather a plurality of comparative approaches […] (2007, 5) needed. Pushing this further, 

and tying in with Massey’s conceptualisation of space, Jacobs again emphasises multiplicity 

as the central aspect when looking at urban phenomena (2012a, 2012b). I suggest 

contextualisation as a form of comparative work represents such a focus on multiplicity. 

The cornerstones of how comparative urbanism as methodology is seen today are: first and 

overall, comparison in a conventional sense of juxtaposition is somewhat out-dated and 

new approaches within the concept are sought; second, there is a need to think about what 

the city actually is; third, the particular and the universal flow into each other; and fourth, 
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instead of exclusively inductive or deductive procedures, theory and findings from the field 

need to inform each other.  

An aspect in the literature on comparative urbanism that has been addressed more clearly 

in recent years is the concept of difference itself. Difference as such and in all its 

occurrences, this literature suggests, should be part of empirical analysis, particularly in the 

search for entities that can be compared. In a relational, multiple and open view of space, 

these entities can consequently no longer exclusively be units like whole cities or states.  

If the reproduction of urban space depends on relations that reach beyond this space, and 

on more than simply processes of exchange from A to B, comparison has to encompass 

more than a juxtaposition of two distinct spaces. Contemporary discourses largely agree on 

the notion that processes shaping urban areas are extensive and complex, and exceed 

municipal boundaries. If space, and particularly urban space, is treated as an ongoing 

process of production and reproduction, the city cannot be investigated as a fixed, stable 

entity. Hence, the interest of my research in the sets of relations – or contexts - along the 

folds and stretches that blend near and far, and that have their role in the constitution of 

urban spaces. In my investigation, the objects of comparison are not places such as a whole 

city or a quarter, but the relations between entities that constitute these urban spaces. 

Methodologically, I therefore do not compare the two spaces, but look at the contexts 

through which the urban spaces are produced and re-produced.  

 

4.3.1 What are the units of comparison? 

This premise speaks to one of the main questions of contemporary comparative urban 

research about what the units of comparison are (see for instance Nijman 2007, 5). In this 

regard, it is argued that we need “to rethink our most basic assumptions regarding the site, 

object and agenda of ‘urban’ research” (Brenner, Madden and Wachsmuth 2011).  If 

“[c]ities are so diverse and so awash with different claims that it is doubtful that there could 

ever be anything approaching complete agreement about what cities are about or about 
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what to do with them” (Thrift 2004, 726), I infer that a way to understand their 

configuration and change would be to focus on this difference. Generally, investigating 

both space and its production processes poses a considerable challenge if space is 

relational, multiple and open, and processes that constitute it ephemeral.  

It seems that the answer to the question ‘what to compare’ tends to be processes rather 

than sites. This could represent a vicious circle, as what we want to compare might 

simultaneously be what we try to find out. In a processual world, defining the object of study 

means to bring it to a standstill, while it is its motion that is of interest to us, particularly so 

when it comes to cities. Ward highlights a need to look at “unbounded, relatively 

disconnected and dispersed, perhaps sprawling activities” (2010, 479) in the reproduction 

of cities. Linking methodology to the theory in the previous two chapters, in his ‘relational 

comparative approach’ he also writes about a consolidation of contradictory “territorial and 

relational geographies of cities” (ibid, 483). Yet much empirical work in urban studies looks 

upon cities as fixed and rigid constructs. Famously, ‘global city’ and ‘world city’ research 

sets out to compare and rank distinct urban areas according to quantitative data and 

economic parameters. But even with a focus on qualitative methods, a lot of research has 

treated cities as finished products, in an attempt to trace their characteristics and compare 

them to others. Thus, the results are often unsatisfactory in explaining cities’ actual 

constitution, or, again, their permanent “becoming” (Pred 1984, Massey 1991a, Harvey 

1990, Thrift 2004, Jones 2009, Anderson 2012). Whilst Abu Lughod argued as early as 

1975 that comparative urbanism has to put a focus on this ‘becoming’, some studies still 

lock cities in space and time. They do not direct much attention to relational processes but 

rather focus on comparing distinct sites. 

 

4.3.2 Why contextualisation? 

The reason for introducing contextualisation as the methodology framework mainly draws 

on the introduced spatial theories in the previous two chapters. However, there is also 
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extensive use of the terms ‘context’ and ‘contextualisation’ by a range of urban scholars 

that inspired me to think about its value as a methodological frame (Allen & Cochrane 

2007, 2014; Benhabib 2009; Brenner, Madden & Wachsmuth 2011; Giaccaria & Minca 

2011; Kantor & Savitch 2005; Legg & McFarlane 2008; Paasi 2011; Pieterse 2011; Peck & 

Theodore 2012; Robinson 2015a; Roy 2009a; Waley 2012; to name but a few). ‘Context’ 

seems to be an important notion and is used so widely, that I wonder if we cannot 

appropriate it not only implicitly but intentionally for comparative work. The concept, on 

any account, plays a pivotal role in ‘relational’ thinking in the constitution and organisation 

of urban areas (cf. Cook & Ward 2012; Healey 2006; Jacobs 2012b; McCann & Ward 2010; 

Peck 2014; Ward 2008, 2010). Overall, it is claimed, “comparative urbanism also needs to 

be informed by a cosmopolitan sensitivity to context […]” (Waley 2012, 817). 

In order to trace back ideas on contextualisation, I present thoughts from an array of urban 

scholars that hint at the importance of contexts in urban studies and comparative 

urbanism. In a critical examination of ‘assemblage’, Brenner, Madden and Wachsmuth 

emphasise that some ways assemblage is used leave “unaddressed important explanatory 

questions regarding the broader (global, national and regional) structural contexts within 

which actants are situated and operate […]” (2011, 233). Highlighting the multiplicities at 

play in the constitution of urban areas, they furthermore speak of a “context of contexts” 

(ibid, 234). Addressing both ‘relational’ and ‘territorial’ spatialities involved in policies of 

urban change, Cook and Ward develop a model of ‘relational comparison’ on the basis of a 

concrete redevelopment project. They argue that “the current era differs from its 

predecessors not only in the range and type of actors involved in ‘moving’ and ‘fixing’ 

policies, but also in terms of the nature of the relationships between cities and the context 

in which they operate” (Cook & Ward 2012, 776). I argue that borderland answers the 

question about the context in which relationships operate.  

Peck and Theodore (2012) class context and contextualisation as sub-categories for urban 

inquiries, but vital for meaningful methods in the study of urban areas. They contend that 
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“[t]he questions of how policies-from-elsewhere are put to work by local actors, and how 

they are translated, contextualized, and embedded, must always be on the table” (2012, 25). 

In other words, for studying urban spaces, it is important to contextualise how elsewheres 

constitute a factor for local actors. In her account on urban policy mobility, Robinson 

claims that “[r]ather than tracing how policies arrive in different contexts and are made 

local, [she] suggests an inversion of perspective, to consider how cities ‘arrive at’ policies in 

the context of a globalized world of urban policy circulations” (2015a, 1). This would entail 

a shift of the notion of context, from context as a fixed space to context as part of a 

globalised world; a shift from “what is moving” to how ideas are composed (ibid). These 

thoughts show that contexts and contextualisation are highly relevant in contemporary 

conceptualisations and examinations of urban spaces, so why not let them take centre 

stage?  

Etymologically, context means, “a joining together”, or “to weave together” (Online 

Etymology Dictionary 2015), a definition that can describe the current constitution of 

urban spaces. It should therefore also be suitable for investigating them. It is, however, not 

so much the terminology that I find intriguing, but a noticeable – and perhaps necessary - 

shift of interest to contexts in urban studies. If urban policies are made by “multi-sited social 

processes” (Peck & Theodore 2012, 24), and we cannot know where a particular policy 

comes from, because of an “amorphous mass of […] thinking” that triggered it (architect 

from Johannesburg quoted in Robinson 2015a, 832), a focus could be on such ‘multi-sited 

processes’ or this ‘amorphous mass’, I call context. The chapter follows this idea, focusing 

on contexts that produce urban spaces, and seeks to incorporate ‘contextualisation’ into 

our methodological canon.  

Contextualisation constitutes a middle ground between a place-oriented juxtaposition and a 

universal ‘everything is related’ view. If “the best theoretical and applied urban geography 

will arise from a multiplicity of perspectives” (Dear 2005, 251), I see contextualisation as an 

alternative that accounts for multiplicity rather than for duality as in the mere comparison 
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of two places. In this respect, contextualisation is compatible with the introduced 

theoretical framework.  As presented, dispersed borders and difference within a relational, 

multiple and open space mean that the constitution of urban spaces is influenced by 

processes that reach across various spaces and scales. Urban spaces, hence, consist of 

multiple contexts and one way to understand their constitution and change is to investigate 

these contexts. 

  

4.3.3 Contextualising across difference 

Difference, addressed in the previous theoretical chapter with the concept of borders, is an 

inherent component of comparison, and urban questions and scientific work in general 

often require comparison (McFarlane 2010, 725-726). To make sense of a situation, 

reference to other situations, experiences, and histories are essential. Building up 

knowledge, therefore requires the ability to think in contexts. The reference has to concern 

one or more other entities, situations, thoughts, policies that are different to the initial one. 

In popular methodological frames like ‘transnational’, ‘international’ or ‘cosmopolitan’ 

urban studies, or ‘translation’, ‘discourse’ and ‘conversation’, or generally “methods 

sensitive to the trans” (Jacobs 2012b, 908; emphasis in original), difference and contexts are 

self-evidently involved.  

Difference, spanning various contexts, is therefore the productive force out of which new 

knowledge can be generated. Instead of rejecting difference as something that needs to be 

overcome, it is also a stabilising feature. Representing an inevitable, but flexible force, it is 

one component of the structuring of spaces and a provider of identity. In urban affairs, 

difference would then be seen less “as a problem to be avoided and more as a productive 

means for conceptualising contemporary urbanism” (McFarlane & Robinson 2012, 767). 

Linking back to theory with regards to difference, ‘and’ becomes central in the multiplicity 

of spatial reproduction (Jacobs 2012b, 904; also see Doel 1996). Difference as more than a 

dividing line, but something literally substantial is emphasised in the claim that “[a]nd even 
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if there are only two terms, there is an AND between the two, which is neither one nor the 

other, nor the one which becomes the other, but which constitutes the multiplicity” 

(Deleuze & Parnet 1987, 34-35; cited in Doel 1996, 435). To investigate this multiplicity in 

my research means to investigate multiple contexts that have a role in urban change in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

As I have shown in the previous chapter, releasing the concept of borders from lines along 

state boundaries to embrace their presence and qualities within all spaces in the form of 

borderland, allows them to be seen as expressions of these differences and relating 

contexts. They help us find “ways of working across diverse urban experiences” 

(McFarlane & Robinson 2012, 765). In a spatial setting in which there is no centre but only 

peripheries (Balibar 2009, 200), and in which this “decentering assumes multiples” (Jacobs 

2012b, 904), difference and borders have a new meaning, also for comparative work. 

Hence, in my research, borderland as “tertium comparationis or the “third part” of 

comparison” (ibid, 905) is seen as a decisive component in the investigation of spatial 

constitution and change. Relating to my shift from borders to borderland, a “focus on 

comparison as a means of learning through differences” (McFarlane 2010, 728), suggests 

that difference has a dimension. Together with my conceptualisation of borderland, 

contexts make difference the actual ‘location’ of interest, or contexts in borderland “the 

Figure of difference itself” (McFarlane & Robinson 2012, 766).  

In borderland as the sphere that controls and regulates separation and relation, difference is 

also about relation. The space in-between entities is not only interesting in terms of 

difference as a separating phenomenon, but also as a relating one. Hence, transferred from 

difference as a signifier of separation to difference as precondition of relation, it also 

applies here that “connections themselves become the units of comparison”, or “the 

connection, then, becomes the case” (Robinson 2011b, 14/15). Difference is therefore 

important for both separation and relation and constitutes the substance for my 

comparison. Performing a conceptual shift from centre to periphery, and focusing on 
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context as the ‘third part’ of comparison means that contextualisation as my form of 

comparison is about difference that separates and relates. 

 

4.4 In the field 

Here I introduce the fieldwork and relate it to discourses on contextualisation. I briefly 

address the two cities and questions of scale through urban situations within them, set 

against notions of a `global north´ versus `global south´, or the `west´ versus the rest. 

Returning to the notion of borderland, it is again emphasised how the work draws on 

difference. The fieldwork is introduced not as a form of observation from the outside, but 

as a series of encounters. This way, the role of the researcher is not seen as that of a 

neutral, external observer, but as adding another participant and trajectory to the relations 

that span across the spaces under question. Despite the intention of the best possible 

objectivity, the position of the researcher inevitably became part of the research, especially 

in the field. The following sections and the empirical chapters that follow this chapter have 

to be seen or read considering this.   

 

4.4.1 Contextualising Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa through borderland 

Merging theory and empirical work, the fieldwork investigates urban change in the two 

cities through contexts that I think are relevant, and for which borderland is the conceptual 

background.  

As described in the introduction chapter, literature and study trips suggested more versatile 

interrelationalities in the region and cities than a one-dimensional focus on the conflict 

shows.  In contrast to exclusive and absolute difference only materialising at state-borders, 

much richer sets of difference, within and beyond the cities and states surfaced, driving the 

research interest.  

Returning to methodology, and issues of comparability, a common statement from people 

in both Israel and in Jordan was why and how anyone would want to compare Amman and 
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Tel Aviv-Jaffa. The implication was that they could not be compared, because they have 

nothing to do with each other and nothing in common. While this has not been the key 

interest or necessary precondition of my research, I have shown in the introduction chapter 

that there are relations and features they have in common (p 34). Underpinning this, there 

is a dominating idea that only cities that are related or have something in common should 

or can be compared, which I do not share. 

Within the comparative urbanism discourse, the comparison of similar cities (Kantor & 

Savitch 2005) is as much discussed as the comparison of different ones (Pickvance 1986). 

To be clear again, highlighting the background of the conflict and some basic common 

indicators of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa in the introduction does not intend to judge 

whether or not the two are especially suitable for comparative work. But they nevertheless 

hint at a potentially fruitful field of tension in this contested region. Agreeing with 

Robinson’s critique of an apparent “incommensurability” (2011b, 5), research along and 

across constituting relations in the Levant and in the two cities is, if nothing else, as feasible 

and meaningful as anywhere else. Given the exceptional geopolitical situation, the urban 

parameters highlighted in the introduction, and considering the theoretical framework from 

the previous two chapters, I argue investigating urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa along ideas of contextualisation based on comparative work is a consistent endeavour.   

One of the most prominent divisions in urban studies is still that of Global North versus 

Global South (Robinson 2002, 2005, 2011a, 2011b; Roy 2003, 2005, 2009a; McFarlane 

2010; Parnell & Robinson; 2012). The Israel-Jordan-border may be seen as one of the 

manifestations of this division. Looking at parameters such as GDP, level of income, or 

positions in city rankings more or less confirms this picture. However, one of the 

intentions of the research and outcomes of the fieldwork has been to show that there is 

much more diversity present beyond this global division. 

People I interviewed or had a brief chat with, both in the two cities and elsewhere, as well 

as news, or casual everyday-situations by and large subscribe to the idea that Amman is not 
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‘modern’ and is ‘underdeveloped’, whereas Tel Aviv-Jaffa belongs to the ‘modern’, 

‘developed’ world (see a discourse on ‘modernisation’ and ‘developmentalism’ in relation to 

comparative work by Nijman 2007; Robinson 2011a, 2011b; Parnell & Robinson 2012 for 

instance). On the other hand, this dichotomy is not immediately evident in the daily lives of 

the two cities. From similar levels of wealth and poverty, the same products in the 

supermarkets and street markets, to familiar issues discussed with regard to the urban 

condition, such as high rents, lack of services, lack of transportation, lack of public or green 

spaces, and so forth, parameters do not suggest a difference that would throw Amman and 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa into separate worlds. Affiliations and relations stretch across scales and 

spaces, transcending such a divide, and diverse shades of modernity or development are 

found in the cities, often within short distances. People there naturally associate themselves 

and their surroundings with family, job environment, social affiliations, or relatives and 

friends from next door to the other end of the world.  

If relations reach across multiple scales, and spaces fold in or stretch away, the ‘other’ can 

be found right here, in the building, the neighbourhood, or the city, as much as somewhere 

further away. Simultaneously, family ties, friendships, affiliations of other sorts, and 

influences and relations also fold and stretch, not necessarily corresponding with 

geographical proximity. Hence, I followed the claim that “it is very important to move 

beyond systemic incorporation or convergence assumptions as the ground for comparison” 

(Robinson 2011a, 9). Overall, the fieldwork has shown that life in both cities covers an 

enormously widespread spectrum and Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are characterised by 

diverse and varied elements of urbanity. 

Taking account of these scopes and scales, and following the theoretical premise of my 

research, the work in the field dealt “with multiple levels of analysis” (Denters & 

Mossberger 2006, 552). Although my own mobility was not the main priority, I was free to 

move and work across the Israel-Jordan state-border. As opposed to Israeli or Jordanian 

scholars, I was able to engage with spatial situations and scholars, officials, representatives 
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from NGOs and ordinary individuals in both cities. This does not constitute a 

methodology, but represents an important element of the empirical work that underlines 

the overall approach. Relating through physical and non-physical differences within and 

beyond the cities, the states and the wider region as a researcher, I embodied the 

methodology I used. While observing and hence outside, I was simultaneously in the 

middle of situations, again referencing the centre/periphery metaphor presented 

previously. As part of my methodological canon, this physical and mental journeying 

through the borderland intended to find spatial situations that were significant and relevant 

for urban change in the two cities. 

As mentioned above, there is a call for more experimental approaches in (comparative) 

urban work (Abu Lughod 1975; Pinder 2005; Robinson 2011a; McFarlane & Robinson 

2012). I would argue, adopting and adapting borderland as the theoretical framework and 

as also guiding the methodological approach constitutes such an experimental approach. 

Experience from the fieldwork shows that exposing oneself to unfamiliar urban settings 

over a longer period and navigating these respective spaces already amounts to a 

considerable experiment. Living in the place of interest that is not one’s home, apparently 

unrelated research activities become parts of empirical work. Travelling from the airport, 

finding accommodation and sourcing daily needs, getting around, finding and arranging 

meetings, and understanding conventions and how things work are parts of deducing 

information. Tying in with the methodological framework, these activities also 

contextualise, as the researcher makes their way through the unknown environment 

according to experience from other comparable situations and places. I consider being 

exposed to the spaces one tries to understand essential for research. This takes account of 

the idea of ‘witnessing’ as an activity, rather than merely capturing representations of things 

around (Dewsbury 2003).  

Such a methodological structure also picks up on the notion of “ethnographic 

engagement” for which “conceptual flexibility” (Bunnell & Maringanti 2010, 418) is 
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needed. These fieldwork practices “require building familiarity with the particularities of 

urban places, something which can only be derived from physical, multi-sensory 

experiences in the field” (ibid, 419). Journeying through Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, my 

research trajectory intersected with those of actors (ordinary people, activists, architects, 

planners, urbanists, and municipality officials), processes these people have been attached 

to (migration, housing, political expression, and urban development projects) and the actual 

spaces in the respective city, in which the coming together of the two became manifest. 

Seen as expressions of present power relations, I took an interest in the coming-together of 

different attitudes, wishes, needs, visions, or plans. These spaces of coming-together, I 

found, might be expressions of a “bargaining” (Kantor & Savitch 2005, 142) within the 

balance of power.  

 

4.6 Generating data 

Within this framework that seeks to contribute to the discussed theories and 

understandings of how to work in the field, I used classical methods such as travelling, 

mobility and walks, a survey, interviews, field notes and diary, photo and film, writing a 

blog, drawings and sketching, and content analysis. As mentioned at the beginning of this 

section, these can be seen as the contact points of my own trajectory with various other 

trajectories. Favouring a holistic approach, the different concrete methods were applied 

according to the personal interest of the researcher, demand, possibilities and sometimes 

chance. 

These modes of generating data also varied in terms of how structured they were. 

Transcribing interviews is more or less a straightforward process of putting information 

down on paper. Besides choosing interview partners and questions in the case of structured 

interviews, the place where the interviewee wants to meet, and her or his personality, are 

again interesting contexts. Keeping a fieldwork diary or doing sketches includes a 

considerable amount of processing. Personal impressions and thoughts, gleaned from the 
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new environment, enter the research this way. Photographing and filming also already 

contain intention, as they both combine the collection of information with a deliberate 

decision on what to collect and how. These modes of generating data reject the idea of the 

researcher as a neutral observer. In this sense, doing research comes with two contradictory 

consequences. First, a researcher is part of what she/he tries to find, questioning 

objectivity; and second, a researcher cannot ever capture all relevant information to make 

sense of a situation, questioning comprehensiveness. Coming back to the research at hand, 

the first point means, as a researcher, I represent one additional trajectory within the 

ongoing change of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa: in the Anglo-Saxon academic world, in 

west-and-east-Amman, north-and-south-Tel Aviv-Jaffa, in the Levant, in Israel, Jordan or 

the Middle East. The second point is what keeps research interesting and open and opens 

up unknown spaces: even someone born and raised in a certain place does not know all its 

specificities, characteristics and possible changes.  

The employed research methods can be subsumed under ethnographic investigation. Fairly 

traditional methods have been used for making sense of urban change and the processes 

behind it. They are, however, embedded in an overall approach to unpack processes and 

contexts involved in urban change. The underlying meaning of this set of methods is that 

borderland signifies complex interwoven processes occurring simultaneously; meaning that 

investigation also requires a certain degree of simultaneity. The methods used are linked to 

each other and complement each other. As discussed in the first part of this chapter, 

apprehending borderland cannot be done with one method, but needs to be looked upon 

from different angles.  

 

Travel, mobility, walks 

Despite a variety of information technology tools and the possibility of organising 

information through the Internet, for me, personal presence in the spaces under 

investigation was indispensable. Being exposed to and in immediate contact with the 
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subject matter is important for the way I do research, and altogether, I spent about ten 

months in the field.  

 The interest in border-situations made travel to and from the field an interesting part of 

the research. Due to the long time in the field, and because it was split into two parts, a lot 

of travel and encounter with conventional border-situations was involved. As I show in the 

upcoming empirical chapters, some of the encounters while travelling to and from or 

between Israel and Jordan provided deep insights into border-mechanisms that, despite an 

array of other and additional borders, also influence urban change in the two cities.  

However, because the research is about urban change in the two cities, I focused on staying 

“in-situ” rather than on a “multi-site” approach (Peck & Theodore 2010, 172). This is in 

contrast to a research method that follows relations to where they appear (e.g. flows of 

policies; see McCann 2011, McCann & Ward 2012). Nevertheless, physical movement and 

going out was a central part of the fieldwork. Within the respective city and the two 

countries, it was important for me to personally encounter space-producing situations 

across scales and spaces by being mobile. The emphasis was on traversing walks, some 

embedded in activities like going to an interview, some specifically made in order to cut 

across and perceive the variety of urban spaces. Although one can spend an endless 

amount of time wandering around cities, the size of Tel Aviv-Jaffa is such that these walks 

can be done in an hour or two, whilst in Amman, they took whole days. Alongside the 

pressure to ‘find’ useful information, these walks constituted the most exhausting, but, in 

hindsight, the most rewarding situations and encounters. Usually not satisfied with a too 

narrow or rigid research- or methodological frame, I wanted to embrace as much of the 

respective spaces as possible and to absorb moments, events, or situations thoroughly 

whilst in the field. Walking around, seeing, smelling, touching the city, and meeting and 

speaking to interesting and interested people was a true pleasure and a vital source of 

information. Sometimes the information was rather subtle and I only recognised its value 
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later when I cross-referenced the documented encounters with other methods, like field 

notes or the blog, as discussed below.  

 

Survey 

Because one of the features I knew before starting the fieldwork was a significant internal 

difference in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, a first methodological ‘experiment’ was a 

survey-map about perceived locations of this difference. As a means to get to know the 

cities and to enter into conversation with people, I prepared a simple city-map and asked 

passers-by whether they knew about this apparent difference and where they thought it 

was. Provided with a pen, they drew a line – or an area, as a few did - on the provided map, 

where they thought this internal division was. In addition, with some of the participants a 

discussion about the urban outline of the city emerged and allowed me to understand how 

inhabitants thought of their city, particularly with regard to this internal difference. I did 98 

survey-maps in Tel Aviv-Jaffa from April to May 2013 and 175 in Amman in May 2014. In 

Amman, I had help from young people from a refugee camp. 

The result is a mesh of lines crossing central Amman and the southern part of Tel Aviv 

(Figures 24 & 25, compare to Figures 8 & 11, p 45/48 in introduction chapter). On the one 

hand, the results vary and follow one route or another, but on the other hand, many of the 

indicated ‘borders’ correspond and the principal existence and location of main internal 

differences seems to be common knowledge. The actual ‘result’ of the survey, however, is 

rather secondary. The most valuable insights from the survey were probably the secondary 

or contextual information they provided. Via the survey I entered into conversations and 

people raised their concerns, anger, attitude or wishes about matters related to their city, 

whether directly connected to the apparent division or not.  
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Figure 24 – East/West divide in Amman as perceived by the participants of the survey; 
superimposed responses of survey upon central Amman map 
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Figure 25 – North/South divide in Tel Aviv-Jaffa as perceived by the participants of the survey; 
superimposed responses of survey upon Tel Aviv-Jaffa map 
 

Corresponding with the orientation of the two respective cities and states, conducting the 

survey revealed the issue of language. With only a rudimentary knowledge of Arabic and a 

few words in Hebrew, I relied on English to communicate. Almost everyone in Tel Aviv-

Jaffa I spoke to spoke English, so that conducting the survey and the rest of the work in 

the field was linguistically straightforward. In Amman, although a surprisingly high number 

of people spoke English, the survey proved difficult and I had to find people to help me 

with it. Furthermore, my Syrian Standard Arabic bemused people.  
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In hindsight, the survey can be seen as having pointed me to the problematic of 

topographical versus topological and physical versus non-physical difference. Particularly at 

the beginning of the fieldwork, but also throughout, my mind often slipped back to more 

obvious and tangible manifestations of difference, e.g. streets, buildings, quarters. The 

conventional map I used for the survey and the attached physical expressions of difference 

were therefore one reason that made me question an all too fluid or exclusively topological 

spatial layout. This difference also became manifest in some statements that arose from the 

survey. On the one hand, people made up their mind following concrete urban landmarks, 

such as the first or the third circle, Jabal Hussein, or Shmeissani in Amman, or the end of 

Rothschild Boulevard, Eilat Street, the Bus Station, the Yarkon River or the Ayalon 

highway in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. On the other hand, less tangible answers included ‘West Amman 

is where the rich live and East Amman is where the poor live’; or that ‘South Tel Aviv is 

where there is fighting, poor people and migrants, whereas in North Tel Aviv there are 

families’. One participant in Tel Aviv-Jaffa remarked that borders are in our minds, not in 

the city. 

As the example of the survey shows, methods like the survey, informal interviews and 

cross-urban walks blended into each other and I generated more information in bringing 

them together, or in-between them than from each on its own.  

 

Interviews 

An important element in my methodological canon was interviews. Interviewees included 

professional planners and architects, NGO staff, and municipality officials. Aside from 

official interviews in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, I held a number of informal 

conversations with people I met during my walks, while doing the survey, or just by 

chance. Whereas the official interviews provided first-hand information from people 

professionally involved in urban change, the informal chats that sometimes only consisted 
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of a few words, or non-verbal encounter, were not any less valuable. In this way, 

information found its way into my research that I may not be fully aware of. 

When I organised the interviews, a difference surfaced not so much between Amman and 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa, but between the conventions in the region and my own cultural 

background. I learnt that restraint and unobtrusiveness do not always lead to conversations 

and interviews. Sometimes people responded only after several emails and calls, sometimes 

only when people who referred me to them intervened, sometimes interviews did not 

materialise although they were scheduled a couple of times, sometimes my efforts to meet 

someone were entirely futile. On the other hand, the principle of ‘snowballing’ worked well 

and interviewees I got to know through others, turned out useful, knowledgeable sources. 

In this respect, whilst the Internet and social media were not the first priority in my 

fieldwork, people I knew from an online-platform helped considerably in finding 

interesting other people to talk to.  

Intriguingly in terms of who I interviewed, sometimes people recommended speaking to 

someone, whilst warning me that this person would tell me this or that. Through this, I 

gained a deeper insight into different camps, or the political field in a wide sense. It is 

another example of how a foreigner might be freer to move through difference than those 

who are more or less stuck in the grown patterns of the (political) urban spaces. Despite 

being mostly open-minded people, it was interesting to see who was related to whom, and 

who never speaks to whom. In some cases, difference ran across people and groups, who 

intrinsically worked on similar issues and shared the same attitudes and interests. In some 

cases of academia and the private sector, I had the feeling competition over jobs or 

commissions made competitors out of people who were essentially on the same side. 

Capitalist or neoliberal principles also infected those areas.  

In Amman, I was invited to conduct a workshop with undergraduate students at the 

Department of Architecture at German Jordanian University, and the city’s internal 

difference naturally surfaced there. Coming from different backgrounds, the way the 
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students thought and spoke about the city provided valuable insights in the heterogeneity 

of Amman. The interaction with the students covered many methods: besides me 

presenting and discussing homework for them, the most interesting part was to learn about 

their ideas of urban change in the city. Whilst this was not a conventional interview 

situation, the work with the students and the exchange with their professor provided first-

hand information about the city’s urban outline and potential future.  

Overall, people in poorer parts in both cities appeared more approachable. On the other 

hand, there was a significant difference between Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa in this respect. 

Due to a politically charged environment and suspicion against officials and hidden 

agendas, many people from poorer quarters in Tel Aviv-Jaffa were not at all 

communicative. Because of cases of police and other officials infiltrating poor 

communities, people from the refugee-community in particular were reluctant to meet or 

talk to anyone not from their immediate surroundings. In contrast, many people from 

poorer parts in Amman were curious and actually happy to have someone take an interest 

in their situation. In accordance with this, I was invited for a cup of tea or coffee, a 

cigarette, and in some cases for a plate of fruits, sometimes as often as three times a day in 

the underprivileged areas, whereas it was difficult to even find someone on the streets in 

the wealthier areas. Urban street life that is not exclusively commercial, as in the centres, 

only takes place in poorer areas it seems. Empty streets, parked cars and, frequently fences 

or walls, dominate the wealthy areas. For people living there, urban life is outsourced into 

malls, gyms and entertainment centres, often concentrated in big compounds in the middle 

of nowhere. 

 

Field notes, sketches and a diary 

As an intermediate activity or a relating element between collecting and analysing 

information, I took extensive field notes, drew sketches, and kept a diary during my time in 

the field. The purpose was to immediately put important information on paper in order not 
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to forget it, and to process this information in the evenings. In this respect, the field notes 

complement methods like photo and film, or drawings and sketches. Unlike photography 

and film, taking notes is a relatively discrete method, and especially in difficult 

environments like South Tel Aviv or Palestinian refugee camps in Amman, doing so raised 

less suspicion than a camera.  

The mixture of recording apparently irrelevant information like addresses, names of 

buildings, meeting points, and quickly scribbled contacts and phone numbers, with actual 

‘findings’ related the organisation of my everyday life as a researcher to the object of 

investigation. Organising and getting to an interview and the interview itself both became 

part of the research. I appreciated the process of writing things down in a little notebook 

during the day, as it is proactive and already included a process of analysis, for instance in 

finding ways to formulate a thought, or thinking about what a person could have meant 

what she or he said this and that.  

Related to this, reflecting almost daily about the occurrences of the day, the information 

gathered and thoughts they provoked was demanding but worth the effort. Writing 

something down at the end of a day full of various perceptions and experiences provided 

new knowledge and triggered further questions, so that the fieldwork was more about 

generating data than merely gathering data. In a work-in-progress situation, theoretical 

knowledge acquired in the first year at university, and knowledge gained in the field 

through keeping notes and a diary, complemented each other and informed further work. 

This way, the field notes and the diary not only connected to other methods like the survey 

or interviews, but also linked back to theory.  

A sub-category of field notes and the diary were drawings and sketches. On the one hand, I 

produced drawings and sketches related to the overall idea and challenges I saw within my 

research, again linking the empirical back to theory. On the other hand, and as a 

supplement to the written notes, I tried to visualise information I came across. These 

drawings and sketches captured situations around space, scale, borders, or power. Whether 
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simple structural diagrams or actual physical spatial situations, such as features I noted in 

the layout of the cities, or a detail in the street, these drawings and sketches were another 

important means of documenting and processing information in the field. I often used 

sketches as a tool in interviews, trying to immediately relate to statements of interviewees 

for instance.  

Linking a process of documentation to initial reflections and permanent analysis, field 

notes, the diary and drawings and sketches therefore constituted an important aspect of the 

methods used in the field.   

 

Photo and film 

I also used photography and filming, additional crossover methods that went beyond 

straightforward documentation. Both photographing and filming constitute a selective 

process. Anything but a neutral activity, the photographer and film-maker decide what they 

want to capture. As much as the little notebook was always in my pocket in the field, I 

almost always carried my photo camera with me. Being used to it from years of architecture 

trips, photography has almost become a natural activity when in a new place. It therefore 

constituted a vital tool for generating information in the field. Having discussed the use of 

field notes and the diary above, I consider photos a complementary medium that enabled 

me to check back and refresh thoughts. Using photography as a tool in the field forces the 

researcher to be attentive and to look carefully at what to photograph when and why. 

There is again already a momentum of reflection included in this method.  

Complementing the above-mentioned cross-city walks, I also used a film camera, mounted 

on a bike in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and on a car in Amman, to cut through the cities and document 

the changing sceneries. As opposed to photography or verbal description, filming is more 

dynamic and thereby provides the viewer with a better understanding of relations. 

Documenting a tour across the city in one go from one end to the other gives a different 

understanding of an urban area compared to selected photos or written texts. Changing 
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qualities and characteristics of quarters and neighbourhoods are more immediately 

experienced. On the other hand, choosing what I thought would be significant tours I 

disregarded countless other possibilities of traversing the city. So, while the above modes 

of data generation are slower, spot by spot, and covered more ground, the way I did the 

filming with more dynamic cross-cuts, shows the respective city in a more selective way.  

Hence, filming offers a different quality in documentation than photography, and I used it 

as only an additional way of making sense of a space. While unveiling differences and 

relations in a more dynamic way, it only covers small parts of a city. Nevertheless, and 

again relating to other methods, on top of the actual outcome, thinking about where and 

how to film, the activity of filming itself and the post-production process provided useful 

information.  

 

Blog 

Combining field notes, the diary, photography and filming, the blog3 I wrote during my 

time in the field was a first attempt to distil information. Writing the posts committed 

thoughts and stories to paper to be shared publically. The blog consists of about 25 stories, 

some of which are immediately related to urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, 

some only peripheral.  

As a playful and less strictly academic instrument to reflect on issues that interested me 

while in the field, I found the blog a worthwhile endeavour. Another benefit was to 

practise my writing. Pushing myself to produce a blog post now and then and setting my 

own deadlines provided a foretaste of what was to come in the writing-up process of the 

thesis. In retrospect, not as demanding as writing peer-reviewed articles, yet not entirely 

unchallenging either, the posts were a valuable way of advancing an opinion based on my 

interests and the situations and issues I came across in the field. Similar to photographing 

                                                
3 See: borderlandlevant.com 



 184 

and filming, collecting and processing information in an alternative way was interesting and 

provided a relaxed and at times fun activity. 

What was important to me was that writing the blog enabled me to relate immediate 

encounters in the respective city to personal experience, global, regional or local news, or 

to events and stories I witnessed. Having discussed contexts in the first part of this chapter, 

without knowing it back then, the posts were a step to contextualise, or to set in relation 

occurrences from the field to other ones, across scales, times and themes. The posts 

prompted me to think about similar issues in different spaces, about how space-producing 

processes may be related, or about how these spatial phenomena are discussed in theory.  

Overall, writing the blog-posts provoked thoughts about the spaces, scales and themes that 

play a role in urban change in the two cities and beyond. The blog was a platform on which 

I could think about and articulate issues I thought would be related to urban change, and 

test these thoughts in a relatively free and open manner. Once again underlining the multi-

layered approach of my methodological framework, it has to be seen as closely related to 

the other methods.  

 

Content Analysis 

A final important source of information in the field was content analysis. Two main areas 

of content can be distinguished: first, Tel Aviv-Jaffa´s and Amman’s urban development 

visions, strategies and plans, including some historical material; and second, newspaper 

articles, partly printed copies, but mainly from the websites of the respective papers. An 

additional, but less intensively explored source was other online media, like websites and 

blogs from NGOs or urban movements. A source of information in this respect also came 

from academia and the theoretical side. As others have published work on either Amman 

or Tel Aviv-Jaffa, their contributions constituted useful information, or content to analyse 

whilst in the field. This is another example of how theory and the empirical work hand in 

hand. 
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In the case of urban development visions, strategies and plans, differences and similarities 

become visible. Without wanting to anticipate too much of the empirical part, it can be said 

that approaches to urban planning vary considerably, but visions and actual outcomes are 

similar in both cities. Whereas both development plans give the impression that there are 

professionals at work, who principally know what the city needs, there is a significant 

difference in administration and legal matters. Yet structurally, the outcome in terms of 

how urban change materialises, are rather similar. Capital driven development projects, 

gentrification, the restraining of public life and general trends of isolation would be 

examples in both cities. Related to this, historical material like old photographs reveal the 

dramatic growth both cities have undergone over the last century. Without trying to find 

excuses for the urban planning institutions, analysing photographs, plans and notes in 

museums, exhibitions, or private households showed how this rapid growth did and does 

not favour more considerate development in both cities for instance. 

As for contemporary content like newspaper articles, Israel proved more fertile. Also 

connected to issues of language, the quality of the only English newspaper in Jordan, the 

“Jordan Times”, is questionable and content biased in favour of the Royal Family. Its 

archive is poorly maintained and search results unsatisfactorily incomplete. Although not 

extensively explored, more helpful in this respect were websites and blogs of activist 

groups and urban movements. Positioned at quite different ends of the political spectrum, 

in Israel the main newspapers, “Haaretz” and the “Jerusalem Post”, have English editions. 

Their coverage and reporting are of good standard and their archives well maintained. They 

provided helpful information on Tel Aviv-Jaffa and the investigated issues. Several on-line 

sources for issues of urban matters in Israel and on Tel Aviv-Jaffa, partly extremely 

controversial, heavily politicised or driven by rigorous religious positions, were also 

explored in a marginal way. 
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4.8 Challenges, restrictions, shortcomings 

Here, I briefly address some of the challenges and restrictions I faced in gaining a richer 

and deeper understanding of the processes I set out to investigate.  

One of the main challenges in the field was pinning down hard-to-grasp or intangible 

phenomena around the introduced theoretical ideas. Reflecting the discrepancy between 

progressive theoretical thoughts and adequate empirical methods to investigate them, I 

often found myself returning to conventional manifestations of difference and borders. An 

ongoing internal conflict arose between looking out for physical spaces of difference and 

coming-together like public spaces, streets, barriers, or fences, and more subtle, intricate 

occurrences of them. This dilemma required careful looking and thinking and in some 

respects only became apparent during the writing-up process. The step from a relatively 

easy to grasp physical urban outline to more complex spatial relations of folded or 

stretched space was hard to practise. However, I feel this underlines the statements of 

urban scholars on the lagging behind of empirical attempts in comparison to theoretical 

thoughts, and shows that there is still work to do at this end of research. It is challenging to 

find ways to investigate some of the notions of spatial configuration for which we have 

fascinating theories at hand. On the other hand, this fact made me question too fluid 

spatial conceptualisations, or possibly an emphasis on topological thinking that may 

overlook situated spatialities.  

Less problematic challenges were related to logistic and organisational matters. It would 

have been an advantage to know Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa better beforehand. Although I 

had been there before the fieldwork, I had to spend a considerable amount of time, 

especially in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, understanding how the city worked. Related to that, cultural 

difference between my central European socialisation and a Levantine or Middle Eastern 

one – quite apparent in both cities – also proved challenging. In this regard, I profited from 

the experience in Tel Aviv-Jaffa for my stay in Amman; another evidence of applied 

contextualisation. This inexperience, however, occasionally helped me to approach people 
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and situations unbiased, at times maybe even in a naïve way, opening up doors that would 

otherwise be closed. Another logistic challenge was finding a place to live in urban spaces 

notorious for sharply rising rents and high costs of living. Speaking more than just a few 

words Hebrew and very basic Arabic would have certainly helped to organise some things 

quicker and dig deeper into the cities’ everyday lives. Due to the fact that many people in 

both cities speak English, this, nevertheless, is a limitation that did not impede conducting 

decent fieldwork. Nevertheless, most of these challenges again already constituted 

situations that are related to the respective urban area and its production processes, and I 

see them as part of the fieldwork rather than as shortcomings.  

 

4.9 Conclusion 

In this chapter I first revisited the research interest. Curious about the spatial source of 

urban change, the premise is that it is not only the urban space itself that provides the 

source of change, but a variety of spaces and their interrelations, or contexts. Picking up on 

notions of relational, multiple and open space and borderland, introduced in the previous 

chapters, and tuning in to current discourses in comparative work, I argued that difference 

is crucial in such a spatial theory. Rather than exclusive difference at state boundaries and 

flattened homogeneity within, a dispersion of borders means a dispersion of difference, 

and investigating this difference was the task of the methodologies applied. Following calls 

for more experimental approaches in comparative urbanism, I introduced a methodological 

framework that revolves around contexts. Contextualisation is seen as a way of addressing 

different components of a spatial setting and their respective role in the production of this 

space. Tying into the theoretical framework, contexts would be sets of relations that build 

up or ‘surround’ the entity under question. I have also shown in this chapter how I tried to 

capture and trace different contexts that are important for the change of the respective 

urban spaces. Introducing the concrete methods applied, I have argued that they had to be 

as flexible and multiple as the spatial landscape they set out to investigate. The applied 
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methods have to be seen as working together, overlapping, or blending into each other, 

underlining the premise of the overall research that difference as the in-between is a 

productive space and crucial for spatial change. 
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5  GLOBAL AND REGIONAL CONTEXTS 

 

Preface to Empirical Chapters 

Building on the theoretical framework and the discussed methodological focus, in the 

empirical chapters I look at multi-scalar and multi-spatial aspects in urban change. This 

addresses the research question by presenting and discussing concrete urban change 

projects and - based on the theoretical discourses presented in the thesis - by linking them 

to influential processes from the ‘local’ to the ‘global’. I thereby take into account Henri 

Lefebvre’s claim that “[t]he urban problem has ceased to be a municipal problem and has 

become national and global” (2003[1970], 148). More recently, the concept of “planetary 

urbanization” suggests, “even spaces that lie well beyond the traditional city cores and 

suburban peripheries […] have become parts of the worldwide urban fabric” (Brenner & 

Schmid 2014a, 160). In order to get hold of spaces involved in urban change, my three 

empirical chapters, hence, cover a global/regional, a regional/national and a national/urban 

dimension respectively. They portray encounters with spaces and processes that I think 

have a role in urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, roughly organised along the 

three scalar dimensions. The regional is situated above the national due to the smallness of 

the states in the region and the aspect of the Levant as a relating element and an additional 

scalar layer. The empirical chapters support the two quotes above and the previously 

introduced theories and concepts of relational, multiple and open space, as well as 

borderland, which also suggest that processes producing urban spaces are related to near 

and far spaces.  

As for change, it is claimed that “[t]here is a dialectical relationship in action here between 

wider structural changes in the global setting and the situational qualities (economic, 

sociocultural, and political) of the regional and local setting […]. These component 

relations are multi-scaled and seamlessly constituted” (McGuirk 1997, 491). The empirical 

chapters work with such multi-scaled relations of change and, as highlighted in the 
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previous methodology chapter, trace some spatial contexts to provide a synoptic view of 

spaces involved in the production of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. The empirical part of my 

research therefore looks at contextual space-constituting spaces and processes across 

scales, in order to address the spatial sources of change in the two cities. In the empirical 

chapters that follow, issues like the role of the state, citizenship and migration, processes 

around the built environment, and the city as a place of cohabitation will reoccur, but each 

time are examined and discussed from a different scalar and spatial angle. 

 

5.1 Introduction 

This first empirical chapter looks at far-reaching relations that have an impact on spaces in 

the two urban areas. An experience from earlier travels is that the radius of movement or 

the horizon expands with the time one spends in a place. While doing PhD research is 

essentially about looking for new horizons in general, during my fieldwork, this 

phenomenon appeared again. Settling in a new place, the first steps are to make oneself 

familiar with the new environment in order to support one’s daily needs. With increasing 

familiarity and orientation, the circles one moves in become larger, in both a mental and a 

physical sense. The entirety of the city, only known from maps, gradually finds a materiality 

and over time, the fractured spaces of the beginning add up to a whole. One gets to know a 

city, without claiming a comprehensive knowledge.  

One architect and planner in Amman told me in a conversation about a particular place, 

that as a foreigner I might have a better overview of the city than people from there who 

work on it (Mohammad al-Asad, 19.05.2014). As I occasionally had the same feeling in Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, this may be attached to a different perspective and my criss-crossing of the 

borderland. I was able to spin together a web of impressions, observations and 

understandings that are different to those of a local person, whether a scholar, an activist, a 

refugee, a municipality official, or an ordinary citizen. I gained insights that may be difficult 

to obtain for natives. At the same time, I could never claim I advanced into the cities’ souls; 
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at times, I did not notice or understand events or processes, let alone subtle historically 

grown dynamics. Hence, while there may be helpful insights of a foreign researcher, the 

notion of being an outsider is always present.   

Coming up with new insights and remaining an outsider at the same time can again be a 

reference to borderland and its centre/peripheries logic, as discussed in the second theory 

chapter (p 130). If there is no centre any more, but only periphery, as suggested by Balibar 

(2009, 200), not only the foreigner is on the periphery, but also the local. If a local scholar, 

whose work is on the sociospaces of the city, tells me I perhaps have a better overview of 

what is going on in the city, it demonstrates that he and his colleagues are not at the centre 

either (ibid). I therefore recognise that a full understanding of a space and its constituting 

relations is hardly possible. But space viewed as relational, multiple and open may help 

bringing in relations and thereby uncover previously unknown spatialities, which could 

provide insights into spaces for change. A perspective which emphasises spatial 

relationality, multiplicity and openness in any case necessitates enquiries across scales and 

has to include near and far spatial processes.  

Asked what it means to be a leftist, Gilles Deleuze once said that it is a question of 

perception. It means an awareness that what happens far away may be as important, or 

even more important, than what happens in one’s country, city, neighbourhood, or street; it 

means not to start with oneself, but at the other end (Deleuze & Parnet 2009/2010). 

Complementing centre and periphery, the increasing circles in the field as mentioned above, 

and Gilles Deleuze’s notion of perception, I would like to start the empirical journey with 

some of the wider-reaching relations that influence change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

 

5.2 Travel in the borderlands 

In January 2013, after one and a half years into the research, I arrived in Tel Aviv-Jaffa to 

start my fieldwork. I stayed there for about eight months overall. In between, I went to 

Amman for some days, and returned to the Jordanian capital for two months in spring 
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2014; but then from Europe. Israel, Tel Aviv-Jaffa and the Levant were not entirely 

unfamiliar to me. I had been in Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria before, but not explicitly 

as a researcher. 

 

5.2.1 Arriving in the borderlands 

As in my former travels, coming to the Levant triggered mixed feelings. The dichotomy 

reaches from between a truly picturesque region and an area afflicted by decades of violent 

conflict and wars, to a subtler level of discrepancy between joy and pleasure on the one 

hand and tension and uneasiness on the other. I felt this atmosphere in the respective cities 

and people and it also concerned me as a visitor and researcher. While one enjoys a very 

nice climate and weather, almost all year long, breath-taking land- and waterscapes, 

delicious, healthy food and at first sight an easy-going lifestyle, I feel the conflict and 

related hardening have affected communities and people’s minds.  

No matter if visiting as a tourist for a couple of days, or staying there for a longer period, 

only a small degree of attentiveness is needed to recognise this contrast. Visiting Israel for 

the first time, an architect and colleague from Austria said upon arriving in Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

in an interview “the first impression is that of a genuinely Mediterranean city, perceptible 

through the flight over the sea, the food, and the weather. Visiting museums and more so 

travelling to Jerusalem or the Dead Sea involve rather different impressions, veiled by the 

holiday feeling experienced in the first place” (Tobias Hagleitner, 28.07.2013). Not only 

when travelling to Jerusalem or further into the West Bank, the formerly subtle feeling 

becomes very real with the visibility and presence of armed police and military, walls, 

fences, regular air surveillance and occasional alarms. In Amman, although less tense in my 

experience, the strained situation became likewise visible every time I came near to or in 

contact with the security apparatus. During the countless times, one is stopped by the 

police, particularly outside Amman, the friendly officers ask whether you feel all right and 

safe rather than for your licence. They contextualise their policy of control within the 
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location of Jordan in this geopolitical powder-keg. Having been taken in custody for – 

apparently – taking photos at the wrong place, the leading interrogating officer apologised 

for the inconvenience this caused by emphasising Jordan is located in a region of chaos and 

does everything to keep the situation calm, and hence has to be very strict on security 

issues. 

 

The extensive time spent in the field, travels backwards and forwards, and the fact that two 

urban areas constitute my - one – case, bestow me with a variety of encounters with 

border-situations, both conventional and obvious state-borders and less obvious physical 

and non-physical other borders. I would like to begin with some encounters with 

conventional state-borders, highlighting that they are not necessarily located at the physical 

boundaries of the states. 

 

Traces of one country in a passport may trigger suspicion in another one, if the two do not 

maintain friendly relations, or are even ‘enemies’. Doing research in the Levant therefore 

asks for trouble in this respect. Having travelled the region before, stamps and visas of 

Lebanon, Jordan and Syria were in my passport when I entered Israel at the beginning of 

my fieldwork. Anticipating that this might cause problems, I nevertheless decided to give it 

a chance and take it as a first contact with border-mechanisms or my first ‘experiment’ in 

the field. Filtering people who do or do not work and live in urban spaces certainly 

influences urban change.   

Although around for a couple of centuries in one form or another, it was only about 100 

years ago that a passport became a more widespread document and even only in the 1980s 

that it became internationally standardised. Tying identity to space, passports gained 

importance with solidifying state-spaces, especially when people are mobile and thereby 

cross states’ sovereign spaces or territories. Since some border authorities issue visas or 

check notes into the passport, it also became a logbook of a person’s travels; a fact that 
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proved particularly delicate upon my arrival in Israel at Ben Gurion Airport (Israel’s main 

airport, close to Tel Aviv-Jaffa). As soon as the officer at the passport inspection saw the 

foreign visas and stamps, she abruptly stopped talking to me and must have pressed a 

hidden button to call another officer, as there was no call, gesture or any other sign of 

communication. The silence lasted for about a minute or two until a colleague of hers 

appeared and she handed him the passport. He came from an area sideways to the inbound 

passengers queuing for the passport checkpoints, before and not after one crosses the 

official ‘border’ to Israel. He kindly asked me to follow him and made me wait in a 

temporarily separated waiting area in the corner of the large hall. Separated from the hall by 

two-meter high plasterboard walls without a ceiling, about ten people were waiting in the 

small space. The area was to be entered via an opening without a door, watched by a guard; 

had rather uncomfortable benches along the walls; a TV on the wall (showing a Spanish 

football match); and two vending machines for hot and cold drinks that only accepted 

Israeli Shekels. 

After about an hour, a female officer came and asked me to follow her. Leaving the waiting 

area and entering an adjacent zone, the scenery changed. A couple of doors led from a 

narrow, dark corridor to small offices, about two by three meters wide and low ceilings. I 

was brought into one of them. There was a desk with a computer screen on it, two chairs, 

one for the person behind the desk and the other one for me, the person to be 

interrogated. The dark, grey and spartan atmosphere was only interrupted by the brightly 

lit-up blue-and-white flag of Israel and a colour picture of Benjamin Netanyahu, Israel’s 

Prime Minister, at the wall next to the desk. Besides me, there were three officers in the 

room: two female and one male, all in their late twenties/early thirties.  

Calmly but steadily, the three alternately asked seemingly unconnected, random questions. 

Yet the major interest was what had I been doing in these countries, when I was there, who 

I knew there, who I knew in Israel, and what the purpose of my stay in Israel was. There 

were also more general questions about my place of residence/s, and my family – the 
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names of my father and grandfather in particular. Most of the questions were asked twice 

or three times by different officers and often before I finished answering the previous 

question. While one female officer appeared to lead the investigation, sitting in the chair 

behind the desk, the other two were standing or sitting sideways on the desk, which gave a 

feeling of being surrounded. In response to my suggestion to check the website of my 

university or to call people I knew in Israel, to prove what I was saying, the officers 

countered that I was not the one making the rules here. They made clear that if they 

wanted to check, they would do so according to their own judgement.  

In spite of the unagitated atmosphere, there was a tension in the room underpinned by an 

overall hostile undertone. At one point, the male officer, pointing towards the flag of Israel 

and the picture of Netanyahu, said that wherever I was going, be it Austria, London or 

anywhere else in the world, “we will find you”. Despite the also quite tough appearance of 

the two female officers, the male officer was the dominant one.  

The interrogation lasted for about 45 minutes after which I was accompanied back to the 

waiting area, still without my passport. For reasons unknown, my phone did not work in 

Israel, so I was unable to communicate with anyone. As I was supposed to be picked up 

from the airport, people who expected me got in touch with airport staff they knew. About 

two hours after landing, an airport official came to the opening of the waiting area and 

asked me whether I was from Austria. I said yes and he said that people who came to pick 

me up had left and I had to take a taxi to the city. He would let them know I was there and 

that there had been troubles with the passport.  

After another hour, one of the female officers came and asked me out of the waiting room 

into the hall. She handed me the passport, urged me to not mess with Israeli border 

authorities and wished me a nice stay in Israel. At this point, I felt sorry for her, as it was 

the first time something warm and human had shone through. I thought how depressing it 

must be to be the tough officer day after day, sacrificing one’s human sanity and personal 

wellbeing to guard the borders of a state.  
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As this incident shows, officers, in the name of the state, decide whether or not someone is 

allowed to participate in urban life; whether or not her or his trajectory can get physically 

close to those of others and thereby have a role in urban change. After the difficulties at 

my first fieldwork arrival, I organised a second passport for myself (which is a legal thing to 

do), with no stamps from Arab countries in it, and my following entries to Israel went 

smoothly and I was not questioned about my stays in Arab countries again. 

 

On the question of the locality of the border, this first encounter with conventional border-

spaces in the middle of Israel show how borders may not always be at the edge of states. 

While there is no international agreement on the limits of a state’s sovereign airspace, one 

would assume that crossing the extension of the border ‘on the ground’ into the sky means 

to enter the state. Yet, controlling the entrance, in this case shifts to an airport, which is a 

space within the respective state and the border consequently folds into the state’s territory. 

In the airport itself, the spaces one uses after leaving the aircraft and before passing 

through customs are therefore in-between zones but in state territory. Had I been sent 

back and not allowed into Israel, I would have been on Israeli ground but not in Israel. 

While this is not a revelation, it empirically underlines the notion that borders and border-

mechanisms are more complex than lines on the ground at which entrance and exit is 

controlled by the powers administrating sovereignty over a territory. As for the ‘where’ of 

change, this spatial dispersion and penetration or stitching across seemingly static state 

borders suggests there are varied modes of encounter with the ‘other’, not only at the outer 

boundaries of states. Furthermore, the described security mechanisms show that authorities 

decide who is allowed to take part in urban life and therefore change it, making this kind of 

border one source of change.  
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5.2.2 Outsourced Sovereignty 

A trip during my fieldwork from Israel to the Balkans with El Al, the Israeli airline, 

constituted another travel experience during the fieldwork that vividly exemplifies folding 

or stretching spaces. While at Ben Gurion Airport the border of Israel folds into the middle 

of the country, Israeli space might also extend to places far away, stretching its territory 

outwards into other states’ spaces. What follows shows that the filtering of people, here in 

the case of Israel, not only takes place within Israel, but also far beyond.  

Before coming to my own experience during the fieldwork, I would like to recall an 

incident that occurred about a year earlier. In July 2011, an initiative meant to bring pro-

Palestinian activists to Israel in what was informally called “flytilla”, referring to a similar 

earlier event in the Mediterranean Sea called “flotilla”. For flytilla about 1,500 activists had 

planned to fly to Israel and continue their journey to the West Bank in order to show their 

support for the Palestinian case (The Economist, N.B. 2012). The campaign was called 

‘Welcome to Palestine’, highlighting how intertwined Israeli space and Palestinian space 

actually are. Israel and its authorities took this event extremely seriously. They issued 

foreign airlines with the names of “anti-Israeli activists” (Embassy of Israel in Berlin, 2012) 

who might try to reach the country in this campaign. Authorities requested that airlines not 

let these people on board at the respective United States and European airports to prevent 

them coming to Israel. In fear of losing their take-off and landing slots at Ben Gurion, 

apparently many airlines met the request and did not allow the activists to board their 

aircrafts (Blumenkrantz, 2012). Those activists who nevertheless made it to Israel were not 

allowed to enter the country and were sent back. 

My own travel from Tel Aviv to Sofia and return also showed how the space of Israel 

stretches into another, far away country, in this case Bulgaria. Since it was the best option, I 

booked El Al for my return flight from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Sofia. The outbound flight went 

smoothly and quickly. After a round trip to Belgrade, Pristina, and Skopje and back to 

Sofia, I was booked on an El Al flight back to Tel Aviv-Jaffa. As required by the airline I 
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went to Sofia airport more than two hours before departure. What I then experienced was 

not only a humiliating situation but also a vivid example of outsourced state-space.  

Arriving at the El Al check-in area, a separation took place, even before reaching the 

counters. El Al and Israeli security staff waited for the arriving passengers at lectern-like 

small desks that formed a filter before the actual check-in counters. The selection process 

was straightforward: Jewish Israelis were free to proceed to the check-in; others were 

stopped and questioned. The questions ranged from the usual such as name and 

nationality, to occupation, the purpose of the visit to Israel, to the purpose of the travel to 

this place, and so forth, and were asked by a female officer in a friendly atmosphere. After I 

had shown her pictures of my Balkan trip on my laptop to demonstrate my interest in the 

built environment, and told her about my work in Israel, she left and consulted a male 

colleague of hers a few meters away, who, until then, had observed the situation at the 

check-in area.  

They seemed to discuss my case, and finally the male officer took over and continued the 

inquiry. We went through the same questions again and the atmosphere changed. The 

friendly questioning turned into a tough, aggressive interrogation. The officer found it 

suspicious that I was not carrying a roll of plans with me despite saying I was an architect. 

He also wanted to know the names of the main architects of Belgrade, Pristina and Skopje, 

which I could not deliver. He wanted me to explain the writings and sketches in my 

notebook, which I showed to make my case. He found my explanations suspicious. 

Meanwhile, along with my passport, my luggage had been taken away from me and was out 

of my sight; about half an hour had passed since I arrived at the check-in area. After 

another consultation with the female officer from before and an obviously senior male 

staff, I was asked to follow yet another officer. No word was given about where we were 

going or what was going to happen. 

I ended up in a small, stall-like room of about 1.5 x 1.5 meters, again without a ceiling, 

again with a spartan bench in it. It preceded a larger room with a scanner, known from 
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usual security-checks at airports. The officers – there were two dealing with my case - asked 

me to undress, disappeared with my luggage to the room with the scanning equipment and 

closed the door. Moments later, one of them came back with my laptop in his hands. He 

asked me to switch it on, to show him photos and to play music. He then took my laptop 

and left to the other room again. After about half an hour he came back, looked at me and 

said I also had to remove my trousers. Although searching me thoroughly was noticeably 

embarrassing for him, it was most humiliating for me. Through the door-crack I saw my 

belongings had been unpacked. Some had been put into trays, some piled up in my opened 

suitcase that lay on the ground. The officer left again after he searched me and returned 

another half an hour later. My belongings were put back into the suitcase and he asked me 

to check if everything was there.  

He accompanied me to the check-in, where my boarding pass was already waiting for me. 

It was only then that I realised I was going to be on the flight at all; nobody had 

communicated this to me before. He also accompanied me through the open airport area 

and through the Bulgarian security check to the gate. On questioning why he did not leave 

me alone, he said, if he did, we would have to do the whole procedure again – although we 

were already through the official security check. Continuing the special treatment, we 

jumped the line at boarding and I was the first passenger on the aircraft. That he even got 

on the plane with me and flew to Tel Aviv-Jaffa himself, however, turned out to be a 

coincidence. We started chatting and he appeared to be a nice person. He made me go 

through the immigration counter at Ben Gurion first, so that he could intervene if there 

were more troubles. 

 

These travel experiences demonstrate that even seemingly fixed state spaces and their 

control spread beyond their boundaries. From difficulties at my arrival because of evidence 

in my passport that I had visited other states and checks and check-points not attached to 

physical border-crossings to endless waiting times in in-between spaces; from pressure on 
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airlines not to even bring people to a certain state because it says so, to spaces under 

obvious control of one state that are nevertheless located in another one; my travel 

experience during my fieldwork underlines that we have to set the notion of borders more 

broadly. 

 

5.3 Migration and the two cities 

The outline of my own travel experiences in the field highlights some of the sensitivities 

around the movement of people. While global circuits of goods and capital are the rule 

rather than the exception, the mobility of people, it appears, is subject to more rigid control 

and regulation. Despite my described difficulties with border authorities, borders did not 

keep me from going where I wanted to during my fieldwork. For many others, though, 

movement is much more difficult. Within global mobility patterns, ‘asked for’ movement 

of people like tourists, temporary home owners, or expatriates, as well as cheap labourers, 

working in caregiving, housekeeping, in tourism, construction or agriculture, are in 

fundamental opposition to enormous efforts to hinder others in their mobility. The 

fieldwork has shown that in this conflict-ridden region, such issues are a particularly hot 

topic. Ahmad Humeid, reflecting on urban spaces and migrants in Amman in an interview, 

pointed out “there is a street, informally called ‘Manila Street’, which is full of Philippine 

housemaids on Fridays” (23.04.2014). Referring to similar spaces in south Tel Aviv, it is 

claimed that parts “turned into Little Africa” (Arad, 2013). Although with some structural 

differences, the names of ‘Manila Street’ in Amman and ‘Little Africa’ in Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

suggest a coming together of a variety of spaces and people. 

Related to the interest of this research, the consequences on urban change are profound. 

Haim Yacobi highlighted in this context that “non-Jewish immigration is a catalyst for 

urban transformation; Neve Sha´anan and Shapira [neighbourhoods in south Tel Aviv] are 

very much border-zones on which one can read the global story” (13.02.2013). Hence, 
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people who do not have their original home in the respective cities constitute a population 

that nevertheless has an important role in shaping them.  

 

In this chapter, I would like to focus on working and other migrants, who are part of 

underprivileged and often exploited international migration streams. However, a distinction 

has to be made between invited people, like working migrants, and people who were forced 

to migrate. Sometimes difficult to differentiate, both groups have an important role in 

today’s cities, not only in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. According to the United Nations 

(UN 2013), the number of international labour migrants was at 232 million in 2013. 

UNHCR (2014a), furthermore, provides the number of 51.2 million people who have been 

forcibly displaced worldwide in 2013, 16.7 millions of whom were refugees. Returning to 

the area of my research, the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs reports 

the issue of domestic labour “is especially widespread in the Middle East, where the ILO 

[International Labour Organisation] estimates there are 22 million FDWs [Foreign 

Domestic Workers], a third of whom are women” (IRIN 2010). 

Accordingly, the currents of international migration do not stop at the borders of the 

Levant either. Historically a zone of overlaps, exchange and transit, the region is still a 

hotspot of people on the go. As stated above, however, migration is not only a factor for 

states but also for cities and hence important for Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. The situation 

in the field therefore underlines the claim that “the politics of immigration is closely tied to 

the politics of cities […]” (Holston & Appadurai 1996, 196).  

The following numbers provide context for the spaces of my research. In Israel, there were 

about 55,000 migrant caregivers working in the country in 2012 (IRIN, 2012a); for Jordan, 

the number of migrant domestic workers has been at about 70,000 in the year 2010 

(Human Rights Watch 2011). Besides these - legally recognised - working migrants, Jordan 

hosted over 2,000,000 registered Palestinian refugees by January 2014 (UNRWA, 2014) and 

nearly 1,500,000 registered refugees and asylum seekers, most of them from Syria, some 
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from Iraq and other countries, also by 2014 (UNHCR 2014b). While it is debatable 

whether Palestinians who had to leave their original homes in the course of the 1948 war 

but are still in Israel can be called refugees (no numbers available), according to Human 

Rights Watch (2014) there were more than 50,000 refugees or asylum seekers mainly from 

Sudan and Eritrea in the country in 2014.  

 

5.3.1 Working migrants 

In this section, I turn to ‘required’ and legal immigrants; those who are brought to Israel 

and Jordan to do jobs that cannot be filled from domestic labour pools. The underlying 

notion, as in many other states, is that natives are not ready to do these hard, 

uncomfortable or poorly paid jobs. A contractor on a West Amman construction site says 

in an interview with the website ‘Marketplace’ he cannot hire fellow Jordanians and has to 

employ Egyptians “because this is very hard work. Jordanians, they are not interested in 

doing us hard work. That’s the yani [Arabic filler word] true” (Roth, 2008). Moran Horesh, 

a construction manager in Tel Aviv underlines in a conversation that “no Israeli would do 

this work. Most of the workers on the construction sites come from China, a few from 

Russia or Eastern Europe. Israelis don’t like to make their hands dirty” (11.05.2013). Apart 

from Chinese workers in Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Egyptian workers in Amman, many 

Palestinians in both cities could be observed working in construction. At construction sites 

in Amman’s Abdali project and in Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s esplanade-refurbishment, I was, on 

occasion, able to converse with them.  

 

Other prominent areas of foreign labour in both countries are agriculture, tourism, and in 

Jordan, the garment industry. The case of this latter industrial branch is worth a closer 

look. In the course of the peace process between Israel and Jordan in the early 1990s, the 

foundation of so-called Qualified Industrial Zones (QIZ) in Jordan (as well as in Egypt) 

was signed. The official aim of these QIZs, brokered by the United States, was to create 
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and intensify economic bonds between Israel and Jordan and to support the Jordanian 

economy and labour market. The idea was that Israeli capital is invested in industrial 

complexes in Jordan and the products from these factories can be exported to the US 

custom-free (Bolle, Prados & Sharp 2006).  

Despite the intended increase in job-opportunities for Jordanians (and Palestinians), many 

workers in these factories have been ‘imported’ from Asia. About three quarters of them – 

mainly female – come from countries such as 9Sri Lanka, the Philippines, Indonesia or 

Bangladesh (Human Rights Watch 2011). Many of them work under extremely precarious 

conditions: working up to 20 hours a day, seven days a week; poorly paid; poor living 

conditions; lack of freedom; and subject to physical and mental abuse (ibid).  

The most visible migrant workers in the two cities’ streets are foreign caregivers. Less so in 

Amman, scenes with Asian caregivers were one of the first visual examples of spatial folds 

and stretches in the field. In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, mostly Filipina women could be seen pushing 

elderly Israelis in wheelchairs, for instance at the beachfront or in public spaces like Rabin 

Square. As I witnessed on a trip to the Philippines, there is active advertising online and in 

the streets of Philippine cities to recruit women in particular for Western markets including 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Amman (see also Workabroad website 2015). 

In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the Asian women communicated in their language and the elderly people 

silently and seemingly unmoved sat in their chairs, ignoring the nice scenery and the 

beautiful weather. The two seemed to be far away from each other despite being physically 

so close. Even the rather intimate relationship between the one who is looked after and the 

carer seems not to bridge this gap. It appeared as though the Asian women were mentally 

in the Philippines, whereas the Israeli elderlies quietly accepted their role as outside Israeli 

society, at least in ‘young’ Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Both seemed to be neither here nor elsewhere. 

The caregivers were separated from their families and surroundings for economic reasons 

and the elderly Israelis were cut off from their own families and community, probably for 
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the same reason. Looking after elderly people seems not to have a place in an urban 

atmosphere of start-ups and enjoyment.   

In Amman, caregivers, also mostly from the Philippines but also from Sri Lanka or 

Indonesia, were less visible in the streets. This may be related to a general lack of public 

spaces but also to cultural differences in social interaction. Taking care of children, the 

elderly, or households in general, seems to rather be a private matter. However, in ‘Manila 

Street’, especially on Fridays and Saturdays, crowds of Asian migrant workers could be 

seen. As many businesses, from restaurants to grocers and clothes shops, have adapted to 

this demand, the quite central street turns into an Asian enclave on weekends.  

   

What these working migrants have in common is that they have been brought to the 

respective countries voluntarily and through the involvement of agencies. In the case of Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, “the policy is to bring them to Israel only temporarily and send them back after 

three years or so. There are many agencies taking advantage of this system, since their 

service is continuously needed, if it is made this way. So, there is a vital economic interest” 

(Conversation with Haim Yacobi, 22.08.2013). An activist working with refugees adds with 

regard to Israel/Tel Aviv-Jaffa that “there is a ‘spinning door’ policy, with the agencies 

being the doors that make money out of this” (Asaf Calderon, 28.08.2013). The agencies, in 

this respect, turn into borders, where money is made out of this folding and stretching of 

spaces.  

As for Amman, an Indonesian housemaid remarks in an interview with the online platform 

BeAmman that “[a]fter spending only 4 months with them [a family], I was sent back to the 

agency in Tla Al Ali with my papers but no pay. I was afraid they would send me back to 

Indonesia where I come from because my family had paid a huge amount of money to the 

agent in Jakarta to send me to Jordan and I did not want to face them” (BeAmman, n.a.).  

This policy guarantees two interconnected results. First, there is an economic interest and a 

range of firms that make money out of this type of migration. Second, if organised this 
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way, migration can be easily controlled. Both are at the expense of people who are already 

in desperate situations in their home countries, and are brought to far away places to be 

even more exploited.  

 

5.3.2 Refugees, asylum seekers and infiltrators  

As the statistics above show, alongside working migrants, there are also many other 

migrants present in the cities who came as asylum seekers or refugees and are considered 

illegal. But in both states and cities, the boundaries between legal and illegal, or legitimate 

and illegitimate migrants are blurred. Many of the asylum seekers or refugees who arrived 

illegally are in one way or another integrated in the labour market. On the other hand, 

some of the people who did arrive legally lost their status due to mistreatment from their 

employers or agencies, and related financial problems. Therefore, on top of an already 

difficult migrant life, lacking conveniences that are normal for most natives, insecurity and 

uncertainty about their status places them in permanent limbo.  

In general, it appears that the idea of illegal as compared to legal migration is more 

prominent in Israel, although the issue of refugees is much bigger in Jordan as the numbers 

above show. There is also an interesting terminology attached in Israel, as the names used 

for migrating people vary considerably. NGOs and other initiatives call them asylum 

seekers or refugees; in statements of Israeli politicians, including from Prime Minister 

Netanyahu (Nesher 2012), some of the media, and in parts of the public they are called 

‘infiltrators’. Such terminology underlines the supposedly solid and closed character of the 

border these people pass through or penetrate. A former refugee from Congo, who now 

works for a local NGO, explained how immigration of refugees or asylum seekers to Israel 

took place:  

 

The Sudanese started arriving in 2005/06 and the Eritreans in 2007/08. 

They came by foot and we can say 100% illegally. People from Congo, like 
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me, came legally with visas, but much earlier. The usual route the newer 

refugees took was via Egypt, where they paid money to Bedouins to guide 

them to Israel. They then entered Israel where they usually got caught by the 

border security, who brought them into detention camps in the Negev [the 

desert in south Israel]. When they were full, the ones who were there first 

were released and brought to Lewinski Park [a park in south Tel Aviv] where 

they were set free. 

Oscar Olivier, Interview 02.09.13 

 

Jordan, by contrast, has been confronted with different waves of immigration over much 

of its history. Refugees over the last two to three decades have mostly been Iraqis and 

Syrians because of the wars in the respective neighbouring countries. Wealthier refugees, 

some of them with family connections, have been more or less silently absorbed, likely 

within Amman or other urban areas. Others find temporary homes in more peripheral 

areas; about 20% (Migration Policy Centre, 2014) have become recognised refugees, living 

in camps in the country. The most visibly present refugees in Amman, however, remain the 

Palestinians and their descendants who arrived in the course of the 1948 and 1967 wars. 

Among them, there is another distinction. Because Palestinians from the West Bank and 

from Gaza came under different legal circumstances, the latter have fewer rights in Jordan 

than the former. A refugee from Gaza, living in Amman´s Wahdat camp, one of the largest 

in the country with about 50,000 inhabitants, explains: 

 

I came to Amman after the 1967 war with my wife. It was supposed to be a 

temporary thing, but I have been living here ever since with my four children 

and 20 grandchildren, […]. As Gaza Palestinians, we do not benefit from 

public schooling,” […]. It is also very difficult for us to send our children to 

university because they are considered Arab students and, therefore, pay 

higher fees than Jordanian nationals. We’re very poor as you can see […]. 

Hamed/anonymous, in Alami, 2009 
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In Israel, people other than official working migrants and immigrating Jews hardly exist 

officially, although they comprise tens of thousands, as the numbers above show. A 

majority of these unrecognised people live in a small neighbourhood called Neve Sha´anan 

in south Tel Aviv. Some natives enjoy the scenery and celebrate the multicultural setting; 

many others are turning against the refugees, visible through both shocking rhetoric and 

violent action, fuelled and used by the ruling political powers. A black refugee, facing a 

furious Israeli crowd during a demonstration against refugees in Neve Sha´anan said: 

“What was this neighbourhood like before? Neve Sha’anan is like New York now. What 

was here beforehand? All the junkies, all the shit was here. Who cleaned it up? The 

infiltrators cleaned it up. And now it´s like New York. […] If we weren’t here, there would 

be garbage” (Video by Sheen 2011). A veteran Israeli complains at the same event that 

“200,000 illegals [are] just walking around here, as if this was the USA. Just great. This is a 

No-Man´s-Land here. Welcome to Africa-town, to Philippine-town. We are going to wild 

out here” (ibid).  

It is interesting that both refer to a prominent, far away place. The former uses New York 

as a role model, a metaphor for a desired vibrant and heterogeneous urban setting. The 

latter thinks of it as an unwanted ‘wild’ area that has lost its order.  For both, New York or 

the USA as mental elsewheres, folded into Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Objectively, the reasons brought 

forward in some media and in rallies against immigrants in south Tel Aviv are unjustified. 

Statistics show that people from Africa are not more involved in crime of any sort than 

other parts of the Israeli population. On the contrary, the area around the old and new 

central bus stations has always been an area of drugs, prostitution and crime, long before 

any African set foot in the area. Nevertheless, this part of Tel Aviv has been a temporary 

space throughout history. Many newcomers arrived in this zone in-between Tel Aviv and 

Jaffa, including newly arriving Jews over the last 100 years. The consistent trend was that as 

soon as people could afford to leave the area they did so. The motto was: the more affluent 

people became, the further away from Jaffa they settled. Due to the takeover of Jaffa by the 
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Jewish population and the gentrification of Neve Tsedek and Florentin, this pattern was 

interrupted, but looking at north Tel Aviv and Herzliya, it is still visible today.  

In terms of urban spaces, this results in a situation where asylum seekers and refugees meet 

Israeli Jews from the lower social classes. This explosive mix therefore consists of 

economically weak immigrant Russian or Eastern European Jews, but also Mizrahim, Jews 

descended from the Middle East rather than from Europe. Some of these populations, 

partly living under bad conditions themselves, are upset with officials who brought the 

Africans to this area. They ask why they have not been taken to the ‘leftist’ areas in central 

Tel Aviv or to the rich neighbourhoods in the north. Showing understanding for their 

concerns, Oscar Olivier notes that “the Africans came and the Jewish people living here 

were not asked if it is okay to bring African refugees to the area. The government just did it 

because they located the refugees where the already marginalised lived” (Interview, 

22.09.2013). However, he also asks for understanding for the African refugees, as they 

“walked from Africa to Israel and are traumatised, and nobody dealt with their trauma. The 

Africans were brought to Lewinski Park and set free, so that they were on their own. They 

were hungry and thirsty, but faced hostility of authorities who had an excitement with 

xenophobia” (Interview Oscar Olivier, 02.09.13). 

After the number of migrants entering Israel from Africa via the Sinai increased in the late 

2000s, Israel decided to build a fence along its border to Egypt. Since its completion in 

2013 the number of illegal immigrants via this border dropped close to zero. Linked to the 

aforementioned economic factor within migration, Asaf Calderon said in an interview “the 

only reason why Israel built the fence to the Sinai is because with the Africans coming to 

the country no one is making money” (28.08.2013). Running an arts-school in south Tel 

Aviv, Oded Yedaya says on immigration issues “you cannot shut yourself off, but Israel - 

as much as the EU - cannot be completely open; this is also impossible. Israel should and 

did open its borders to Palestinians and Blacks, but then you have to take care of them. In 
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Neve Sha´anan the government and the municipality did not take care of them at all” 

(Interview, 29.08.2013).  

As mentioned, the issue with immigration is historically much more complicated in Jordan 

and Amman. Whereas actually native Jordanians - or people who lived in the area that is 

now Jordan before - are descendants of Bedouins, other, or later ‘native’ Jordanians 

originally come from the Arab Peninsula. Again, due to the displacement of Palestinians by 

Israel, first from Palestine that became Israel, and later from the Gaza Strip and the West 

Bank, a large part of the population is of Palestinian origin and in strict sense refugees. 

There are no official numbers available, but it is estimated that about half of the Jordanian 

population are Palestinians who have immigrated over the last 70 years. Most Palestinians 

have long since merged with the people considered natives in Jordan and Amman. There 

are, however, still two clearly noticeable Palestinian refugee camps in Amman: Wahdat 

camp, south of the historic city centre, and Hussein camp, north of it. Neither is physically 

separated from the city, but visibly different in terms of higher density, smaller units, and 

the rather dilapidated condition of buildings and public spaces.  

The refugee situation is generally less problematic in Amman. For instance, crime, 

perceived as a critical factor by parts of the media and the population in Tel Aviv-Jaffa as 

shown above, is hardly connected to refugees in Amman. Another influence from ‘outside’, 

the global financial crisis, however, had an especially damaging effect on refugees in 

Amman. Jordan was not able to absorb the shock the global crisis caused, and those who 

were already marginalised again found themselves on the loser’s side. Formerly successful 

and decorated redevelopment projects for camps were abandoned and programmes to 

support socio-economically weaker parts of the population halted. Moreover, a decidedly 

investor friendly and ‘neoliberal’ policy did not see the integration of refugees and the 

alleviation of poverty as its main agenda.  
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It can be seen that in both cities, natives, acknowledged migrant workers, and asylum 

seekers or refugees, intermingle. On weekends, they turn south Tel Aviv and particularly 

the neighbourhood of Neve Sha´anan into a lively, colourful borough. Asaf Calderon 

pointed out “there is a tremendous jump in the population on weekends, which is the most 

beautiful time in south Tel Aviv, because there are so many cultures” (Interview, 

28.08.2013). Underlining the sense of home this atmosphere creates for migrant workers, 

Tovi Fenster, an Israeli scholar emphasises that “even caregivers from other parts of the 

country go to Neve Sha´anan to spend their weekends there, as they think of it as their 

homes” (Interview, 22.08.2013).  

In Amman, street life also blends into the camps and vice versa. As noted above, the 

boundaries of the camps are not rigid, so that they merge with the adjacent 

neighbourhoods. In social terms, as much as inhabitants of the camps participate in 

Amman’s urban life, people from ‘outside’ go there to shop or enjoy the food. A similar 

pattern can be observed in ‘Manila Street’, which turns into a heterogeneous mix of smells, 

sounds and colours with a touch of Asia on weekends. More than once I heard people 

saying they go to Manila Street because there are different products on offer to anywhere 

else in Amman and the prices are cheap. Moreover, Ammanis of a broad variety go to one 

of the restaurants to enjoy ‘exotic’ food, mainly from Southeast Asia. Here again, spaces 

seem to flow into each other and build quite a contrast to more homogeneous 

neighbourhoods in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

 

Trading arms for refugees 

The way in which issues of immigration to Israel are related to other international relations 

Israel has been engaged with could be subsumed under ‘what goes around comes around’. 

As early as the 1950s, Israel started aid programmes for Africa, with the aim to gain 

political influence internationally (Jacob 1971). A significant part of these programmes was 

‘military assistance’ and they were also meant to “overcome Israel’s isolation in the Middle 
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East” (Yacobi 2010, 450). While reports or data about the arms trade today are hard to get 

hold of, the refugees/migration issue in Israel seems to be connected. Oscar Olivier 

remarks in this regard “on a geopolitical level, refugees are a side effect of the trade of 

weapons and the support of dictators in Africa” (Interview, 22.06.2013). A south Tel Aviv 

activist, working on refugee-issues, believes that the plan of the Israeli government to expel 

thousands of asylum seekers and to send them to third countries in Africa is related to this 

‘military assistance’. He expresses in an interview that 

 

the plan is to ‘assist’ with weapons and army training in return for these 

regimes taking the refugees. So, the Israeli government arms African 

dictators and at the same time sends the most vulnerable people there. 

Furthermore, the selling of arms by Israel - even to Sudan via middlemen - 

largely contributed to the fact that so many people in the respective 

countries had to leave, because it supports oppressive regimes. 

Asaf Calderon, 28.08.2013 

 

Overall, as mentioned earlier, both Israel and Jordan, and subsequently Tel Aviv-Jaffa and 

Amman, historically grew through waves of immigration. An OECD report states that 

Israel is “a country built on immigration” (2010); a Jordanian professor of architecture and 

development points out in an interview “some people say that Jordan was created to 

absorb people” (Khaled Jayyousi, 29.05.2014). It should not come as a surprise, therefore, 

that migrants play a major role in the two cities, even if the dynamics and origins of 

migration have changed. The bottom line of labour migration seems to be that if the work 

cannot be outsourced to cheap labour, cheap labour has to be brought in. In addition, 

migrants who were expelled or fled unbearable situations in their home countries are 

present in both cities. They came to find a place to live in Amman or Tel Aviv-Jaffa and are 

active participants in the constitution of the urban fabrics. Overall, the presented examples 

of the mobility of people counteract political attempts to fix and homogenise spaces. 
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People from other parts of the world are active participants in processes of urban change 

everywhere, including in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

 

5.4 Planning, architecture and the built environment  

While the following chapters focus on architecture, planning and the built environment in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, I would like to introduce these matters and interrelations that 

reach beyond the actual cities here, at the end of this chapter.  

 

5.4.1 Airport architecture  

After introducing the influence of border-mechanisms on urban spaces, related to my own 

travel and migration in the first part of this chapter, I would now like to focus on 

global/regional level architectural, planning, and built environment influences on these 

spaces.  

While there were no passport or entry troubles at my arrival in Jordan, Queen Alia Airport 

in Amman is a vivid example of folding and stretching spaces in terms of global planning 

and architecture. Similar to many other airports, and highlighting a central borderland-

characteristic, the architectural setting one arrives at could be anywhere in the world. The 

internationalisation of design and planning, instead of working with and embracing space-

specific qualities, often implants alien structures into localities, rendering them 

interchangeable. Next to Central Business Districts (CBDs), malls, office and 

condominium complexes, or cultural facilities, airports seem to be particular vulnerable 

spots where an internationalised architecture mushrooms.  

Returning to borders, crossing a border to an apparently strictly defined spatial entity like a 

state loses meaning if spaces become undistinctive. Besides buildings like airports, if there 

are similar shops, similar food, clothes and other goods, living conditions and lifestyles 

become noticeably interchangeable. As a consequence, identities seem to crumble, and 
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states and people are torn between participation in a globalised world and a rejection of it, 

that often reinforces nationalist thinking and retreats into individualisation. 

Queen Alia Airport in Amman is such an example of how built environment and planning 

processes span across the globe. The design for the airport originates from Foster and 

Partners, who have their headquarters in London and offices around the world. In addition 

to hundreds of other projects worldwide, Foster and Partners has also been responsible for 

the design of the airports in London Stansted, Hong Kong, Beijing, Kuwait and Panama. 

On the Amman airport, the architects highlight that “[s]trategically the building secures 

Amman’s position as the main hub for the Levant Region” (Foster and Partners 2012). 

They also emphasise in their description how they were sensitive to the local sense of place 

and culture, building experience and climate. Metaphors of desert palm trees, veins of 

leaves, traditional Islamic forms and vernacular Arabic architecture, with an open-air 

courtyard and family gathering spaces are used to describe – or legitimise - the design and 

praise its ‘locality’ (ibid).  

However, discussing airports as manifestations of borders, one interviewee, working in 

architecture and design in Amman, complained that the widespread practice of inviting 

foreign architects 

 

is a blind Europeanised attitude that leads to the creation of even more 

borders, because people don’t use these areas; it doesn´t work, because 

Amman is not a European city. The same happened with the airport, 

designed by Foster. There is no attachment to local ‘culture’, although the 

architect and the design keep on telling us it is. All these projects are 

breaking the cohesiveness and do not accommodate local culture. They 

move society away from local culture and tradition. 

Sandra Hiari, 20.05.2014 

 

Returning to Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the newest terminal at Ben Gurion Airport has been co-

designed by Skidmore, Owings & Merrill (SOM), a global player in the field of architecture 
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and planning, with offices from Los Angeles to Shanghai, and Moshe Safdie, Israeli star-

architect who mainly works and lives in Boston, but also has offices in Jerusalem, Toronto, 

Shanghai and Singapore. Safdie states the philosophy of his firm thus: 

 

The strength of our practice lies in the geographic and cultural diversity in 

which we work. We have created buildings in communities around the world: 

Boston, Los Angeles, Ottawa, Jerusalem, Bangladesh and Singapore, among 

many other places. Our designs are specific to place and culture - they are 

inspired by, and woven into, the historic, cultural, and social fabric of the site. 

Safdie Architects Website, 2015 

 

SOM note with regard to Ben Gurion that “[t]he terminal was the largest public project 

undertaken in Israel and, upon completion in 2002, quickly became a powerful emblem of 

the nation’s growing international status” (2013). Using almost the same wording as Foster 

and Partners on the Amman airport, they highlight that “[t]he architecture is decidedly 

modern yet strongly reflects the country’s cultural heritage. SOM created a sequence of 

experiences that celebrate arrival and departure while responding to the region’s climate. A 

series of terraced gardens with local flora set the stage for the pastoral orientation of the 

terminal” (SOM 2013).  

It is interesting to see how much ‘nature’ or plants are brought in to the description and 

justification of such structures. In the case of the Levant, with courtyards and palm-trees, 

there may also be the intention to attach an exotic, ‘oriental’ feeling to an otherwise 

interchangeable design. Such a flowery description not only tries to whitewash a product in 

terms of architectural design, but also is hypocritical, considering the massive 

environmental damage caused by air-travel.  

Airports, I think, are symbolic spaces for a global neoliberal mind-set. There is a strict 

security apparatus and elaborate surveillance technologies, comfortable airport lounges and 

priority lines for those who can afford them, enforced duty-free shopping and outrageous 
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prices for basic needs such as drinking water. Tying in with what I said above, inviting 

internationally renowned architecture and planning firms to design landmarks such as 

airports, suggests an orientation towards global models that nevertheless seem to be out of 

place. Overall, airports could be seen as literal and metaphorical gateways for contributing 

featureless, indistinguishable structures and reflective of neoliberal attitudes to the change 

of urban spaces, in terms of internationalisation and commercialisation. 

 

5.4.2 World City & Global City aspirations 

Looking at city development plans, strategies, vision-papers or projects for Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, one has the impression they both aspire to the same things: being an innovative 

and ‘smart’, business-oriented and modern, and most of all a ‘global’ or ‘world’ city. A 

recent paper from the Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality reads: 

 

The Global City Vision: Tel Aviv – One of the world’s 20 Leading Cities 

The prevailing sense is that the city is on an impressive development curve. 

The potential to take a quantum leap can be felt everywhere – Will Tel Aviv-

Yafo become the next Berlin? 

The Mayor’s Global City initiative is expected to last about a decade. The 

process described below represents the initial stage, which will pave the way 

for the desired change – A global business center that specializes in 

innovation and entrepreneurship, with a focus on a ‘nonstop’ tourist city. 

The Global City initiative will be conducted in two parallel spheres: the 

municipal sphere and the national sphere.  

Tel Aviv-Jaffa Municipality 2014, 13 

 

In Amman, most visible urban development projects, such as Abdali, follow and embrace 

business and investment-driven principles, found in Dubai or Beirut in the region but in 

similar forms around the globe:  
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Situated in the heart of the Middle East and providing easy access to North 

Africa, the GCC and the Levant, Jordan has a lot to offer. Besides its 

strategic location, the Hashemite Kingdom enjoys a progressive free-market 

economy and political stability, making it a preferred destination for business 

leaders, investors and visitors alike. […] Through its collaboration with 

renowned multinational developers, Abdali […] is the largest and most 

ambitious urbanization plan in Amman, creating a core hub and city center 

that will play a major role in attracting investors, businesses and tourists to 

the Jordanian capital.  

Abdali Investment & Development Psc., brochure, n.a. 

 

[…] Abdali will be the premium central business, residential, tourism, retail 

and entertainment district of Amman catapulting the city into the 21st 

century, placing it on par with most of the world’s renowned city centers. 

Abdali, 2013 

 

Besides the deliberately chosen path of urban change following so called neoliberal ideas, 

large scale urban development processes in Amman also have to be seen in relation to 

geographically distant events. With the terror-attacks in 2001, known as 9/11, capital from 

the Middle East was withdrawn from western stock markets and banks, as there was a fear 

of losing it in the course of the ‘war on terror’. This capital, however, had to go somewhere 

and alongside cities in the Gulf themselves or Beirut, ‘underdeveloped’ places like Amman 

appeared as worthwhile alternatives. Hence, tremendous amounts of money came into 

urban areas that were devastated by a decade long civil war like in Beirut, or notoriously 

economically weak like in Amman. In both cases, rather undemocratic backgrounds, non-

transparent planning and building regulations and corrupt elites welcomed these 

investments. In Amman, there was a lot of pressure to quickly accommodate these requests 

for investment. An Amman-based scholar and planner contended in an interview that 

“starting with 9/11, there was a massive influx of capital and the city needed to react to this 
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request of investment-opportunities; which essentially meant high-rises” (Janset Shawash, 

17.04.2014). 

Alongside the international circles of planning and development discussed with the airports 

above, these investments add another layer of processes that reach far beyond the physical 

city outlines but have a considerable role in the change of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

Particularly in Amman, the notion that everything that comes from ‘the West’ is more 

sophisticated and therefore a role model is still dominant. Accordingly, it is not only 

foreign investment that is crucial for how the city is made and re-made but also planning 

professionals from abroad who leave their mark. Tying in with the aforementioned desire 

to be a world or global city, an Ammani academic, also from the planning sector, argues 

that the “involvement of foreign professionals [in urban development projects] is related to 

the strong desire for a `modern´ place” (Interview Shatha Khafajah, 17.04.2014). As a 

planner from the private sector, Sandra Hiari adds “it is Jordan people, like architects in 

senior positions, who bring in westerners without being critical. These Jordanians have 

their eyes on London and New York, not on the inside” (Interview, 20.05.2014).  

With their eyes also on London or New York are real-estate agencies, which are selling 

luxury-condominiums in one of Tel Aviv-Jaffa´s newest developments, the ‘Meier on 

Rothschild’ tower. Situated at the lower end of Rothschild Boulevard, this high-rise is only 

a five-minute walk away from Neve Sha´anan, the neglected and disadvantaged 

neighbourhood in south Tel Aviv. A real estate agent, involved in the Meier-tower project 

confirms in a ynet website article that they “aim primarily at US and European markets” 

and that “clients can be from Russia, Great Britain or France. They seek a home away from 

home when they visit Israel three-four times a year” (Sunshine 2012). In an article on the 

Neve Tsedek Tower further south, but also in south Tel Aviv, Ben-Simhon quotes a local 

passer-by, who said about the occupation of the tower that “[t]he French tenants […] 

usually only come for holidays, at Passover and in the summer. That is why it is so desolate 
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here now. When the French are in France the building is empty. I call it the French tower” 

(2008). 

There is a very obvious focus on business, investment and capital in both cities that seems 

to leave little space – literally and figuratively – for the main concerns of large parts of their 

populations. In Amman, I was repeatedly told that no significant project could be made 

without the approval of the King himself. However, a planner said in an interview 

“Abdullah II [the King] is a businessman who wants to run the country like a company. 

But there is no strong political role anymore because the country has been weakened. 

Hence, the King is trying to create projects from which he and his people can profit” 

(Interviewee A). The results are as disastrous as in Tel Aviv-Jaffa´s ongoing change, on 

which architect and scholar Haim Yacobi notes that “the only logic is an economic one, 

and the result will be a catastrophe” (Conversation, 22.08.2013).  

 

As illustrated in this section, the planning and architecture of airports and other projects 

show a preoccupation of decision makers, capital and parts of the populations with far 

away places. Even though these references are made to actual places like London or New 

York, they perhaps rather symbolise the desired success, wealth, or pleasure these places 

are connected with. Anyone who has visited these role model cities knows that there are 

facets to these very cities that are anything but desirable. It is therefore rather the illusion 

connected to these places that people long for. I have the feeling they are phantoms, which 

eventually influence the built everywhere on the basis of elsewheres that in reality do not 

exist. However, for those who can afford expensive house prices and steeply increasing 

cost of living overall, luxurious apartments and living conditions become more and more 

identical, wherever in the world they are. Skilful marketing strategies for the sake of 

increasing profits create both supply and demand. The uneven dispersion of wealth makes 

‘homes away from home’ possible for some, while driving others out of their homes. Other 

than the working migrants and refugees who create lively urban environments, these 
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homes, which are homes only a couple of days a year, destroy urban fabrics and therefore 

‘the urban’ as such. 

 

5.4.3 Housing 

Following an economic logic, as stated by Haim Yacobi above, urban change processes, it 

seems, must be related to role models, protagonists and capital from other parts of the 

world, but eventually influence people’s actual living spaces. In both Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa, this logic seems to care little about the needs of less wealthy parts of the population 

and neglects those who would need protection from it. One field in which this problematic 

becomes particularly obvious is housing. I was not immediately affected by the tense 

housing situation in both cities due to a sponsored flat in Tel Aviv-Jaffa and a room for a 

decent price according to European standards in Amman. However, the previously 

discussed migration patterns, real estate market and connected modes of foreign 

investment impact the housing markets of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. These phenomena 

underline again how processes are interrelated across spaces. And, importantly for my 

research, they show how relations influence urban change in the two cities across global 

and regional scales.  

 

While Israel is obviously not affected by immigration from neighbouring Arab countries, 

for Jordan and Amman it is a huge burden. The absorbing capacity of the country and city 

has to be high, because “all neighbours are coming” (Khaled Jayyousi, 29.05.2014). Planner 

Sandra Hiari highlights the actual consequences on people’s lives in Amman by saying 

“whatever is happening in the region has an impact on Jordan. Every income of new 

refugees raises the cost of living, especially the rents for instance” (Interview, 20.05.2014). 

The impact of the war in Syria on the real estate market in Amman is also emphasised by 

Myriam Ababsa, who says “the more and more Syrians that are coming raise the demand 

and therefore the prices for housing dramatically. Owners start to subdivide their property 
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in order to house more people in the same space and make more money out of it” 

(Interview, 18.05.2014). The economic- or market-logic makes the Syrian refugees “often 

compete with poor Jordanians or other refugee groups for jobs and housing” (Kelberer 

2015).  

This practice sounds all too familiar. Related to global migration, as discussed in the first 

part of this chapter, the same phenomenon is noticeable in south Tel Aviv. House owners 

there make profits from African refugees by subdividing their flats and renting out tiny, 

substandard rooms, sometimes to up to eight people (IRIN 2012b). Some landlords “take 

money per bed, which makes flats even more expensive than in central Tel Aviv” (Asaf 

Calderon 28.08.2013). The mounting housing prices lead to competition in the housing 

market, which, eventually, is escalating violence in south Tel Aviv. Poor and working-class 

Jews in Neve Sha’anan and surrounding quarters accuse the refugees and asylum seekers of 

being responsible for their own difficult housing situation. Violent attacks and beatings are 

reported: “Molotov cocktails […] thrown at the south Tel Aviv apartment of Nigerian 

workers” (IRIN 2012b), is just one example of a spate of similar incidents. 

As a different type of migration, ‘making Aliyah’, or the immigration and ‘homecoming’ of 

Jews to Israel, is also related to housing. Under the ‘Law of Return’, people of Jewish faith 

are welcome to migrate to the country and settle there (Knesset, State of Israel 1950). This 

right of Jews to live in Israel, puts additional pressure on the housing market in the 

country. Settlements like Ma’ale Adumim, located along the road from Jerusalem to the 

Dead Sea, can be linked to this kind of migration. 

Although I had seen the scenery before, the fortress-like Israeli settlement along the partly 

steeply declining road - from about 800 meters above sea-level to over 400 meters below - 

still causes oppressive feelings. Ma´ale Adumim, right at the outward road from Jerusalem, 

shows the typical characteristic of Israeli settlements in the West Bank. Usually built on 

hilltops in the West Bank, they authoritatively overlook the landscapes, appear dominating 

and weirdly out of scale, place and context. One can sense that these settlements are not 
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naturally grown towns, villages or, in this case, more or less a city. The fenced off and 

guarded enclaves signify an uneasy alien existence. Again underlining the idea of borderland 

in a concrete physical way, the perception is while they are part of Israel they are 

simultaneously outside of it.  

In contrast to the ‘modern’ houses and facilities of settlements like Ma´ale Adumim, built 

with concrete and stone, makeshift Bedouin shacks are also seen along the road from 

Jerusalem to the Dead Sea. While the majority of Bedouins in Israel live in the Negev 

Desert in the south of the country, there are also Bedouin populations in parts of the West 

Bank. As opposed to the Israeli settlements, they dwell on the pathless slopes of the hills, 

and they obviously live under difficult circumstances. The improvised timber-constructions 

are clad with collected wooden boards, sheet metal or plastic foil. Most of them have a 

small fenced-in area for animals like goats or sheep.  

Another apparent and essential feature for the Bedouins in this dry area is a water-tank. 

Briefly discussing water in general in this context, immense technical and financial efforts 

are needed to provide infrastructure such as water supply for the Israeli settlements that sit 

on the hilltops, where naturally no water is available. The Palestinian populations, on the 

other hand, live in the valleys, where water supply used to be guaranteed through the 

location of the villages below the slopes. Bedouins, historically maintaining the arid 

landscape, live under adverse conditions somewhere in-between. A report on water 

consumption in Israel/Palestine states that  

 

On a per-capita basis, water consumption by Palestinians is approximately 73 

litres per capita per day (l/c/d) compared to about an average of 300 l/c/d for 

Israelis in general and 369 l/c/d for settlers. In other words, the per-capita 

consumption in Israel is 4 to 5 times higher than the Palestinian per-capita 

consumption in the Palestinian areas. 

Gasteyer et al. 2012, 461 
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As for Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa in this regard, both depend on water supply from 

beyond their municipal boundaries. Because the water situation is precarious throughout 

the Levant, the dispute about land is also a dispute about water. The Sea of Galilee in the 

north of Israel immediately next to the Golan Heights, and the hills of the West Bank 

deliver large parts of the water consumed in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and so the Golan Heights and 

the West Bank are of great importance for Israel. As for Amman, as well as water from the 

Jordan Valley, natural groundwater sources, for instance near the border to Saudi Arabia, 

are exploited. For both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, desalination plants producing drinking 

water from the Mediterranean and the Red Sea respectively are increasingly necessary 

alternatives. Either way, both cities depend on regional sources far beyond the actual 

municipalities, and with the Jordan River a shared resource. 

Coming back to the road down to the Dead Sea, the situation there seems indeterminate 

for everyone, the settlers, the Palestinians and the Bedouins, suspending conventional 

notions of spatial identity, political space, and legal control over it. The settlers live in an 

unclear space regarding statehood and (disputed) sovereignty over the land; the Palestinians 

are in limbo because they do not have their own state and are increasingly encircled by 

Israeli settlements and thereby driven out of their own homeland; and the Bedouin’s 

traditional existence as nomads, but forced by Israel to settle in predetermined spaces, also 

renders them deterritorialized. Hence, here again, borders as delimitations of spatial 

identities, seem more complex than a regular perception of them would suggest. With 

regard to urban change, the Israeli settlements constitute new urban areas near Tel Aviv-

Jaffa, partly due to people who can no longer afford housing prices in the city, but also due 

to the population increase due to people who make Aliyah; the city folds into spaces 

nearby. 

With the soaring housing prices in Tel Aviv-Jaffa - and indeed also in Jerusalem -, 

internationally considered illegal Israeli settlements as in the West Bank or even in the 

Golan, are advertised to accommodate the increasing demand in housing. The government 
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is accused of hindering the development of more land for housing within internationally 

recognised Israel in favour of settlements in the West Bank (Horovitz 2016). While 

certainly a mixture of problems, “Israel’s housing market has become completely insane. 

Israelis simply cannot afford to buy their own homes, and rental prices are soaring to 

lunatic heights too. In some areas of Tel Aviv, prices of homes have doubled in the past 

two-three years alone” (ibid). Together with other globally and regionally related reasons, 

migration also has a role here. 

 

As the example of the two airports show, international circuits of architecture and planning 

are at work when it comes to large projects in cities around the world. Commissioning a 

few globally operating firms can be seen as contributing to the widening of the much-

discussed gap between those who have a lot and those who have very little. Striving to 

become part of the club of world or global cities, both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

necessarily also draw on, and are part of these mechanisms. Labelling airports capitalist or 

neoliberal gateways into the cities, the can be seen as symbols of architecture and planning 

or built environment trends overall, that pay attention to exploitative practices rather than 

to balance and solidarity. Their role as rigid filters of control that people are more or less 

forced to pass through if they want to be mobile, moreover underlines their strategic 

function in regulating this socio-economic dogma.  

As I have shown, general urban strategies, visions and plans of both Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa also seem very much in the spirit of such tendencies. Planned, under construction, or 

recently completed urban development projects that I encountered in the field, mirror the 

logic of profit-maximisation and the involvement of global capital and expertise. 

Specifically addressing housing, it appeared to me that the described phenomena are 

particularly valid and visible in this sector. In both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, central 

urban spaces are increasingly taken over by high-end luxury projects that provide 

temporary ‘homes away from home’ for the rich. In parallel, these urban spaces become 
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unaffordable for ordinary people and are thinned out, changing formerly vibrant urban 

areas to sleek entertainment and consumption spaces, with services and products that are 

the same around the world.  

 

5.5 Conclusion 

Underlining the characteristic of folding and stretching spaces, I started the empirical part 

of the thesis with far reaching relations in this chapter. As soon as I set foot on Israeli 

ground, the feelings from earlier travels into the region returned. Noticing first the signs of 

joy that landscape, climate, people or food bring, I was at the same time immediately 

confronted with the harsh security apparatus in my encounter with border-mechanisms. 

Particularly on my travels to and from the fieldwork, but also during my time there, the 

passport played an important role. Not only in this region of conflict and violence, linking 

a person’s identity to a space in the form of a passport seems very important if one crosses 

state-spaces. Next to my rather unfriendly welcome in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the example of the 

‘flytilla’-movement and my own travel to the Balkans illustrate how spaces and thereby 

borders fold in or stretch out.   

In terms of moving people, both Jordan and Israel, and thereby Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

have historically been immigrant countries and cities. Even if circumstances have changed, 

migration is still an important factor in both cities. However, whereas global chains of 

goods and capital seem to move quite freely, the mobility of people is governed by rather 

strict regimes of control and regulation. Regulation means that there is an important 

distinction between wanted and unwanted migration. While Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are 

home to migrant workers who come with visas and organised by agencies, both also host a 

number of refugees, or asylum seekers. Not always clearly distinguishable between legal and 

illegal, populations in ‘Manila Street’ in Amman or ‘Little Africa’ in Tel Aviv-Jaffa are 

certainly important parts of the respective urban layout and change. A people that play a 

role in both countries and cities are the Palestinians. While driven out of most of Tel Aviv-
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Jaffa and only constituting a small section of the population, large parts of the population 

of Amman are of Palestinian origin, and therefore participate in the urban life of the city.      

With regards to the built environment, both cities mirror what is fashionable around the 

world. Strategies, visions and plans are framed to make the respective city a world or global 

city. Connecting to the beginning of the chapter, I claimed that airports are significant 

spaces that epitomise such an attitude. Hubs for goods, unavoidable and overpriced 

shopping facilities, and regulators for people’s movement, they stand for profit 

maximisation and control. Fitting the picture, a handful of global architecture and planning 

firms delivers the design and celebrates its sensitive handling of local and traditional 

materials, forms and techniques. However, it is obvious that CBDs, malls, office and 

condominium complexes, cultural facilities, and other landmarks are symbols of a tendency 

that renders urban spaces interchangeable, and, moreover are symbols for the expulsion of 

low and middle-income people.   

A sector where this phenomenon is especially harmful is housing. While affordable housing 

schemes are non-existent or pushed back, the ‘economic logic’ leads to policies for a few 

that disregards the needs of the many. Migration in various forms puts additional pressure 

on the housing market, which leads to tension in the social fabric. Middle and lower class 

native populations compete with migrants, and people are played off against each other. 

Overall policies and currently planned, constructed and completed projects in Amman and 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa suggest that vulnerable people are left alone while those who are well off are 

not affected, but supported by the system. Many projects make one wonder who should 

ever be able to pay the rent, let alone afford to buy there. This pressure within the cities, 

then, has consequences on the outskirts and the surrounding region. In the case of Israel, 

the government seems to use the scarcity of living space in Tel Aviv-Jaffa and other cities 

to justify illegal settlements in the West Bank and the Golan Heights, where injustice is 

translocated and prolonged. The chapter shows that a multitude of processes that influence 

urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are related to global and wider regional spaces. 
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6 REGIONAL AND NATIONAL CONTEXTS 

 

6.1 Introduction 

Following the far-reaching contexts that have a role in the change of Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, the next chapter introduces relations in closer geographic proximity to the two 

cities. This chapter therefore addresses urban change with regard to a regional/national 

level (cf. Waley 2012, 819).  

Talking about the Levant or the East Mediterranean, one of the first things that comes to 

mind is the Arab-Israeli or Middle East Conflict. While the conflict is not the subject of the 

research, it certainly resonates in matters of urban change in the region, and can therefore 

not be entirely left out. Choosing Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as the focus of my fieldwork, 

another example of in-between spaces comes to the fore. Unlike Beirut, Damascus, Gaza 

or Jerusalem, the two cities have managed, or happened, to generally stay out of violent 

conflicts and wars. On the other hand, and contrary to a relatively ‘normal’ life there, the 

tension of the conflictual situation is perceptible in the cities when talking to people, 

following the news or walking around. As I mentioned in the previous chapter, the 

atmosphere in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is partly calm and easy, but not free of tension. 

This contrast between ‘ordinary cities’, which are nevertheless located in a region of 

turmoil, reaches into the respective urban spaces.  

However, as much as processes and conflicts that influence urban change are not 

geographically bound to one scalar category, they are also not thematically bound to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. Internal struggles along the lines of ethnic, religious and, most of all, 

socio-economic imbalance are only in part related to the seemingly all-dominating conflict. 

Incorporating these factors, in this chapter I discuss sources of urban change in Amman 

and Tel Aviv-Jaffa on regional and national levels.  
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6.2 Separated or connected? The Levant as a regional category 

Tying in with the previous chapter, I again start the second empirical chapter with a travel 

experience. Symbolically connecting the two cities and underlining their role as my one 

case study, I start the section on empirical regional/national dimension of urban change 

with an account of a return trip from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Amman.  

 

6.2.1 Stitching the border - From Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Amman and back 

Since the physical distance between Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is only about 110 

kilometres or 70 miles, and I had a sponsored apartment in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, my plan was, 

while being based in Israel, to go back and forth between the two cities. My – supposedly 

first - trip between the two cities took place on a Friday in June 2013; it should have 

remained the only one. Assuming borders would be open 24/7, I did not think about the 

Muslim holy day of the week and the approaching Jewish Shabbat. Arriving in Jerusalem 

after a 50-minute public bus ride from Tel Aviv-Jaffa, I learned that the last mini-bus 

running down to the border-crossing at King Hussein/Allenby Bridge for the weekend, 

had left a couple of minutes ago. Searching for a solution, I thought of Ibrahim, a jack-of-

all-trades in Jerusalem I got to know some years ago. Shortly after I rang him, a friend of 

his picked me up and we were on our way down to the border in the Jordan Valley. 

Connecting to the scenery from Jerusalem to the Dead Sea and passing Ma’ale Adumim 

and Bedouin shacks, described in the previous chapter, one arrives at the Dead Sea area. 

Reaching the northern tip of the Dead Sea, a road sign signals the ‘King Hussein Bridge 

Border Crossing (Allenby Bridge)’. Following the road towards the north, a junction leads 

to Jericho, one of the oldest settlements in the world, built around 10,000 BC at a major 

trading route. A right turn leads to the Jordan River basin and the Israel-Jordan border. 

About a kilometre or two before the Israeli border station there is a preceding checkpoint. 

A simple concrete building on the side of the road and a barrier covered by a wide, tall roof 

mark the first point of control within the border area. The only visible person around was a 
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female officer about the same age as the officers at Ben Gurion airport described in the last 

chapter. Like the officers at the airport, she was casually dressed, her reflective vest the 

only visible sign of her official position. Ibrahim’s friend and I had to show our 

documents, she searched the bottom of the car with a mobile mirror and we had to open 

the trunk. This was a quick stop with almost no communication and no complications.  

Passing the checkpoint, a sparse green belt of vegetation appeared in the background, 

signalling the Jordan River basin around what is left of the river. Beyond the Jordan, on the 

other side of the border, the slopes that lead up to Amman were visible. The overall 

landscape is like a surreal, oversized children’s playground with huge piles of sand, 

intersected by a newly made road, seamed by street-lights. The area of the actual Israeli 

border-station is characterised by boom gates, mobile concrete barriers and a series of 

fences with barbed wire on top. The road network and parking spaces were well 

maintained and there was some greenery with palm-trees and shrubs surrounding the 

border complex. Stars of David made out of wooden slats in a makeshift way and pinned 

to the surrounding slopes reminded the traveller whose territory it was. In the parking 

spaces there were taxis, mini-buses, some private cars and military vehicles. All signs were 

in Hebrew, Arabic and English.  

Within the border-complex there were the common security and control facilities, known 

from other border crossings. However, as at Ben Gurion airport and at the checkpoint 

described before, and as seen during many other encounters with security apparatuses 

during my stays in Israel, the officers’ outer appearance and the overall atmosphere, as 

tough as they actually are, appeared casual, and even sloppy. Different to the rather strict 

dress-regulations and ordered appearance of armies I know. Other than when crossing 

from Israel to Jordan on a plane, a fee of about 40 Euros needs to be paid here. The 

amount is adjusted annually and varies among different Israeli border crossings.  

In addition to the security check, one is therefore busy with collecting a form from one 

place, paying the fees at another and going back to the first one to prove one has paid the 
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fee. Since it was a quiet Friday afternoon, the formal border crossing went smoothly and 

without much waiting time. The next step was to get on a coach-service that runs from the 

Israeli to the Jordanian border station. But as there was only one other person waiting to 

cross into Jordan, and the bus-driver obviously wanted to wait for more passengers, we had 

to wait for about an hour and a half to be taken to the Jordanian side of the border zone.  

The ‘real’ border, the Jordan River is about 500 meters away from the main Israeli border 

station. Having passed another unmanned Israeli checkpoint, made out of steel and 

corrugated iron, and with a military jeep in front of it, the bus reached the borderline at the 

bridge over the river. Once a vital river, extensive water withdrawal upstream has decayed 

it into a muddy trickle. This water abstraction is also the cause for rapidly declining water 

levels in the Dead Sea, an issue I return to below. Tying in to the discussed water issues in 

the previous chapter, the water upstream is taken from both Israel and Jordan to operate 

farms that grow fruits and vegetables for Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, other regions, but 

also for foreign markets. The bridge, named after King Hussein of Jordan or Mandate 

Period British General Edmund Allenby, and which spans over what is left from the river, 

appears massively overbuilt. The concrete structure’s load-bearing elements make it look 

heavy and are certainly beyond statically necessary dimensions. Watchtowers on each side 

allow the respective security staff to overlook the situation on the bridge and its 

surroundings. I felt that the massive, solid bridge over a dirty, tiny, and hardly noticeable 

water-body symbolises the condition of callous relationships across this border; a security 

apparatus that has gone beyond reason. 

After passing the bridge, the first evidence of being in Jordan is a sculpture between the 

two lanes of the road. It shows a globe, surrounded by sword-like bended metal shafts, a 

picture of militarily decorated King Abdullah II of Jordan and a board leaning against the 

globe, showing the contoured outline of the state of Jordan. Its symbolism is telling, as it 

suggests Jordan’s significant role in the world, the importance of protecting borders, and 
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the King who is in charge and can be trusted with this task. While Stars of David bid me 

farewell on the Israeli side, national symbols greeted me on the Jordanian side. 

About the same distance from the bridge as the main Israeli border station there is a first 

permanent checkpoint-structure on the Jordanian side, where our passports were 

controlled again. While everything was all right with my co-traveller, after a couple of 

minutes, the officer who took the passports and disappeared into the building came back 

and asked me to follow him. In there I experienced an amusing déjà vu. In a familiar scene 

from earlier encounters with all sorts of officials in the Arab countries of the Levant, about 

five officers sat in sofas around a small table, smoking cigarettes and sipping coffee. 

Another one, sitting behind a desk and a computer, asked me a couple of random 

questions, handed back my passport and signalled I could go back to the bus and continue 

my journey. As opposed to their Israeli colleagues, they were all very orderly dressed in 

uniforms.  

After passing another checkpoint, with a barrier, a small cabin and a pick-up with a 

machine-gun, we reached the proper Jordanian border station. Next to the security checks, 

there is a visa required to enter Jordan. I paid the roughly 20 Euros and received a receipt 

for my payment. What became problematic later was that the officer did not put the visa 

into my passport and I did not check. Meanwhile, my travel-companion offered me a ride 

to Amman, as she was picked up from the border. After crossing the green plain of the 

Jordan Valley, we went up the winding road towards Amman, passing the same sandy 

scenery as on the ‘other side’. The first impression when entering Amman from the south-

west is of large housing complexes, all newly built, on land that had been empty three years 

earlier, on my last visit. The growth of the city is breath-taking and seems unstoppable.     

To get from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Amman, I had to use four different types of transportation. 

This is if one does not travel with an organised group or in a private car; rented cars can 

basically not cross the border. A public bus goes from Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s Arlozorov Station 

to Jerusalem about every 30 minutes. There is also a train line from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to 
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Jerusalem, but while a new, faster connection was being built, it was slow back then and 

the station was not well connected within Jerusalem either. In Jerusalem, the bus stops at 

the Central Bus Station. From there a walk or a ride with the tram along Yafo Street leads 

to the area around Damascus gate, just outside Jerusalem’s Old City. From there, mini bus 

services run the route down to the Israeli side of the described border near Jericho. The 

bus-service stops there and after going through the border-procedures, people are taken to 

the Jordanian side of the border in the mentioned coaches. After passing the entrance 

procedure into Jordan, mini-buses or taxis bring travellers to the desired places in the 

country. An interesting aspect of this journey is that the two actual border stations are so 

far apart from each other, that an approximately 10-minute bus-ride is required to move 

between them. Therefore, even the physical appearance of this conventional border 

stretches over a couple of kilometres. 

On the way back, I took a shared taxi from Amman to the Jordanian border station. This 

time the stations on both sides were very busy, resulting in hours of waiting time. There 

were no problems with the passport on the Jordanian side, just a seemingly endless wait for 

the bus that takes passengers to the Israeli side. Leaving the passport with the authorities 

and only getting it back on the bus shortly before departing, creates a slightly nervous 

feeling. Arriving on the Israeli side, there were masses of people queuing to enter the 

country, most of them obviously tourists. This time, counters were set up to pre-check 

incoming travellers. There were only a few questions and no problems at this point.  

Nonetheless, reaching the actual passport-control, I was faced with more or less the same 

situation as with my initial arrival at Ben Gurion airport. After not finding a Jordanian visa 

in my passport, the officer stopped talking to me and after some waiting time a colleague 

of hers came through the crowd from the back of the hall. She asked me to follow her and 

wanted to know where I came from. I retorted where else could I have come from than 

Jordan, and was made to wait in the hall whilst she disappeared with my passport. After 

about half an hour, she came back and asked me the usual questions related to my travel 
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and my stay in Israel, this time not in a narrow office but right in the hall. Also, there was a 

much nicer tone and a friendlier atmosphere than at the airport. Along with showing her 

the receipt of the visa-payment in Jordan, I think I was able to explain everything to her 

satisfaction so that she eventually let me go back to Israel.  

The next challenge was to find a mini-bus that would take me back to Jerusalem, as they all 

seemed busy and fully booked. A detail and signifier of another border at this point was 

money or currency. The mini-bus companies asked for Israeli Shekel to pay for the fare 

and not having them is problematic, because there was no cash machine or money 

exchange. But finally, they accepted my Jordanian Dinars and after another hour, we left 

for Jerusalem. Although the formal passport and luggage check was not that time-

consuming, on either side, the actual waiting time, especially after all the checks was 

exhausting. One has to bear in mind that this all happens in a very hot and dry climate, 

about 400 meters below sea level. On my way back, shortly before reaching Jerusalem, we 

were stopped by the military and an armed soldier came into the bus and visually checked 

passengers and luggage. Without saying a word, he left the bus again after a short while and 

went back to his colleagues who stood with their weapons ready sideways to the bus. 

 

This trip shows once more the complexity and dispersion of borders and border-

mechanisms over territory and how difficult the situation is to physically connect Amman 

and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, despite their geographic proximity. Similar to the arrival at Ben Gurion 

airport, the Central Bus Station in Jerusalem is strictly protected and incoming passengers 

from other parts of Israel are sometimes thoroughly checked before being allowed to move 

freely in the city. The change from the public bus running to Jerusalem and the mini-buses 

going down to the bridge is also a border between the official (Israeli) transportation 

system and a rather informal one, obviously run by Palestinians. On top of that, there is a 

whole system of fixed and flexible, preceding and subsequent checkpoints on both sides of 

the actual border. The trip also shows the importance of symbols related to identity and 
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boundaries: the Star of David signs on the slopes on the Israeli side; the sculpture 

immediately at the border on the Jordanian side, a clustering of state-flags and other 

symbols on both sides, and photographs of the King in almost every car and building and 

even in most houses in Jordan. Again, the passport proved a significant document of 

identification and control. On my way from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Amman and back, I had to 

show it eight times. 

Due to the time and money it takes to travel between the two cities, but mostly because of 

the security apparatus, especially on the Israeli side, this trip remained the only one I did 

between the two cities. I decided for this field-trip to stay in Tel Aviv-Jaffa and go to 

Amman on a separate, second trip. While it would have been more in the spirit of the 

research to keep going back and forth, the described travel experience and my exhaustion 

when I came back made me reconsider. 

 

Dead Sea – dead border-zone? 

The journey portrayed above leads from Tel Aviv-Jaffa through Jerusalem and the West 

Bank to the Jordan River valley, where the border between Israel and Jordan is, and again 

up to Amman. While I did not extensively and deeply travel into the West Bank, some trips 

allowed me to witness the security apparatuses that are active at and around the crossings 

to this disputed land. While this situation seems not immediately connected to urban 

change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, I think it does have a significant role in the past, 

present and future of the two cities.  

Going to Bethlehem or Ramallah, one has to pass through the Israeli security barrier that 

separates territories controlled by Israel from those under Palestinian control. However, 

this separation is much more complicated than a straightforward duality of inside and 

outside, and the control of territory is in fact divided into a patchwork of different zones. 

On top of the different legal levels of Palestinian self-determination and Israeli influence in 

these zones as a result of the Oslo Accords (1993/1995), as the example of Male Adumim 
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shows, Jewish settlements are dispersed across the West Bank, forming Israeli spaces deep 

in what is supposed to once become a Palestine state.  

Nevertheless, the barrier that indicates the principal separation between Israel and the West 

Bank is in large parts a tall wall and has again been partly built far within Palestinian land 

and beyond the 1967 armistice line that is supposed to be the future border between Israel 

and Palestine. The epicentre of this condensed-to-the-extreme landscape of overlapping, 

disputed spaces, of fights over every square centimetre, of contested spaces that are on top 

of each other, is the city of Jerusalem. Borrowing from natural science, the city seems to be 

close to singularity, a space of infinite density and zero volume.  

In and around Jerusalem, security checks of cars and people by Israeli military are 

obligatory before one can proceed to the desired places. As a tourist, the procedure is 

usually short and without problems, however the waiting time in the convoy of cars can be 

annoying. For many other people, notably Palestinians, there can be massive delays and 

harassments in this “Matrix of Control” (Halper 2000). In any case, in and near the West 

Bank, military presence and overall tension intensify perceptibly. Geographically, this land 

lies in the middle between Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and could be a connecting factor. 

Reminding us of the orientation of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, discussed above, the area 

appears more like a backyard of the region. A fiercely contested hyper-reality on the one 

hand and forsaken and left alone on the other.  

A drive down to the Dead Sea and an afternoon at its beach therefore constitutes a quite 

surreal experience. To get there, one has to endure several security checks and armed 

military searching buses and people travelling in them. It is easy to feel “how this space is 

symbolically charged; with the settlements that are visible from the road, with the weapons 

of the soldiers, or the low-flying jet fighters. One bathes like in Paradise but is in the 

middle of a violent conflict-zone” (Interview Tobias Hagleitner 28.07.2013). I think it is 

important to not forget about these real/surreal spaces when talking about folding or 

stretching spaces and the openness of urbanisms that spread across scales. While tourists 
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or I as a researcher can basically go where, and leave when, they want, other people have to 

live there. As for Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, it seems the two cities either turn their backs 

towards this border-zone, or are repelled by it. The adverse situation in any case resonates 

into the two urban spaces.   

 

6.2.2 Trapped in diverging landscapes 

After relating the two cities through the story of my trip, I would like to discuss the 

regional dimension in the way the two urban areas are situated within the Levant and in 

their national surroundings. As opposed to the connecting facet of my tour, people in both 

cities expressed a feeling of being isolated or trapped, and the last section on the border-

zone appears to support that feeling. The common notion is that the Levant, as the wider 

region, is characterised by division, and states turning their backs on their neighbours, 

especially so Israel and the Arab countries. 

 

In the case of Amman this feeling is due to the fact that the big powers in the Arab World, 

Egypt and Saudi Arabia, and the booming economies in the Gulf are in the south; 

emerging Turkey and conflict-ridden Syria in the north; the mess of Iraq in the east; and its 

disconnection from the Mediterranean Sea because of the conflict and the role of Israel. In 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa, in turn, there seems to be an enjoyment of its freedom and western 

orientation, signified by the immediate access to the sea. Nevertheless is there a feeling of 

being squeezed in and surrounded by hostile Arab countries. Moreover, having a partly 

distanced relationship towards Jerusalem or the rest of the country as such, parts of Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa like to see the city as a western city that is just unfortunate with its geographical 

location and somehow in the wrong place.  

This unsettled situation might also be due to the relatively short period of existence of the 

two states and cities. Being young cities within young states constitutes another dimension 

in the lack of identity or orientation. There has been little time to develop an attachment to 
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their location and a spatial identity. An economist and scholar from Amman, with family-

roots in Israel/Palestine, who knows the region well, said that “in both Jordan and Israel, 

everything is artificial; nothing is ‘echt’ (Interview Riad al Khouri, 10.04.2014). He used the 

German word ‘echt’ as reference to genuine, real or authentic. 

 

Levant – a regional dimension 

Although I am able to relate to this comment, I would say there actually are many aspects 

of ‘echt’ to the Levant, and both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are part of it, not only because 

of the histories of their ancient urban origins. Thinking about Jennifer Robinson’s seminal 

book on “Ordinary Cities” (2006b), Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa in one way are ordinary 

cities. On the other hand, I have also chosen them because of their more pronounced, or 

extreme sociospatial composition. Looking for insights on the future of cities in general, I 

think they represent excellent grounds for investigating urban constitution and change. 

However, there may be congruence between a lack of authenticity or genuineness, as stated 

by Khouri, and the lack of a regional, Levantine identity.  

Having discussed the Levant in the introduction chapter (p 34), the regional label does not 

refer to a nationality, religion or political identity, but to the strip of land along the East 

Mediterranean coast. Building on an open and relational understanding of spatial 

configuration and multiple overlapping identities, the Levant constitutes a spatial layer that 

potentially holds the region together. In no way exclusive, but comprising a number of 

different affiliations and relations, the Levant is one layer in the spatial assemblages of 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. In some respects, the regional dimension of the Levant may be 

a prototype of spatial folds and stretches. An engineer from Amman expressed in an 

interview that “it was a good choice going to the ‘Levant’ to investigate this [borders], as 

there is a complex concentration of borders here; political, religious, ethnic, and so forth” 

(Murad Kalaldeh, 08.05.2014).  
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For Israel and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the idea of belonging to the Levant appears rather 

undesirable, as it arouses the notion of being part of a backward area. Hence, “most Israelis 

do not yet perceive themselves as part of the Levant” (Omer-Sherman 2010, 255). 

However, “Israeli artists, both Arab and Jewish, struggling against the closure and stability 

of the nation, have a special regard for the Levant as an affirmative space for exercising 

their sense of selfhood as open, unstable, and unbounded” (ibid). It is this notion of 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as embedded in an affirmative, productive space rather than 

only in a destructive one that this research also takes an interest in.  

Taking Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa together and making their regional dimension part of an 

investigation appears to some as meaningless, whilst in others it evokes strong sentiments. 

An activist from Amman replied to my request for an interview “I’m in pain from Israel, in 

pain from the idea of comparing Tel Aviv to Amman!!! A settler colony, an occupation, an 

apartheid system, a city built on Jaffa is not a city I want to even talk about!!!!” (email 

correspondence Samar Dudin, 18.05.2014). Even if she qualified her statement later, this 

shows how strong feelings are with regard to the two cities as parts of a wider region.  

As I also mentioned in the introduction chapter, for many Arab Levantines there is, 

however, a regional dimension to the place they live. Both Bilad al-Sham and Greater Syria 

roughly refer to the strip of land along the East Mediterranean of which Amman and Jaffa 

were part of. Also doing research in Amman, an anthropologist from the UK thinks, “this 

notion of Greater Syria is still very much in the minds of people here. No one would ever 

refer to Jordan as part of the Levant, but Bilad al-Sham is a region people still identify 

with” (Susan MacDougall, 05.05.2014). Ammani architect and scholar Rami Daher, by 

contrast, with reference to the regional dimension of Amman notes that one can “call it as 

one wishes, but there is an important difference: Greater Syria is a very political leftist 

concept from the 1950s, the Bilad is from/for the people” (Interview, 26.05.2014). An 

architect, working in the creative sector with his business in Amman again asserts that 

“although Amman is a very Levantine city, it is decoupled from the Levant in two ways: 
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first, through the Arab-Israeli conflict it does not have access to the Mediterranean Sea, 

and second, because of the political crises in the north-Levant, it is cut off towards this 

direction too” (Interview Ahmad Humeid, 23.04.2014). He feels the country and the city 

are both mentally and culturally, but particularly economically more connected to the Gulf. 

“There is no way people would go and work in Damascus not only because of the war 

now; Dubai, in contrast, embraces people. There is nothing to do for Jordanians in Beirut 

or Damascus, they don’t ‘import people’, they ‘export’ them. This isolation towards the 

north is a tragedy for Amman” (ibid).  

Besides conflict and war, there seems to be an uncomfortable situation for everyone. 

Historically a hub for the exchange of goods, people and ‘cultures’, the Levant still seems 

very much in motion and the lack of peace in the region may translate into not being in 

peace with the space as such. As for the region, centrifugal forces that scatter its parts 

around the wider region and the globe seem to dominate over centripetal forces that keep 

the region together. While this phenomenon is not specific to the Levant – remember 

Balibar’s centre versus periphery nexus (2009, 200) -, for a region that has not been able to 

put down roots for different reasons, these forces appear to render the situation especially 

difficult. On the other hand, and interestingly for this research, such a spatial situation 

might also bear potential.  

Contemporary discourses on the constitution of spaces like assemblage or folding and 

stretching spaces seem to suggest that there are opportunities for something new to be 

formed within looser sociospaces. The extreme situation of being “territorially trapped” 

(Agnew 1994, 2010) but at the same time not having gravitational centres, in the form of 

regional and other identities, might as well carry opportunities for positive change.  

 

6.2.3 Connecting spaces  

Although contested more or less throughout history, until the 1940s, there actually was a 

regional component to the Levant and relatively free exchange and encounter were 
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common. Relations across the region were normal, making it a thriving hub of 

international trade, an exchange platform and a coming-together of difference from China 

to Spain, from Yemen to Russia or from India to Britain. While for a long time this 

exchange was physically bound to caravan and ship routes across the Red Sea and the 

Mediterranean, at the beginning of the 20th century railway lines were planned and built to 

better connect the Levant and its hinterland to Europe. The Baghdad Railways and the 

Hedjaz Railways are prominent examples of that. For the Levant, the Hedjaz Railways are 

of particular interest as they were meant to run along the Levant’s ‘spine’ from Aleppo in 

northern Syria to Medina and Mecca in Saudi Arabia. Unfortunately, international politics, 

interests of then world powers like England, France and Germany, and connected wars 

interfered, suffocating the idea of a region connected via a major railway line.  

As a staunch supporter of railways, seeing the remains of the Hedjaz Railways caused 

mixed feelings. On the one hand, it was great to see some of the rails, buildings and 

equipment still there and partly even used, on the other hand, it was sad to see what a 

modern version of the Hedjaz Railways could do for regional cohesion today and therefore 

what opportunities were and are missed. For instance, superimposing the TGV, France’s 

fast train that connects Lille in the north to Marseille in the south in about four and a half 

hours, onto the Levant, one could travel from Gaziantep in southern Turkey to Cairo in 

about the same time (Figure 26). There could be stops in Aleppo, Damascus, Amman, 

Aqaba/Elat, and branches to Beirut and Jerusalem/Tel Aviv-Jaffa connecting the whole 

region in a couple of hours. This image also shows the smallness of the Levant and its 

states. Only covering about half of France, I think it is legitimate to place the regional level 

above the state-level and at the same time emphasise its relevance. 
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Figure 26 - France & TGV fast train connection superimposed on Levant at the same scale 
 

While this is history or wishful thinking, there actually is an interesting traffic connection 

between Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Amman today. Many travellers from Ben Gurion airport near 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa transfer in Amman if they go eastwards, and there are about four flights 

every day between the two cities. Amman, therefore, constitutes a gateway to the east for 

many Israelis. This is particularly so for those who travel on to the Gulf or other Muslim 

countries, as direct flights from Ben Gurion to cities in Muslim countries seem to be 

restricted to Amman, Cairo and Istanbul (as of April 2012).  

This relatively easy connection is therefore interesting as such, but even more so when 

related to security and control issues, discussed in the previous chapter. Whereas travelling 
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between Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa over land (a distance of 110 kilometres) took six, or 

ten hours respectively in my case, with endless security checks and wasted time, the flight is 

about half an hour and beyond the usual airport security checks there are no further 

problems. This can have different meanings: first, it seems authorities want people to fly 

rather than to travel over land, where they might be less easy to control; second, as flying is 

more expensive than crossing the border on the ground, it prevents socio-economically 

weaker people from travelling at all; third, and connected to both, overland travel is a less 

profitable business. 

 

6.3 Mental and physical urban spaces and the region 

After discussing situations of connection and disconnection, relation and separation, I now 

come to aspects of perception and identification that position Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

in regional and national environments.   

 

6.3.1 The cities embedded in their surroundings 

Constituted by a mixture of relations and separations across the region, Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa appear to have rather fluid identities. Many Ammanis still do not refer to 

themselves as being from Amman, even if they were born there. Some of the lack of 

engagement in creating a sense of the city and therefore participating in its making and re-

making might be explained by this. A sociologist, working at the Jordan University, 

described in an interview that “people always had different affiliations; to Gaza, to Salt, to 

Karak … so the psyche of the people is still with their roots, their or their families’ origins. 

There is a mental connection to the original home and generations will be needed to 

change this” (Musa Shteiwi, 15.05.2014). Illustrating this discrepancy, two friends and 

colleagues with an interest in urban matters in Amman discussed this during a joint 

interview. The one who grew up abroad and now lives in West Amman said the other is 

more Ammani “because he lived closer to downtown and therefore, also through his 
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parents, he has a better memory of the origins of the city” (Ahmad Humeid & Mohammad 

AlAsad, 19.05.2014).  

While this phenomenon of unclear identity is not as explicit in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, there is also 

still reference to the places that forefathers arrived from. The most obvious issue in this 

respect is the Ashkenazi (European Jews) versus Mizrahi (Middle Eastern Jews) difference. 

Overall, however, there seems to be a stronger affiliation to the city in Tel Aviv-Jaffa than 

in Amman. This might also have its root in the different histories the two peoples have. 

Whereas the population of Amman is enormously diverse in many respects – origin, 

ethnicity, religion -, the vast majority of Tel Avivians are Jewish, many of whom were born 

in the city.  

Returning to Amman, this uncertainty in terms of being Ammani reminds me of 

contemporary concepts in spatial studies that talk about loosely connected parts that form 

a whole, but that, at the same time, are disjointed. Balibar’s oft referenced border and 

periphery metaphor seems to resonate in Shami’s account of Amman that says “[e]ach 

segment of urban society appears to be complaining about its own failure to realize itself 

(2007, 208). Her analysis of the Jordanian capital peaks in the title of her article “Amman is 

not a city” (2007). In this article, she accuses Ammanis of constructing “their identities 

through references to a multiplicity of cities as well as to alternative identities that work 

against consolidating an Ammani identity” (ibid, 209). Partly holding the other cities and 

their dominance in the region responsible, she contends that Amman “belabors under the 

weight of the region’s many historic cities” (ibid, 212).  

According to her, the main reasons for this lack of identity are related to the region’s past 

and present; it is the newness of Amman, the huge number of immigrants and the 

connected massive urban growth (ibid). Her description of Amman as simultaneously 

“turning inwards and extreme boundlessness” (ibid, 225), reminds me of the simultaneity 

of the openness and restriction of space in the concept of borderland, as well as of 

seemingly antithetic global tendencies of ‘globalisation’ and ‘individualisation’. As much as 
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Seteney Shami’s account of Amman is enlightening and presents a sharp inventory of the 

city’s situation, I disagree with her conclusion that “[c]ities like Amman are not among the 

prototypes which have for long provided and continue to provide the models for theories 

of urbanism” (ibid, 231). Given increasing spatial extremes of relation and separation, or 

folds and stretches, and urban areas as microcosms of new sociospatial formations, I think 

Amman, as well as Tel Aviv-Jaffa, is not only not an exception, but actually a worthwhile 

place to study these phenomena that may be more pronounced than in other cities.  

 

On centralisation 

Maintaining a focus on centre and/or periphery, in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa it is 

interesting to see the respective urban areas in relation to a concentration of power at the 

state level. But there is a difference between the two in this respect. Amman is the capital 

and centre of Jordan in many respects, while Tel Aviv-Jaffa is (part of) the largest 

agglomeration in Israel, the worldly city and economic and probably ‘cultural’ centre but 

not the capital.  

While the city of Salt, to the northwest of Amman, would have been the logical choice as 

the capital of the newly founded state of Transjordan, now Jordan, King Abdullah I chose 

Amman instead. Apparently, he strategically considered the question of power, as he 

wanted to be independent from the influential, strong networks in Salt. There is another 

regional relation to this, as modern-day Salt has been mainly formed by Palestinians from 

Nablus, but before Jordan became a state and at a time when Amman was still a small 

village.  

Looking at Amman and its urban outline today, one can identify some major projects, from 

the 1960s/1970s that clearly show the intention to build a strong, centralised capital city. 

Large institutions like Jordan University, the Sports City, or the Jordan Television complex, 

were all built in the then surroundings of Amman, leaving space for further development 

but placing them close enough to be within Amman. This far-sighted and strategic 
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planning suggests that there was the intention of making Amman the unquestioned capital 

of Jordan. 

Tel Aviv, as described earlier, grew out of the ancient Arab city of Jaffa and was founded 

long before the state of Israel. Hence, it was a Hebrew or Jewish city without an equivalent 

state. This situation was rather exceptional and gave the city an independent, or, from 

today’s perspective, even progressive touch. However, soon after the state of Israel was 

established, Jerusalem had been declared its capital, perhaps also for strategic reasons. 

Despite being the capital, the degree of centrality in Jordan and thereby the role of Amman 

are nevertheless not as straightforward either. Having emerged as a Bedouin state, rural 

populations and particularly some of the historically strong tribes frown upon such a 

concentration of power and money, a situation which the King has to balance. While the 

late King Hussein (and his brother, who more or less ran domestic affairs) managed to 

reconcile this, the current King Abdullah II, with his strong focus on the economy and a 

global presence, has not focused on rural issues until recently. However, with the uprisings 

in the Arab World, this attitude seems to have changed and next to an ever-present 

nationalism, a new emphasis on ‘local culture’ is noticeable (Interview Sandra Hiari, 

20.05.2014) that pays tribute to tribes and Bedouins. 

But this recent “focus on Bedouin culture is essentially anti-urban. Even urbanites from 

Salt or Irbid feel marginalised because of the state’s focus on the Bedouins” (Ahmad 

Humaid, 19.05.2014). On regional leaders and urban matters more generally, Mohammad 

AlAsad holds the thought that “Arab dictators were all from rural areas rather than from 

urban areas, why they did not have a sense for urban life” (Interview 19.05.2014). Despite 

this recent change in politics, there is still a concentration of power in Amman, and 

decisions about the country and the city and their change are taken there, usually by the 

King or the royal family. As a consequence, this “centralisation is not well received from 

many of the tribes, who see Amman as the lusty centre of hedonism and wealth, while they 
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themselves are left alone in the rest of the country” (Interview Ahmad Humeid, 

19.05.2014).  

In Israel, the concentration of political power in Jerusalem and the historical and 

contemporary position of Tel Aviv-Jaffa constitute an intriguing relationship. When it 

comes to urban change processes in the city, the municipality seems to enjoy some 

freedom. But because the Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality is very small and surrounded by 

many other cities, as soon as projects exceed its municipal boundaries, things become 

complicated. Not only does the mayor have to deal with colleagues from other 

municipalities, who might have different interests, there is also the state – i.e. Jerusalem -, 

which usually has financial sovereignty, overriding decision-making power, and the last 

word. Overall, the country is very “centralised and the municipalities have little power; 

although Tel Aviv certainly has at least some” (Interview Yoav Weinberg, 11.05.2013).  

A vivid example of the result of such a constellation is the planned Light Railway Line 

across Tel Aviv-Jaffa and beyond (Israel National News 2013). Since traffic is a big issue, 

like in Amman, authorities have been planning public transportation, which now runs with 

buses, since the 1960s. So far, only a couple of infrastructural projects, related to one of the 

lines, are visible. Numerous delays, due to financial difficulties of the operator, disputes 

with the ministry of transportation in Jerusalem, and, not least, among the different 

municipalities that are affected, seem to have obstructed the desperately needed tram-

system.  

Another complaint I heard more than once was that surrounding municipalities and the 

state both use Tel Aviv-Jaffa as a brand when they advertise an event or a place that is 

actually not in Tel Aviv-Jaffa but in its vicinity. Yoav Weinberg said in this respect in an 

interview that “there is not much cooperation, but internationally the area is sold as Tel 

Aviv” (11.05.2013). Universities, sport events, or museums that are actually outside of the 

municipality suddenly become Tel Aviv-Jaffa institutions, as it may sound better for an 

international audience. An architect and planner from Tel Aviv-Jaffa, familiar with urban 
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change processes for decades, therefore “would incorporate all the surrounding cities into a 

big metropolis Tel Aviv” (Interview Nicky Davidoff, 24.08.2013). 

Underlining the contrast of small distances within this hypothetical metropolis-Tel Aviv, 

Yoav Weinberg emphasises that on his ride from Tel Aviv to Lod he travels “from the first 

to the third world in 15 minutes” (11.05.2013). Lod, to the southeast of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, is 

considered one of the poorest cities in Israel. A hotspot of drugs and crime, and known for 

precarious living conditions, especially among the city’s Arab population, Lod can 

somehow be seen as extension of the problems of nearby south Tel Aviv. It also fits the 

overall notion that the “more economic resources you have, the further you find yourself 

from Jaffa. In many ways, the pattern exists to this day; southern neighbourhoods closer to 

Jaffa, are poor neighbourhoods, and the northern neighbourhoods are rich 

neighbourhoods” (Rotbard 2012). This variation is therefore not only applicable to the Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa municipality but extends further across its boundaries.  

To weave in even more widespread relations, this area around Jaffa in the south of Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa also has a strong connection to the Arab-Israeli conflict. There is the connection 

to the bus station and the suicide bombings that occurred, using buses, and there are 

collaborators, people who worked for the Israeli secret services that are brought to this 

neighbourhood after they were unmasked. An architect, who lives and works in the area, 

says drily “of course they are brought here - south Tel Aviv is the city of strangers” (Yoav 

Meiri, 18.03.2013). 

 

6.3.2 The built environments – strategies, models, projects 

Also drawing on the region, the aforementioned focus on Beirut, Dubai or Istanbul as 

models for urban change becomes manifest in the built environment of Amman. When it 

comes to strategies and planning, spaces in these and other cities seem to be what people in 
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charge would like to see in Amman. Emanating from the royal house4, an overall attitude 

towards urban change that follows the principles of so called neoliberal ideas is perceptible. 

Referring to late 2000s mayor Omar Ma´ani, Ahmad Humaid and Mohammad AlAsad 

pointed out that “Ma´ani wanted a Dubai-like Amman; that was a fashion at this time” 

(Interview, 19.05.2014). Now, they continued, “the whole region is in admiration of 

Turkey; in terms of the economy, of tourism, everything. Turkey sends a signal: you can be 

in a Muslim country and a modern person at the same time” (ibid). Regarding the built 

environment, the Turkish model more or less follows the Gulf model and also involves 

capital from there. The two architects also stress “the traditional urban- or city-model was 

Beirut; now it is Istanbul and Dubai” (ibid). They agree that it is important to notice the 

absence of Baghdad and Damascus as models or peers, which is very bad in terms of 

neighbourhood-connections in the region (ibid).  

Bringing in thoughts on the Arab Spring, a planner from Amman thinks it is positive that 

Amman is “not going to have something like in Syria or Egypt; it is stable. Amman is 

thriving while cities like Damascus or Cairo are dying” (Interview Dana Halasa, 

28.05.2014). Interestingly, she also referred to Dubai by saying, “Amman becomes a hub, 

like Dubai, but it is different. Amman is more real; Dubai is a utopia” (ibid). Hence, while 

Riad Al Khouri claimed that neither Amman, nor Tel Aviv-Jaffa is real, or ‘echt’ in his 

expression (Interview, 10.04.2014), Dana Halasa thinks that compared to Dubai, Amman is 

quite real. However, remarkably, almost everyone I asked about Amman, its urban change 

and the regional dimension to it, sooner or later mentioned both Beirut and Dubai. 

As for incorporating flavours, needs and habits from people in Amman and their everyday 

lives into urban regeneration processes, these references are of course doubtful. Talking 

about authenticity, an architect, planner and scholar form Amman descriptively explains 

that having a falafel in still intact downtown Amman is different to having it in Paris; 
                                                
4 King Abdullah II in a Jordan Times article on 2 July 2008: “The speed with which the government has to 
act in order to attract investments can take society by surprise and cause a lot of talk…this is the way the 
world works. Countries that cater to speed will win and others that let cumbersome bureaucracy get in the 
way will lose’’ (Ruwashdeh 2008, cited in Parker 2009, 112) 
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everyone sees that, “but this is what the planners are not aware of. There is this notion of 

them wanting to have a downtown Dubai or Beirut. But Solidere is empty; there is no one 

there5” (Interview Luna Khirfan, 22.04.2014).  

In more fundamental terms, through its role as religious authority in the Arab world, Saudi 

Arabia also functions as a model for urban change (Ahmad Humeid & Mohammad Al-

Asad 19.05.2014). There is a fatal notion originating from Saudi Arabia that it is not 

important to take care of and be sensitive about urban and architectural heritage and 

change because there is enough money to change it again at any time. This, however, they 

conclude, is an extremely corrupting mind-set and a system that negatively influences the 

whole region and the cities (ibid). Linking questions about the built environment to how 

Levantine Amman might be, Khaled Jayyousi insisted in an interview that “Amman has no 

Levantine character; the typical stone gives it its feature. But otherwise it is an ugly, terrible 

city. The stone is the characteristic element. But overall there is no care for the built 

environment. Jordan and Amman don´t do well in this. Some nice features are the variety 

of people, some nice people, and the weather” (29.05.2014). 

Although, and maybe because Tel Aviv grew out of the city of Jaffa, references for how the 

city should change have always come from the west. Beginning with Ahuzat Bayit, the first 

Hebrew city in the world, which later became Tel Aviv, the model people had in mind for 

their city clearly was a western one. Fleeing from Tsarist Russia and later from the Nazis, 

central and eastern European architecture and urban lifestyles were imported to the newly 

found city. A vivid and marketed feature of this is the so-called “White City” of Tel Aviv-

Jaffa. Jewish Architects from Austria and Germany, who fled the Nazi-atrocities, brought 

with them the ‘international style’ and found a perfect climatic condition for this kind of 

architecture in Tel Aviv.  

                                                
5 Solidere is a large redevelopment project that more or less rebuilt central Beirut from scratch after 
the civil war. This redevelopment has been done under terms of investment and return of it, but 
widely neglected grown patterns of urban life in Beirut. A company with the same name (Solidere), 
based in the Gulf, but run by the Lebanese Hariri family (http://www.solidere.com/) had a leading 
role in this. The company is very active in real estate across the Middle East. 
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 Today, the west is still a role model in terms of urban change. Advertisements in shop 

windows of real estate offices in Tel Aviv are full of offers in English and French, targeting 

wealthy Jews from Europe or the USA. Architects and planners are also brought in from 

these parts of the world and the overall idea of how the city should change is very much 

based on economic features like speed, modernity, investment and the return on it, just as 

King Abdullah II’s thoughts on Amman’s change. Despite the rich urban and architectural 

heritage and the various influences from the region and beyond, there seems to be little 

space for embracing and including the cities’ diverse architectural history in this change. 

 

A joint regional project 

Coming back to the region, the so-called Red-Dead-Canal is a huge jointly planned cross-

border project involving Israel, Palestine and Jordan, and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Amman 

respectively. Returning to matters of the Dead Sea, discussed above, the canal is intended 

to balance the rapidly shrinking water level of the Dead Sea by building a pipeline-

connection to the Red Sea. Because of the difference in altitude from sea level at the Red 

Sea to 430 meters below sea level at the Dead Sea, hydropower plants are also planned to 

generate energy. Moreover, and most importantly, about half of the water would be 

desalinated and used for the supply of drinking water for the region and its main cities (Al-

Omari, Salman & Karablieh 2014; Glausiusz 2010).  

While the canal or pipeline is planned on Jordanian soil, the deal includes contracts 

between the parties that regulate water issues on a large regional scale. In exchange for 

desalinated water from the Red Sea for Israel’s southern parts and Palestine, Israel agrees 

to sell water from the Lake of Kinneret in the north to Jordan, which would mainly supply 

Amman (Coren 2015; Udasin 2015). 

As well as tremendous costs, the environmental consequences appear extensive and 

incalculable (Abu Qdais 2007, Glasiousz 2010). The process of desalination consumes 

much energy, requiring hydro-power stations for the additional electricity needed. Possible 
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leakage and water loss in the pipeline means that natural aquifers could be contaminated 

with salt water. There is also significant impact on the water bodies of both the Red Sea 

and the Dead Sea themselves. The ‘reject brine’ from the desalination process that would 

be pumped back into the Red Sea may disrupt marine life there. The difference in the 

chemical composition of the two seas may cause the gypsum in the Dead Sea to form 

crystals on its surface (ibid).  

However, the project shows that factors like climate, weather, geological questions and 

related issues of resources are vital for both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and go way 

beyond their city and state boundaries. Furthermore, it also shows that if issues are shared 

or similar and pressure to act high, collective effort is needed and possible. It is said that 

the Dead Sea is “the only place where Israel, Jordan and the Palestinian Authority are 

publicly working on a project together” (Alex McPhail, World Bank water and sanitation 

specialist, quoted in Glausiusz 2010, 1118). Shaddad Attili, head of the Palestinian Water 

Authority underlines the necessity of cooperation by saying “[w]e don’t have another 

choice” (quoted in Glasiousz 2010, 1120). 

Whilst this prominent project illustrates potential productive working relationships 

between the neighbouring cities and states, living in the two cities made me realise how 

well-connected Israeli, Jordanian and Palestinian politicians and diplomats actually are and 

how well they know each other on an everyday basis. Fuelled by media reports and the 

notoriously hostile language of politicians, one gets the impression there is no basis for 

discussion whatsoever, let alone peace-talks. However, vivid relationships at an array of 

levels and fields play out in the background. It appears that the official political level denies 

regional relations and cooperation that actually takes place through lower levels of 

exchange and discourse. It would be a major step to officially acknowledge and publicly 

communicate these relations. As for the cities in a regional context, acknowledging regular 

relations would help to change the seemingly fixed orientation of Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa away from each other. 
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6.4 Migration, moving and coexistence on the regional/national level 

Having elaborated on migration and labour issues in the last chapter on the global/wider 

regional level, these factors are also related to the regional/national level, with Palestinians 

the main protagonists. Particularly in matters of the built environment, foreign labour has 

an important role on a regional/national level. In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, Palestinian workers from 

both Israel and the West Bank work in construction. In Amman, alongside workers and 

their families originally from Palestine, working migrants from the region, particularly 

Egyptians and Syrians, do much of the work in construction, underlining the socio-

economic situation in the region. 

Another aspect of the regional dimension of urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is 

culture or cultural heritage. From courses that pass on artistic skills of Palestinians, even if 

they are in camps, to vibrant dancing and singing at weddings, noticeable from afar, 

Palestinian traditions are visible all over the Levant and in the two cities.  

When it comes to coexistence, the situation in Amman seems more relaxed than in Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa. Whereas in Amman Palestinians constitute a large part of the city’s population, 

in Tel Aviv-Jaffa they are more and more marginalised. Nevertheless, a few spaces do exist 

where the coming-together of Jews and Arabs is no big deal. Interestingly, it looks like 

these places were not originally designed for this purpose. Overall, however, many 

Palestinians still suffer from discrimination, particularly in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and from the fact 

that they do not have their own state.    

 

6.4.1 Regional labour migration  

There is a distinct regional dimension to working migrants and the labour market, 

particularly with regard to urban change in its physical sense, because regional labour is 

involved in much of the construction work in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. While the 

majority of the low- or unskilled labour in Israel was done by Palestinians from the 1970s 
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to the 1990s (Kemp & Raijman 2004), with the outbreak of the so-called First Intifada in 

1987, Israel stopped permitting Palestinians to work in the country and instead brought in 

workers from abroad, mainly from Asia. From then, workers from further away did the 

work previously done by Palestinians from Israel, the West Bank or Gaza. Other than the 

Palestinians, who mostly commuted to and from work on a daily basis, these workers 

became part of Israeli society (ibid). As I have shown in the previous chapter, this way, 

people from further away became a factor in the urban life of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, whereas 

Palestinian presence was pushed back.  

However, there seems to be a reverse trend occurring, increasing the number of Palestinian 

workers from the West Bank working in Israel again (Bassok 2015). The reason for this is 

apparently that the Palestinians are more “reliable and stay at their jobs longer” (ibid). It 

looks like, therefore, that for economic reasons, drawing on regional tried and trusted 

labour sources may not be so bad after all. In addition to official Palestinian workers, a 

report claims that there is a considerable amount of illegal work without valid permits 

happening, increasing official work by a third (Abu Toameh 2012).  

Aside from Palestinians from the West Bank, many Palestinian Arabs, who constitute 

around 20% of Israel’s population, are still an essential part of the Israeli low-wage labour 

market. Alongside the presence of Chinese and Eastern European construction workers, 

many Palestinians work in construction. During my stay in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, there was a big 

redevelopment project at the waterside promenade along the coast and Arabic was widely 

spoken there. Hence, there is a regional dimension to Palestinian labour in Israel as much 

as a national and international one. Some Palestinians who work on Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s 

construction sites are from Ajami, the southern neighbourhood of Jaffa, where the majority 

of Arabs in Tel Aviv-Jaffa now live. I come back to Ajami below when I discuss 

cohabitation in the city.   

Whereas to my knowledge, Palestinian Arabs are the only significant group of regional 

workers in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, Amman, draws on a wider regional pool alongside large numbers 
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of global workers. Due to relatively high living standards and the calm geopolitical 

situation, Jordan and Amman are the main destinations for workers from surrounding 

Arab countries. During my fieldwork, I mostly encountered workers from Syria and Egypt, 

occasionally from Iraq. As with the Palestinians in Israel, most of the regional labourers in 

Amman work in construction. A report from the International Labour Organization (ILO) 

reports for instance that “[a]t present, more than 40 per cent of employed Syrians outside 

camps in Amman, Irbid and Mafraq work in the construction industry […]” (Stave & 

Hillesund 2015, 5). 

But in Amman, I also met workers from Syria and Egypt in sectors other than 

construction. Mohammad from Damascus, waiter and handyman in the hotel in Amman I 

used to stay during my shorter visits, kept emphasising how lucky he was to have this job. 

Although he had to work long hours, he was happy about the job at the hotel that was less 

demanding than the hard work in construction that many of his fellow Syrians did. After 

construction works at the Hashemite Plaza finished, I encountered a group of about five 

Egyptian workers were sweeping the new pavement ahead of a ceremony in the evening.  

During one of my walks in Amman, I met another group of about ten workers, busy with 

road-repair. Dressed in reflective vests they stopped me on my way to Jabal Al-Ashraffiyya, 

where a new plaza in front of the mosque had been built. Happy to meet a Westerner who 

spoke a few scraps of Arabic, both groups of men were curious about where I was from, 

and wished to take a photo together. It was not without pride that they told me they were 

from Egypt. As I also met Syrians and Egyptians at markets, selling fruits and vegetables, 

agriculture, tourism, services and construction appear to be major fields in which regional 

labour force is used in Amman.   

For the sake of completeness, there are also many construction workers originally from 

Palestine working on Amman’s construction sites. As many of them actually live in 

Amman, I share an encounter with Palestinian workers on the Abdali construction site in 

the next chapter, when I look at the urban dimension of urban change. 
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Hence, on urban change in terms of construction, national and regional labour migration 

plays an important role. On the one hand these migrants are part of the housing 

problematic, as they increase demand, which I also address in the coming chapter, on the 

other hand, they are part of urban change, because hardly any urban development project 

in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is done without their labour.  

 

6.4.2 Enduring cultural heritage  

While many Palestinians ended up in Jordan after they fled their homes in what now is 

Israel, many others still live in refugee camps all over the Levant. On one of my visits to 

such a camp near Amman, operated by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 

Palestine (UNRWA), I was fascinated by how popular organised cultural training was 

among Palestinian youth. The German ‘Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit’ 

(German Society for International Cooperation – GIZ) together with their local staff runs 

these programmes to sustain Palestinian customs of dancing and playing music. A GIZ 

manager from Amman showed me around and emphasised how important it was for the 

young people and the great enthusiasm with which they participated. As I have seen 

Palestinian dancing before and saw a map of the Levant on a wall, I was curious about 

possible differences in the choreographies or music-styles. The teachers replied that this 

was not an easy question to answer, because it is similar but there are regional specificities. 

They noted for instance that southern Lebanese and northern Palestinian traditions are 

very similar. While that is not surprising, it is yet another example of how artificial state 

borders can be, and how, in this case cultural spaces, reach across them. 

On another occasion, I came across a ceremony in central Amman to accompany a groom 

from his home to his wedding. Again recognising the way people sang, danced and 

celebrated, I was invited to view the scene. Up the typical Ammani steps from the winding 

road to the entrance of the building, I saw men singing, clapping their hands and playing 

hand-drums. One man was leading the others by chanting the next phrase, which the 
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crowd repeated. It was another example of impressive Palestinian celebrations, full of life 

and joy, nothing hinting at the difficult political situation of the people. Eventually, the 

groom and his friends and relatives danced down the steep, long steps towards the street 

where the cars waited for them. Before they left, they continued the celebrations on the 

street, blocking the traffic for at least 20 minutes. Candies were thrown down from the 

rooftop of the building next to the one the groom came from. Women from the groom’s 

family and the neighbourhood did the ‘ululation’, a sound produced by moving the tongue 

in a high, trilling way. The cousin of the groom told me they were going to pick up the 

bride, go to the court and then continue celebrations. 

These are just two examples of how Palestinian culture is naturally part of the cultural 

oeuvre in Amman. Through keeping their customs and habits, Palestinians are a vital part 

of the ongoing change in the city, not only through direct political weight, but also through 

these subtler expressions of identity. 

  

6.4.3 Cohabitation and unification 

The dispersion of the population into about 50% native Jordanians and 50% Palestinians 

adds to the fact that the idea of Amman as a homogeneous united city is hard to maintain. 

While I have discussed questions on urban identity above, I would like to return to the 

state level here. Speaking about the natives versus Palestinians issue for instance, Murad 

Kalaldeh noted in an interview that it “took 20 years to transform social differences into 

one nation” (08.05.2014) in Jordan. The tight intertwining of global, regional and domestic 

affairs shows the history of Jordan’s peace treaty with Israel (1994) and the connected 

questions of Palestinians in Jordan.  

Whereas Jordan was more or less ruled by the military until 1989, in that year and with the 

so-called April uprisings the political landscape changed. Trying to secure his status and in 

need of approval of the Jordanian people for the looming peace talks with Israel, King 

Hussein introduced a one man, one vote system. This, naturally, had to include 
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Palestinians, who from then on gained more power. “They were granted ministries and 

other key positions in the country. This changed and minimised the borders between native 

Jordanians and Palestinians, as the idea of King Hussein was to dissolve differences and 

unite the country, creating a national identity” (Interview Murad Kalaldeh, 08.05.2013). 

This inclusion of the Palestinian people went as far as it played a role in the succession of 

King Hussein, who died from cancer in 1999. While many people in and outside Jordan 

anticipated Hussein’s brother to be the next king, Hussein, shortly before his death, 

decided on his son Abdullah to succeed him to the throne. The new king also married a 

Palestinian woman in order to represent both peoples in the royal family. This participation 

of Palestinians in the political landscape on the state level also found expression in the 

change of Amman, where a relatively large part of the Palestinian population of Jordan 

lives.    

 

In Tel Aviv-Jaffa, meanwhile, Palestinian presence is forced back. While I said the 

problematic around Jaffa is not a focus of this research, allow me a brief excursion here. 

Grown from the Arab town of Jaffa, Tel Aviv not only legally annexed its ancient ancestor 

decades ago, but due to socio-economic pressure keeps squeezing out the Arab Palestinian 

population more and more. The few Palestinian families that managed to stay there after 

the war in 1948 suffered from restrictive prohibition of renovation and building activity 

and are generally disadvantaged.  

Many of those who had to flee Jaffa in the course of the war ended up in Amman. 

Considered skilful business people, many Palestinians from Jaffa and elsewhere now run 

shops and businesses of various sorts in Amman, and the posters and postcards in shop 

windows of Palestinian small businesses bear witness to their origins. Asking the owner of 

a print shop in Amman about his selection of memorabilia from Jaffa on display, he said 

that his family was from there and he came to the Jordanian capital as a little boy. 

Obviously moved by my interest and this memory, he gave me a card which said ‘Jaffa’ in 
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Arabic and featured a symbolised sailing boat and an orange, and asked me to carry it back 

to Tel Aviv-Jaffa with me, so that at least the card could return there.  

While Old Jaffa has been more or less fully taken over by Jewish populations, Ajami, to 

where Palestinians have been pushed back, is increasingly gentrifying. Ajami is the 

neighbourhood to the south of Old Jaffa and constitutes the very southern end of the Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa municipality. Considering Ajami their Jaffa, even there many Palestinians can no 

longer compete with rising house prices and rents. It is again the economic logic that seems 

to be the dominating force in urban change. In the case of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the economic 

logic mostly works along ethnic-religious lines, with Palestinian Arabs mostly at the losing 

end.  

Interestingly, while large parts of Ajami are in a rather dilapidated condition, there is one 

structure that stands out. The Peres Centre for Peace, founded in 1996 by Shimon Peres, 

former Israeli president, is a modern landmark building, designed by renowned Italian 

architects Maximiliano and Doriana Fuksas. While I do not go into details of the 

architecture and design – which nevertheless fits the picture of global architecture I 

discussed in the previous chapter -, I find the fact that such an important building literally 

sits in the last corner of Tel Aviv-Jaffa irritating. This is even more so, because with its 

sleek glass and concrete architecture and the stylish wooden decks and planting beds 

outside, it is in strong contrast to the poor Palestinian neighbourhood.  

Not only contradicting its own name, the success of the centre with regard to advocating 

for peaceful coexistence in the region is questionable. Although under the auspices of one 

of the most influential politicians in Israel, it appears that the centre does little more than 

intervene cosmetically, without tackling real issues. Its alienness in the neighbourhood of 

Ajami is underlined by the fact that nobody I asked on the way there, neither Jews nor 

Arabs, knew where it was, or that it even existed. Overall, in my understanding it is more a 

fig leaf than representing any serious involvement with strategies that may lead to a thriving 

and peaceful regional future. Intended as an institution of connecting and relating 
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particularly Jewish and Palestinian people, its location in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, its appearance, and 

its policy suggest something quite different.   

In contrast, just a moment away from the peace house, a public barbecue area on the 

slopes of the coast is an example of how public space can be useful for bringing different 

populations of a city together. On weekends, masses of a broad variety of people gathered 

there to enjoy the nice weather and time with their families and friends. According to 

clothing and language, it is both Jews and Arabs who enjoy their leisure time there.   

Another space that represents a coming-together in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, but on a larger scale, is 

Clore Park at the ‘border’ between Tel Aviv and Jaffa. Named Menshiyeh, it was the Arab 

expansion of Jaffa along the coast towards the north at the beginning of the 20th century. It 

was built for urban expansion and in order to counter Jewish settlements outside of the city 

of Jaffa, further in land. This adjacent living of Jews in early Tel Aviv and Arabs in 

Menshiyeh, was sometimes peaceful, sometimes confrontational. The situation was one of 

“simultaneous acceptance and rejection, connection and separation, apparent in everyday 

life in the 1930s” (Hatuka 2010, 83-84). In the war in 1948 it was occupied by Israel and 

the properties ousted from the Palestinian community.  

Shortly after the 1948 war Menshiyeh was levelled to the ground by Israel, which is why 

only very few Arab structures from that time remain in this part of Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Initially 

planned as the Central Business District, the area is still by and large free, open space. 

Except for a few office blocks and hotels, the space was turned into a park. Other than the 

Peres Centre for Peace, Clore Park can be seen as a real space of coming-together. Friday 

evenings, when the Arab holy day of the week overlaps with the Jewish Shabbat, the park 

becomes a big gathering space for all residents of Tel Aviv-Jaffa; Jewish and Arabic food is 

prepared and Hebrew and Arabic spoken, as if it was the most natural thing to do.  

In light of many of the architecture and planning projects I have mentioned so far, Clore 

Park shows how little it takes to at least create a space that can be used by a variety of 

people. In line with the overarching concept of borderland, this borderland between Tel 
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Aviv and Jaffa is without a doubt a space where difference comes together in a peaceful 

way. Without claiming that a space which is used by different people is already a 

meaningful and productive space in terms of cohabitation (cf. Amin, 2012), in this part of 

the world, having Muslims and Jews using the same space at the same time without any 

troubles, or occasionally actually coming together to talk, is quite an achievement.  

Regarding questions of how to influence urban change, this makes me think about 

architecture and planning as such. If architecture and planning, despite massive costs and 

efforts, are not able to create an environment in which people can coexist and interact 

properly, but a piece of land that by chance happened to be left empty can, there may be 

something wrong in the way this issue is addressed. Instead of providing space for people 

to come together, current urban development projects not only, but also in Amman and 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa, seem to rather solidify separation and the negative consequences of 

difference.  

In the bigger picture, the Palestinians, however, still seem to embody a people that, rather 

than having their own state, is dispersed across the region. A senior UCL lecturer with 

extensive experience and knowledge in the region once told me that “Palestinians are the 

remnants of a more federal spatial understanding in the Levant during the Ottoman 

Empire” (Conversation Michael Safier, 09.03.2012). It is intriguing that this people, like the 

Kurds, form a nation but do not have a state. We could see them as living in the landscapes 

that are nowadays discussed as progressive and forward looking: spaces, connected or not, 

but related and overlapping, stretching and folding, dispersed across a region and beyond. 

On a more modest note, and important for my research, Palestinians are decisive parts of 

the population of the two cities, even if more pronounced in Amman. 

 

6.5 A regional vision 

As for the future, some people dream and talk about a thriving and inclusive Levantine 

region. My impression is however that this is more widespread in Amman and in Jordan 
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than in Tel Aviv-Jaffa and Israel. On the other hand, critical Israeli scholars, for instance, 

appear to be much keener and open towards contact than their Jordan counterparts. One 

Jordanian scholar, who would like to stay anonymous, emphasised she/he  

 

would be ready to sit and talk together with Israeli scholars [but cannot] afford 

to do that. Were I alone, living in the West, I would do it. But being dependent 

on University teaching and a reputation in the Arab World, I cannot. I cannot 

do this to my children and family. People who are even remotely connected 

with Israel and Israelis are accused of `normalising´ relations with Israel and 

named traitors. 

Interviewee B, 26.04.2014 

  

Nevertheless, she showed interest, asking me whether I thought ‘they’ knew her work. 

Talking about boycott and how hard it is to get scholars of ‘both sides’ together, Haim 

Yacobi emphasises that we “can't blame our Palestinian fellows…” (Email conversation, 

16.09.2014). 

Having referred to Jaffa above, an architect from Amman also told the story of her 

grandparents who went to Jaffa on their weekends to meet family and friends and enjoy the 

nice scenery at the sea. As many others, she hoped she could do the same herself one day 

(Interview Dana Halasa, 28.05.2014). However, on my former travels in the region and 

again during the fieldwork, one fervent wish of many people in the Arab states surrounding 

Israel was to once visit Jerusalem. For many Lebanese, Syrians and Jordanians setting foot 

in and seeing Jerusalem is a very strong desire.  

Jewish people, however, also articulate memories of an interconnected region. Bob Simha, 

senior MIT-manager in Boston, once vividly shared his childhood and teenage years-

memories with me. He was born to a Jewish family in Jerusalem and also grew up there. 

Travelling with his family to Beirut to see relatives and have nice dinners on weekends was 

the most normal thing for him. Later on, during the week, he would go to Cairo for his 

studies. This was in the 1940s, when the regional connected- and relatedness was still 
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intact, and very much in the spirit of the Ottoman Empire, described before (Conversation 

at MIT, January 2009). While returning to such a situation appears wishful thinking, the 

fact that it once was like that and that spaces and borders are in motion at least suggest 

there could be something like that again. 

I would like to give the last word to Raghda Butros, an activist based in the US and in 

Jordan. Although there is still resentment when it comes to Israel, there is a vision for a 

more just and thriving future, based on an open and relational understanding of space and 

the resulting opportunities. She writes in an email that the region could  

 

re-emerge as a region of self-governing city-states within a broader political 

and economic union. I believe that this approach would go a long way to 

resolving a great deal of the underlying political issues related to narrow 

nationalism, the lasting and extremely damaging impact of imperialism, and 

even to the Palestinian cause. I can totally imagine it, and it would be 

phenomenal! Given this aspiration, working towards a more equitable, 

authentic, unified, self-expressive, self-governed, inclusive, progressive, 

and productive Amman positions the city and its people to add their 

flavour to the blend, and contribute to the learning and transformation of 

other cities. 

Raghda Butros, 15.08.2014 

 

6.5 Conclusion 

Highlighting some regional and national relations that have a role in the urban change of 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, in this chapter I drew on centrifugal- versus centripetal forces, 

regional embeddings, perceptions and categories, and, again, people on the move. I traced a 

journey from Tel Aviv-Jaffa to Amman and a return, in order to portray the actual in-

between of the two cities. Describing such a trip, I hope, gives an impression of the 

physical dimension of relatedness or separateness in the region. The intention was to show 

how hard it is to actually cross the border and thereby bring together two cities, whose 

geographic distance is little more than 100 kilometres or 70 miles. The question arises 
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whether there simply is neither a relational component nor the will to establish and 

maintain one. On the other hand, harking back to some other facets, not only historical 

ones, there appears to be a regional dimension and according relations, both mentally and 

physically.  

Both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are naturally embedded in wider regional and national 

circles. Despite different statuses, with Amman the unchallenged first city and capital of 

Jordan, and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as Israel’s economic hub but not its capital, strong evidence for 

centralisation can be found. As for urban change in the sense of the built environment, 

both cities’ planning strategies and role models go far beyond their physical boundaries.  

Addressing working migrants from a global perspective, I have introduced thoughts about 

more regional and national labour that may have a relating and connecting function, rather 

than a separating one. I have shown that on a regional level, Palestinian workers constitute 

large parts of the labour force in both cities, particularly in construction. Despite some 

legal sanctions by the Israeli government, the income of Palestinians from the West Bank 

appears to be on the increase. Moreover, out of the about 20% of Palestinians in Israel, 

many work in low-skilled sectors, among which construction ranks high. In Amman, the 

variety of foreign workers from the region is broader. Alongside Palestinians, the biggest 

groups are Egyptians and Syrian workers. Not only in construction, but also in tourism and 

agriculture, workers from the neighbouring countries do the work many Jordanians are not 

willing to do. Coming back to the Palestinians, I have experienced that wherever they are, 

their cultural heritage and customs are fostered. Palestinian dancing and singing are found 

across the Levant, and thereby form a collective identity the missing state cannot provide. 

Addressing cohabitation and unification in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, Palestinians again 

feature prominently. Although the situation seems better in Amman than in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, 

some Palestinians in both cities are in limbo. Political considerations – and probably 

realities - in Jordan, however, paved the way of equal citizenship for the majority of 

Palestinians. Despite possessing Israeli citizenship and considered equal by law, Palestinians 
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face discrimination in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. However, few examples show that there are also 

spaces in Tel Aviv-Jaffa in which coexistence is not an issue. I have concluded the chapter 

with a brief discussion on a regional vision. Although facing severe difficulties on either 

‘side’, there are people, both in Amman and in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, who would be open to more 

regional relations, or even dream about a common regional future.  
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7 NATIONAL AND URBAN CONTEXTS 

 

7.1 Introduction 

In this last empirical chapter, I present national and urban contexts of urban change in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Accounting for the close connection between theory and the 

empirical part of this thesis, I follow the claim that “urban theory must also explain 

political and policy dynamics at the city level, and in our view this entails building locally 

legible accounts that give due weight to the diversity of drivers of urban change relevant to 

specific urban contexts” (Parnell & Robinson 2012, 597).  

One of the reasons I chose Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as my case was the well-known and 

exceptional internal division of the urban fabrics in the two cities. Whereas in Amman 

there is a remarkable difference between ‘West Amman’ and ‘East Amman’, in Tel Aviv-

Jaffa the pronounced discrepancy between ‘South Tel Aviv’ and ‘(Central and North) Tel 

Aviv’ has been a topic for discussion for decades. This division, however, was only the 

entry point, both theoretically and empirically. I would like to emphasise at this point that 

the division I address in Tel Aviv-Jaffa is not related to the Tel Aviv versus Jaffa-thematic. 

Although appearing in the thesis here and there, it is not central to this research. 

Unrolling this story of division backwards, I started with theoretical considerations around 

relational, multiple and open space. Borderland emphasised the central aspect of contexts 

in the methodology chapter, and approached the concrete urban spaces I present here 

through wider relations or contexts in the first two empirical chapters.   

In this chapter, I link found urban spaces and characteristics to wider contexts and 

highlight how they have a role in creating urban borderlands. Alongside recent landmark 

structures in the two cities, I present a few more modest attempts to improve the urban 

sphere. After looking at the grand general visions the two municipalities announced as their 

ideals in the first empirical chapter, I here go deeper into the planning processes and 
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implementations. Among other insights, this demonstrates that there is a significant 

difference between what is written in strategy papers and what is actually implemented. 

Also, a red thread is apparent, highlighting the discrepancy between the private and the 

public side, or individuality and communality. After showing how examples of the urban 

layout can be related to global capital and other far-reaching phenomena at the beginning 

of the chapter, I present actual development projects and discuss their role as either further 

dividing or relating urban communities and neighbourhoods. Towards the end of the 

chapter, I come to the social side of urban change, and discuss the public’s involvement in 

planning processes. Lastly, I present ways that people come together and of attempts to 

legally integrate all residents into urban change.  

 

7.2 Far reaching traces in the urban outlines 

Tracing cross-scalar contexts, relations and separations, as in the previous two chapters, 

one of the first findings upon arrival in the respective cities was that while the mentioned 

internal divisions are significant, the matter is more complex than suggested. Instead of 

neatly divided urban spaces, there are many pockets of difference, dispersed across the 

cities, and again folding in and stretching out. The two cities are made up of partly 

connected, partly separated clusters of people, communities and spaces, whose constituting 

contexts again spread across scales and spaces. I would like to start the last part of the 

empirical journey with a discussion of how physically distant spaces intertwine with urban 

spaces in the two cities.    

 

7.2.1 From regional fragmentation to urban heterogeneity 

In the previous chapter I discussed the surreal situation in the actual border-zone, the West 

Bank, the Jordan valley, the Dead Sea, and Jerusalem as the urban epicentre of this 

geopolitical powder-keg. I also mentioned that although Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are 
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part of this region, generally speaking, they seem to manage to stay out of this, and appear 

to figuratively and literally turn away from it. I argue that this regional fragmentation, or 

lack of belonging, reaches into and is legible in the urban spaces of both cities. The 

difference between Amman, Jerusalem and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, three major urban centres 

within close proximity, reflects the opinion that “Tel Aviv, grown out of Jaffa, is not a 

capital city but features some elements of a capital city. Jerusalem is a mess, I don’t like it. 

Amman is different, despite its historic roots. It is new and in a general sense similar to Tel 

Aviv” (Interview Riad al Khouri, 10.04.2014). 

The turning away of Tel Aviv-Jaffa from the regional turmoil towards the west is 

highlighted through reference to its European character. The city is seen as “[a] little piece 

of Europe in the middle of the Levant” (Phoenix 2009); or it is said that “Tel Aviv is an 

enclave in the region; a European utopia in the Middle East” (Interview Sharon Rotbard, 

06.03.2013). And yet there is also this awareness of the city based on an ancient port that 

has been an urban hub for thousands of years before. I think this seeming discrepancy of a 

European city that is albeit located in the ‘Middle East’ describes a noticeable inner conflict 

well. On another discrepancy, but again underlining its western orientation, an Israeli 

sociologist says “[i]f there is a difference between Israeli life and Jewish life, and there is, 

Tel Aviv is representing this difference” (Calderon 2009, in Phoenix documentary). 

Coming from Europe, I feel I understand at least some of this divisiveness of Tel Aviv-

Jaffa. Looking at it more thoroughly through the eyes of an architect/urbanist, and, 

moreover, a researcher, the discrepancy becomes even more present. Tel Aviv-Jaffa is 

therefore a European city as much as a Middle Eastern one, and it is a Jewish city as much 

as it an Israeli one, to some degree, it is even a Muslim one.  

As opposed to Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and although in large parts ‘westernised’, Amman seems to 

turn away from the region towards the opposite direction, the east. Nevertheless, in 

Amman, external tension also appears to internalise within the city. Having mentioned the 
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history of the city as an area built on a millennia old urban history but established through 

massive waves of immigration more recently, it seems only natural that its identity is not 

straightforward either. Therefore, the pattern of colliding (or diverging) spaces also shapes 

the urban appearance of Amman. Ahmad Humeid, in this regard, sees “two forces possibly 

describing the urban pattern of Amman: a negatively connoted notion of fragmentation, 

and a positive aspect of a vibrant collage” (Interview, 23.04.2014). Symbolising the lack of a 

coherent Ammani identity, despite a “longing for tradition, which is almost an obsession 

[…], coverage of Amman in the media, but even in school curricula is very poor” 

(Interview Mohammad AlAsad, 19.05.2014). Hence, diversity and seemingly contradictory 

spatial outlines are also significant in Amman. 

The geopolitical location of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa at the overlap of three continents; 

the historical situation of contestation in this region; and the fault line between the West 

and the rest, or the Global North and the Global South, have all left their traces in the 

respective urban spaces. However, while this coming-together or overlapping in the two 

cities may be extraordinary, it represents facets of many urban areas, maybe just in more 

extreme forms here. Within the conflicting situation of advancing fragmentation and 

increasing interrelation, I suggest that urban spaces in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and the 

contexts of their production constitute interesting examples of more universal tendencies 

in urban change. 

 

7.2.2 The local south, the local east and neoliberal ideas 

In both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa the city centres play an important role overall, as well 

as when it comes to internal differences. As if mirroring the global spatial outline, 

Amman’s historic centre constitutes something like a transition zone between the wealthier 

west and the poorer east. Tel Aviv’s historic centre - leaving Jaffa aside, as stated above - 

represents the threshold between the socio-economically poorer south Tel Aviv and the 
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rest of the city. Hence, while internal division is not clear-cut in either city, both historic 

centres and adjacent quarters are interesting spaces and relevant for questions of urban 

change.   

As for Amman, starting from the wadi (valley), where the Seil River once led people to 

settle in this arid area, with the dramatic growth of the city in the early to mid 20th century, 

more and more people moved towards the surrounding hills. Like Tel Aviv, founded the 

very same year, modern day Amman’s urban planning and architecture were influenced by 

the International Style. The general trend was also similar, as in both cities those who could 

afford to do so escaped the overcrowded quarters in the historical city and moved to 

surrounding areas. In both cities people seem to have aspired towards the principals that 

also outline the modern architectural movement, such as functionality, space, air, 

sanitation, which were obviously better achieved outside the old cities. Today, both 

historical centres constitute zones of diverging interests and therefore spaces important for 

urban change processes.  

Although more complex, one such present day trend that diverging interests can be related 

to is gentrification. Clearly noticeable in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, residents of 

socio-economically weaker areas around the historic centres are pushed away. One obvious 

aspect of urban change at the moment is therefore that while earlier developments 

extended the cities outwards, today, due to the revived appeal of urban centres and 

connected rising land prices, the wave of ‘modernisation’ washes back.  

Jabal Amman, Jabal Weibdeh, and to a lesser degree Jabal Hussein in Amman, as well as 

what is termed the “White City” in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, constitute the first large developments 

outside the historic centres in the middle of the 20th century. These again became 

unattractive and were left for developments further out towards the end of the 20th century. 

Later, the modernist areas of the mid-1900s were rediscovered, renovated and became 

attractive quarters again, not least through arts and crafts people and movements. From 
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about the 1990s on, quarters like Kerem Ha-Teimanim, Neve Tsedek or Florentin, have 

become sought after neighbourhoods in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and “there is a revival of Jabal 

Amman and Jabal Weibdeh, where people start going back to” (Interview Mohammad 

AlAsad, 14.05.2014) in Amman.  

While many people complain about or even fight gentrification processes, urban planner 

Nicky Davidoff from Tel Aviv-Jaffa thinks that “gentrification is a natural phenomenon, 

like the sunset; it is a process as anywhere else in the world. [Neve Sha’anan] is a central 

location and pressure will become high to it being developed and more affluent people will 

move in (Interview, 24.08.2013). But even looking at the situation unemotionally, the rising 

interest in central areas puts enormous pressure on historical downtown Amman and south 

Tel Aviv, and in both cities urban change means less space for socio-economically poorer 

people. A vivid example is Neve Tsedek, one of the most neglected spaces in Tel Aviv-

Jaffa until about 30 years ago, it is now one of the most expensive areas, characterised by 

narrow streets, nicely renovated houses, and a neighbourhood on a village-like human 

scale. As for Amman, Jabal Weibdeh, for instance, has become a hip and quite international 

quarter with the usual cafés and arts places. Culture and arts spaces, for some time now, 

characterise Jabal Amman.  

Still on the other side, so to speak, are the historic downtown area, and subsequent Jabal Al 

Akhdar, Jabal Nadhif or Jabal Ashraffiyya in Amman, and Neve Sha´anan, Shapira or Ha 

Tikva in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Taken together, these spaces in the immediate surroundings of the 

historic centres, are therefore very interesting confluences of spaces. Besides being on the 

verge of gentrification, and as if representing microcosms of overlapping global influences, 

these zones show a confluence of ‘western’ and ‘oriental’ elements, or European and 

Middle Eastern influences in both cities.  

The modernist era of the mid 20th century constitutes a particularly fascinating contrast to 

the historically more Middle Eastern urban patterns. It has to be noted though, that 
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although adapted versions of modernist architecture and urban design, for some, this mix 

is already a betrayal. Particularly in Amman, some argue that these areas are westernised 

and do not represent traditional Arab urban spaces and living. Conversely, some people in 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa argue that influences from Africa or Asia, and Arab leftovers should be 

abandoned from the city, celebrating modern, western Tel Aviv. 

Referring back to global patterns, a general concern is that a so-called neoliberal attitude 

appears to take over and to irreversibly damage not only the livelihood of many people but 

also the urban fabrics. Architects and scholars Rami Daher from Amman and Haim Yacobi 

from Israel agree on the possibly severe consequences of these policies. Rami Daher says 

that while there was some kind of an insight towards careful urban planning and 

development in the 2000s, “nowadays it is all about investment and attracting international 

capital. It’s sad” (Interview, 29.05.2014). For planning and development in Israel and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, I come back to Haim Yacobi’s claim about the domination of capital and a 

resulting “economic logic” (Conversation, 13.08.2013) that very likely worsens urban 

spaces instead of improving them. 

 

Urban borders 

Tendencies apparently running counter to relational, multiple and open urban spaces are 

separation, segregation or isolation, resulting in homogenised spaces like gated 

communities, enclaves or ghettos. Hence, we are confronted with spaces that are exposed 

to internationalised modes of existence with interdependencies and interrelations that reach 

across the globe on the one hand, and contracting spaces as a result of a desire to be 

among equals, or due to being forced into a certain place. I see this apparent discrepancy as 

related to the globalisation versus individualisation-dichotomy, and therefore a 

contradiction only at first sight. Carefully looking at these phenomena, they are indeed two 

sides of the same coin, as they are mutually dependent. It is within this field of tension 
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where I believe borderland has its appeal. Instead of arguing global space is completely 

open and interrelated, which it is in some respects, there are restrictions to this openness 

and they are not reduced to state-borders. On the other hand, urban spaces are not 

hermetically sealed, also not through superordinate state-borders. Therefore, the research is 

interested in where the spaces that influence urban change within this mix of relation and 

separation are. The starting points at which these thoughts have been scrutinised were the 

described urban borders in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa.  

 

7.2.3 Global capital building Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

Many small and large projects have been built in both cities over the last decades that were 

not necessarily in line with coherent urban change strategies, but nevertheless changed their 

appearance significantly. Not only questionable in terms of urban planning and 

architecture, many again show how much capital influences urban change.  

As briefly mentioned in the first empirical chapter, some urban development in the Middle 

East/North Africa region (MENA), but particularly in the Levant, can be related to the 

terror attacks of September 11, 2001 in the United States. As Hertog shows, Foreign Direct 

Investment (FDI) in Arab countries outside the Gulf skyrocketed after Gulf Cooperation 

Council (GCC) countries withdrew their capital from US and European markets in fear of 

losing it in what was called the ‘war on terror’ (2007, 9-10). In the case of Jordan and 

Amman, Saudi Oger (owned by the Lebanese al-Hariri Clan), or Kuwaiti KIPCO, both in 

association with Jordan MARWARED (also involved in the Abdali project), have invested 

huge sums in urban development (ibid). The Jordan Gate Towers, for instance, have been 

co-developed by Bahraini Gulf Finance House (GFH), Kuwaiti Kuwait Investment and 

Finance Company (KIFC), United Arab Emirates based Al Hamad Construction, in 

cooperation with GAM, who later sold their shares on the project (Jordan Times, May 30 

2005, in: webarchive.org).  
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Unfortunately for Amman, this situation coincided with a municipal administration that did 

not have the sense, capacity and interest in protecting the urban fabric and guiding 

meaningful urban change. The Jordan Gate Towers, a 44-storey twin-tower project in the 

west of Amman is an example of a project that should have never been approved. Easily 

noticeable, it is “completely out of context. There is no infrastructure such as water supply, 

sewage, streets, and so forth. The area was a park, donated by the local people, why it 

should have been given back to them. Instead, it was sold to investors” (Interview Janset 

Shawash, 26.04.2014). After severe difficulties of multiple sorts, not least the financial crisis 

in 2008, the project has been halted and is deteriorating. 

I think of the project as a symbol of modern corporate absurdity. Its deterioration outpaces 

the actual construction phase, making the building a ruin before it has even been finished. 

It represents a planning and building culture that is not related to, or based on the needs of 

people or the city. Instead, it is about making as much money with the least possible effort 

in the shortest possible time. To achieve this, zoning plans and building regulations are 

bypassed, responsible people bribed or otherwise influenced, construction workers 

exploited, and affected neighbourhoods ignored. Such a practise is unfortunate, not only in 

Amman, but in many other cities, and a destructive way of urban change. 

The inflow of global capital, paired with mismanagement and perhaps a good degree of 

corruption, introduced this vast structure to a small-scale residential area. The unfinished 

towers could therefore be seen as modern ruins of a ruthless policy or artefacts of absurd, 

out-of-context urban change that outpaces itself.   

Another such project, the Le Royal Hotel at Amman’s third circle, has been developed, and 

is owned by the General Mediterranean Holding, whose founder and chairman is Nadhmi 

Auchi from Iraq. Covering diverse activities, the group’s website states that their interests 

“span across the Mediterranean and beyond” (General Mediterranean Holding 2014). The 

group’s headquarters are in Luxembourg and there is a representative office in London; the 
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board of directors features political Figures from England, Scotland, Belgium, Luxembourg 

and Jordan.  

The location around the Le Royal Hotel is similar to the situation at the Jordan Gate 

towers. Its construction was against the existing law but the law also allowed its own 

infringement if a sufficient fine was paid. The developers chose to pay a fine of 1.5 million 

US dollars in exchange for a building height that exceeds reasonable limits by far. The 

prime minister himself had to approve the issuing of the building permission. Ignoring 

public opinion, the project again interferes with a historically important residential area of 

Amman, underlining the alien character of such structures (Abu Ghazalah 2006, 149). To 

add another global, yet absurd, dimension, the outer appearance of the building adapts “the 

spiral minaret of Samara in Iraq” (ibid, 152) from the 9th century. Unlike the Jordan Gate 

Towers, however, the hotel has been built and has been in use for a couple of years now.  

The ‘Meier on Rothschild’ Tower in central Tel Aviv, mentioned in chapter five (p 209), is 

a comparable project in Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s recent urban change. Although not related to 

9/11, the 42-storey project also reflects global financial connections, as well as architectural 

ones. The project is financed by Berggruen Holdings, which is globally active in a variety of 

investments. Nicolas Berggruen, the owner, was in the news in 2012/2013 because he 

bought Karstadt, one of the largest department store companies in Germany, only to 

announce a two year pay freeze after he had done so (Spiegel, 2013). With his father a 

renowned art-collector and friend with world famous artists like Picasso, Matisse and Klee, 

flats are sold in the spirit of noble, art appreciating people, who bring style and want to do 

good for the city of Tel Aviv-Jaffa.   

Highlighting a tremendous contrast, the top floor penthouse in Meier’s tower is called 

‘Palace in the Sky’ and costs 50 million US$ (Business Wire 2013), while only a stone’s 

throw away African refugees lived jammed together in tents in Lewinski Park, at the 

beginning of my fieldwork. Underling how global discrepancies fold into the city of Tel 
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Aviv-Jaffa, one can therefore walk in five minutes from the ‘Palace in the Sky’ to the 

“armpit of Israel” (Sadeh, 2012). African refugees, who are the ones that clean the toilets 

and collect the rubbish (ibid), live under harsh circumstances in the shade of the Meier 

Tower, and are met with hostility and violence.  

While there are also less obvious ‘foreign’ structures in Amman, both the Jordan Gate and 

the Le Royal Hotel can be seen as emblematic Figures in terms of influences from outside 

that significantly change the city. With both financial and design roots as well as clients 

targeted from a global sphere, the Meier on Rothschild Tower constitutes a landmark 

building that would not have been built without these connections. These and similar 

projects, although influencing the cities’ appearance, therefore have to be seen in relation 

to wider phenomena. They are not only examples of “neoliberal urban restructuring and 

the circulation of surplus global capital” (Daher 2008, 38), but of complex business 

relations, hard to link to one location only. As these examples show, globally mobile capital 

and respective actors significantly influence urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

 

7.2.4 Global aspects and the struggle for decent urban spaces  

While I have discussed the influence of global capital on urban change in Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa in more general terms in chapter five, and some examples above, I now turn to 

attempts to improve the cities with more subtle projects. We will see that global aspects 

also play a role here, and that principally good ideas and intentions have to compete with 

an overall capitalist mind-set.  

In Amman, redevelopment projects in Rainbow Street on Jabal Amman, and Wakalat 

Street in Shweyfiyyeh were meant to unite modernisation and the celebration of Amman’s 

very own history. The outcome, however, is again disappointing. The architect who played 

a leading role in the redevelopment of both notes that the goal on Rainbow Street was to 

“highlight this part of Amman architecturally”, and for Wakalat Street to add “a soul to 
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Shweyfiyyeh and to bring in features from all of Amman so that the city can learn from its 

own history” (Interview Rami Daher, 29.05.2013).  

GAM (Greater Amman Municipality) under Omar Ma’ani initiated the redevelopment of 

Rainbow Street in the mid/late 2000s and apparently had good intentions. Features like 

attractive public spaces, nodes and lookouts were developed accordingly, picking up on the 

area’s own qualities (Interview Rami Daher, 29.05.2013). The street became a magnet for 

tourists and Ammanis alike, and as opposed to Wakalat Street, it is still very popular, 

especially on weekends. However, there are downsides. The shisha-cafés are only a parody 

of traditional Arab coffee-places and mixed with pizza-ovens, hamburgers, and flat-screen-

TVs. Moreover, the owners of the businesses do not care about regulations like how much 

space of the sidewalk has to be kept free, and GAM does not control or sanction it (ibid). 

On top of this, narrow Rainbow Street is the prolongation of Zahran Street, the main 

artery of Amman, which means that it is hopelessly jammed with cars.   

Wakalat Street was designed as a pedestrianised street and initially was a successful space of 

coming-together. It opened in 2007 and was part of larger considerations in this part of 

Amman. Internationally renowned planner Jan Gehl from Denmark did a masterplan for 

the whole district, and Wakalat Street was part of it. Wakalat’s architect explains with grief, 

“when it opened it was beautiful and successful; everyone came to Wakalat. It was a 

meeting space for people from East Amman and West Amman and everyone was happy” 

(Interview Rami Daher, 29.05.2013). Shortly after its opening, however, “the owners of the 

shops were not happy because they don’t care about the value the environment has for the 

city and for society. They only want to make money and wanted rich West Ammani women 

as customers, who spend 200 JDs [Jordan Dinars] and not poor East Ammanis who spend 

2 JDs” (ibid). Consequently, the shopkeepers developed their own strategy. They 

“pressured GAM to remove the seating. Seating is pleasing for the people to enjoy their 

city’s spaces, but shop-keepers do not want people to sit, they want people to shop” (ibid). 
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Some people also made religious allegations, accusing the architect of having (half) naked 

women parading there, as one feature was a catwalk, which tried to revive popular fashion 

shows in downtown Amman in the 1940s/50s. The pressure on GAM resulted in an 

overnight decision that the pavement was taken away and Wakalat reopened for cars. 

Hence, despite well-made architectural spaces, Rainbow Street is dominated by ‘oriental’ 

kitsch, overpriced tourist places, ever new shisha-cafes, and overcrowded by cars; and in 

Wakalat Street, capital won against decent urban spatial change and the popular coming-

together space was re-commodified. 

As in Amman, commodification is also a factor in less emblematic urban change projects in 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa. On a short historical note, in the course of Jewish disentanglement from 

Jaffa, the new city wanted to be independent on the economic side and built its own 

harbour. This was in the 1930s and in the north of Tel Aviv, where the Yarkon River flows 

into the Mediterranean. Relocating the main harbour-activities of Israel to the city of 

Ashdod in the 1960s, the area deteriorated, but was revived in the 2000s. Israeli Mayslits 

Kassif Architects won the competition and created a popular and decent public space. 

Similar to Rainbow Street in Amman, it is a space for both tourists and natives. The design 

also works with the natural scenery, introducing multi-purpose pedestrianised platforms 

along the sea, and connecting old hangar- and other buildings that were turned into 

restaurants and shops. The architects think of the design as a “non-hierarchical surface […] 

reinventing the port as a vibrant public sphere” (Mayslits Kassif Architects, n.a.). Although 

one occasionally picks up some Arabic, the area seems to be a space mainly for north Tel 

Avivians and tourists to come together. Like the two examples in Amman, the economic 

side also works as a filter, as shops and restaurants are not luxurious, but still unaffordable 

for many people from poorer parts in the south of the city. Nevertheless, the space is such 

that one can also use it without too much pressure to consume something. Since my 
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accommodation in Tel Aviv-Jaffa was near this area, I did enjoy spending time there and in 

similar spaces, a phenomenon to which I will return at the end of this chapter. 

A much smaller project that addresses “the genius loci of south Tel Aviv as a ‘division of 

division’” (Interview Yoav Meiri, 18.03.2013) is the Lewinski- or Garden Library in south 

Tel Aviv’s Lewinski Park. Because the park has a reputation as a place of violence, drugs, 

prostitution and refugees, a group of artists and architects wanted to add something 

positive to it. Yoav Meiri planned and designed a library that hosts books in a variety of 

languages for adults and children, notably those of the many foreigners in the area. The 

simple structure essentially consists of lockable bookshelves that open to the outside, a 

large protruding textile roof, and mats on which readers can sit or lie down. While there 

was financial support for building the library in the first place, volunteers are now needed 

to maintain it, as the municipality does not support its running costs. This situation again 

underlines the struggle for meaningful urban spaces and change. Despite the difficulties, 

the library is a small but strong symbol as a space of coming-together. 

 

Be it Rainbow Street and Wakalat Street in Amman, or the harbour project and the library 

project in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, although in different shades, all of them have to align to the 

primacy of capital and profit. Moreover, and this is why I have been discussing these 

projects in this section, in all of them a global dimension, be it planning firms, tourism or 

migration, again has a role. The introduced projects show how difficult it is to work 

towards decent urban spaces, if it is not about global capital, skyscrapers or landmark 

buildings. While obviously supporting attempts to create more meaningful urban change to 

some degree, being subject to or even supporting an exclusively economic order seems to 

be the mantra of the planning authorities. Hence, I now turn to the planning processes of 

the two cities.  
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7.3 Planning the city 

After having touched upon the ‘grand visions’ of the two cities, striving for world or global 

city status in chapter five, I would now like to look at the cities’ strategies in terms of their 

urban outline. The following section highlights the municipalities’ actions and reactions to 

the task of urban change, and its sociospatial layout under the circumstances presented so 

far. 

 

7.3.1 Municipalities’ strategies and plans 

Both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa developed strategies and plans in the 2000s that were 

meant to direct the cities’ ongoing change. Whereas these strategies and plans feature well-

known phrases like ‘environmentally friendly’, ‘sustainability’, ‘inclusive and just urban 

development’, or ‘well maintained public spaces’ and ‘public transportation’, the actual 

plans or the outcome scarcely match these intentions. Nevertheless, in both the Amman- 

and Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipalities there are dedicated and considerate individuals concerned 

with urban development. I mainly met approachable officials who were well aware of the 

cities’ problems. The same is true for the private sector, even though those people were 

often much more critical about which assessments should be done and how, and plans, 

policies and projects planned and implemented. It should be noted that I did not speak to 

investors or developers, active in the two cities’ real estate markets.  

Overall, while municipalities are urged by concerned architects, planners, and urban 

movements and individuals to regulate and control more, the real estate market that is 

almost exclusively in private hands in both cities, seems to naturally push for the opposite, 

or regulation that profits them. A concern I heard in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa from 

the municipal side was that the municipality’s power is limited because it owns very little 

land. The - related - concern from committed people from the non-governmental side was 

that there is too much power in the hands of the private real estate sector, which therefore 
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dominates urban change. Moreover, the municipalities are of course also notoriously 

under-financed, which restricts their scope of influence, especially if the political will to do 

so is also missing. There is awareness, however, that even without much financial scope, 

having authority over planning procedures could still be a powerful instrument. But 

pressure from capital and private people like landowners seems to be higher than from the 

public, which underlines a lack of democratic principles in matters of urban change. 

 

In the 2000s both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa prepared planning frameworks: the 

“Strategic Plan for Tel Aviv Yafo” and the “Amman Plan”. A significant difference 

between the two was that Israelis prepared the strategic plan for Tel Aviv-Jaffa whereas for 

the Amman Plan, experts from Canada were brought in, working in tandem with local 

experts. Another very important difference is that Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s Strategic Plan was cast 

into a legally binding document, while the Amman Plan remained a vision or, as 

emphasised by discussion-partners, a “guideline” (Greater Amman Municipality 2008). 

Moreover, the Amman Plan is not a plan that determines building regulations and zoning 

in detail, which the Tel Aviv-Jaffa plan does, but a ‘Master Plan’, concerned with larger 

scale zoning and provision of the extensive Amman municipality. As the map on p 43 

shows, the Amman municipality stretches over 1680 km2, as compared to 52 km2 of Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, whose metropolitan region, however, also comprises over 1500km2. 

Amman’s planning department therefore acts in a grey zone, using the Amman Plan as its 

guiding principle but has no backing from the legal side, which still draws on a 1979 law. 

The head of the Amman planning department says that “until 2007 the city’s policies were 

determined by other interests and views, dominated by tribes, at least rules and limits were 

set with the Amman Plan Document” (Interview Rima Odeh, 23.04.2014). Complex 

political influences and power games however still seem to interfere with decent urban 

planning in Amman. The mayor is appointed by the king, and the city council is constituted 
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of members from different tribes; tribes whose interests may collide with those of the 

municipality. Some of these council members, moreover, 

 

don’t understand what urban planning is or what a strategy is. They deal with 

everything on the go. […] The person sent to the council has to bring 

‘something’ back to the tribe. There were times in which planning 

applications weren’t even looked at if it had a prominent name [of a tribe] on 

it. Now everything has to pass through the planning department at least. But 

private benefit is still always over the city’s benefit. It is still the real estate 

market that designs the city, never the planning department or the 

municipality. As the state and the municipality do not own much land, they 

always deal with land of someone else. If there are lawsuits, GAM always 

loses and the opponents become millionaires overnight. This is how Amman 

lost almost all its most valuable agricultural land. 

Rima Odeh, Interview 23.04.2014 

 

The private real estate market also appears to dominate large parts of urban change in Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa. However, whereas in Amman one main issue for the municipality are the 

planning processes and a vague legal basis, the main concern for the Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

municipality had been – justified or not - opposition to the plans. While the Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

municipality has had strategies and a comprehensive development plan throughout its 

history, to me the current urban outline appears disorganised and very much tailored 

towards private profit. There may be some historical facts that could justify unreasonable 

development, particularly the dispersion of high-rises, but overall urban change seems to 

follow the idea of making money through the multiplication of surface area wherever 

possible.  

The argument of the Tel Aviv-Jaffa municipality is that it needs to give assets to “attract 

investors to build in poor neighbourhoods” (Interview Alma Tsur, 06.08.2013). The new 

plan therefore opens the door for driving out people from south Tel Aviv by allowing 
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increased building heights in-, and high-rises around the vulnerable quarters. The Neve 

Tsedek Tower along Derech Jaffa/Eilat Street is a tall condominium tower that does not 

seem to follow any urban planning logic, for instance. Asked how this is even possible, 

Alma Tsur said, “since it is there, you cannot tell the neighbour he cannot build the same 

height” (ibid). The investor apparently had a deal with municipal officials (Ben-Simhon 

2008). Overall, the plan significantly elevates building heights and extends the Central 

Business District into south Tel Aviv.  

Knowing the situation in south Tel Aviv, the idea of the municipality was that “non-

residential activities can improve the situation better than residential ones” (Interview Yoav 

Weinberg, 11.05.2013). Accordingly, “the municipality thinks that strictly residential use 

would increase gentrification and just produce more of the same problems. The idea was 

that the new extended CBD would improve the city and not confront local communities” 

(ibid). Also referring to gentrification, Alma Tsur notes that the “municipality is aware of 

the problems in south Tel Aviv and tries to do something. But this can increase 

gentrification; they think about new parks and gardens” (Interview, 06.08.2013). 

Despite many critical aspects, the plan also includes features that indeed bear the potential 

to improve the situation without entirely giving up on the liveability of the city, particularly 

in the southern part. The monstrous New Central Bus Station, that brought a lot of 

problems to the area is planned to be relocated towards the city’s fringes. This has been 

decided by the ministry of transportation in Jerusalem, again underlining relations between 

the national and the urban level on issues of urban change. On the site of the old Central 

Bus Station, one of the hotspots of drugs and prostitution, there will be an art school and 

there are also programmes for students to live in the south. Hence, at least some 

considerations take a more diverse urban setting into account when it comes to urban 

change.  
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7.3.2 High-rises and out of scale urban renewal  

Difference and heterogeneity are universal urban characteristics and not specific to Amman 

and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Some ways the urban fabric is – or is not - taken care of, and the 

underlying planning policies are, however, not universal, but specific to the two. Large 

redevelopment projects, partly in ‘tabula rasa’ style, would be such specificities in both 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Tying in to the above, another shared element is a seemingly 

random dispersion of high-rise structures. I will now discuss two larger redevelopment 

areas in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa that are significant for how urban spaces change there. 

 

Al Abdali 

Having discussed a wave of gentrification or neoliberal development coming in from the 

west in Amman, the project of Al Abdali, or just Abdali, may be its climax and material 

manifestation. The project with the same name as the district shows how much planning, 

land, and profit making are connected. The plot on formerly military land comprises 

384,000m2, or more than 4 million square foot. As military institutions were relocated, the 

highly valuable central land is now used for urban redevelopment. Apparently, the initial 

idea of Abdali was “to create a public space near the three state powers, the mosque, the 

parliament and the central court. However, it turned out a commercial project, rather than 

a project offering public space to the people” (Interview Janset Shawash, 14-04-26). 

The question is, is this public or private land? Since “land has become the main currency in 

Amman” (Interview Ahmad Humeid, 19.05.2014), and the municipality is complaining 

about its own lack of assertiveness because of so little publicly owned land, this is a 

profound question. If it is public, as some people I have spoken to think it is, it has been 

taken away from the people of Jordan and Amman in order to privatise profits. Some 

voices stress the involvement of the royal family in these kinds of projects on former 

military land, in order to make profit for themselves and their friends. Moreover, there is 
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little understanding in the population about how a project of this dimension had been 

pushed through without much public discussion.  

The size of the site is about the same as Canary Wharf in London and will host 1.8 million 

square meters of built-up area when completed. The project is promoted as a smartly 

planned new centre and downtown of Amman and a “model of modernisation in the 

Kingdom” (Abdali Investment & Development Psc., n.a.). Split into two main phases, 

phase one is the southern, mainly commercial part, and phase two the housing part. Janset 

Shawash, architect and planner from Amman therefore says one has to view and judge 

Abdali from different angles. She explains that  

 

the leisure areas will most certainly work, but no Jordanian, even those 

who can afford it, will move there; they would go to nicer places. Hence, 

most of the people who buy are foreigners, most of them from the Gulf. 

They will spend their holidays - one-two weeks - in Amman to escape the 

heat. When it comes to shopping and leisure activities, upper/middle class 

Jordanians will definitely go there; I will go there! 

Janset Shawash, Interview 26.04.2014 

 

The notion of foreigners that buy property but only use it a couple of days or week per 

year is also something both cities have in common. Meanwhile, phase one, the commercial 

part, is more or less finished and the first events have taken place. One of these was a 

Christmas Festival in 2013 and it turned out to be a success. The event was well attended, 

and, although a Christian holiday, also by many Muslim families. Talking about this event, 

Ahmad Humeid explains that on the one hand, “Abdali has the potential to bring people 

together. On the other hand, there was an entrance fee […], which means many people 

from east Amman cannot afford going there” (Interview, 19.05.2014). So, despite this 

example, it is more likely that Abdali will reinforce the gap between west Amman and east 

Amman, between the affluent and the impoverished. Murad Kalaldeh, engineer from 
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Amman, feels that “Abdali is a dangerous project because it is going to be an expensive 

area within a limited income one. This huge development creates a new barrier; it enforces 

new borders within the city” (Interview, 05.05.2014). Sharing these concerns, the head of 

the municipality’s planning department, states that “in recent years with the ‘crowning’ of 

Amman, and Abdali most prominently, other areas were not so in the focus. Maybe we 

should have provided more open spaces for lower income populations. This area [the low-

income east], in any case, suffers from a lack of services” (Interview Rima Odeh, 

23.04.2014).  

Returning to more general urban planning and development concerns, many people I 

talked to shared the feeling that the project “is completely out of the natural pattern of 

Amman” (Interview Murad Kalaldeh, 05.05.2014). In terms of traffic, others fear that 

“there will be huge jams around the area, since the streets are filled already” (Interview 

Mohammad AlAsad, 19.05.2014). Projects such as Abdali seem disconnected to their 

surroundings. Scholar Khaled Jayyousi thinks it “is a mess in social terms. It is too dense 

(traffic) and overcrowded. There is no vision. They sell the property and then people will 

have to deal with the problems” (Interview, 29.05.2014). Ending with a note on urban 

change, sociologist Musa Shteiwi says that it “has been imposed on the city, and now we 

will see how it will change it” (Interview, 15.05.2014). 

 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s Central Business District 

While Tel Aviv-Jaffa has had its high-rises for a longer time than Amman, the new urban 

development plan seems to continue this trend. The dispersion of high-rises appears 

haphazardly and not reduced to the area designated as Central Business District. Stretching 

across the central/southern parts of the city, from the Ayalon highway in the east, via the 

lower end of Rothschild Boulevard, to Menshiyeh in the west, this Central Business 

District is anything but coherent, and widely spread out. Whereas the cluster of high-rises 
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at the Ayalon makes sense and constitutes a well-connected business district in the middle 

of the city, the smaller part in Menshiyeh, at the coast, once in the no-mans-land between 

Tel Aviv and Jaffa, and the dispersed high-rises between, do not make much sense from an 

urban planning perspective.  

However, considerations have to again go beyond today’s city, also when it comes to high-

rises. At a time when the suburbs were attractive in the 1960s, many people left the city for 

neighbouring cities and towns. The reaction of the municipality was a plan to regenerate 

the centre with a ‘modernist’ mind-set and rather ruthlessly with tall buildings, especially in 

the south of Tel Aviv. From the 1970s onwards, alongside a wave of young people who 

found the run-down central areas attractive, Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s centre changed significantly 

with more and more high-rise towers springing up. Highlighting the international context, 

Marom writes, “these new towers are sometimes branded by showcasing their world-

renowned architects and designers, seeking to instill in their residents the sense that they 

enjoy a globally recognized standard of living and design” (2013, 1357). Given the 

heterogeneity in the central/southern Tel Aviv area, the high-rises can also be seen as 

“reflective of the increased socioeconomic polarization of Tel Aviv” (ibid). Living in a 

‘modern’ high-rise was considered more progressive than living in the older buildings. 

The recent urban development plan suggests that the municipality will just keep going and 

allow more high-rises in this area, again without a noticeable order. The mentioned Neve 

Tsedek Tower, in the neighbourhood with the same name, is a literally outstanding 

example, and not even fierce protests of the neighbourhood’s residents could prevent the 

tower from being built. The relatively new tower is now standing solitary at the eastern 

edge of the quarter, but it is only the first one along Derech Jaffa/Eilat Street, where the 

new master plan mysteriously allows a row of high-rises along the street. Besides creating 

uncomfortable spaces, this series of tall buildings will without a doubt separate the 

neighbourhoods there. Hence, despite architectonic questions of scale, shading, views, or 
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down draughts, “the problem with high-rises is not so much the architectural side 

(although most of them are ugly), but they are destroying the urban pattern and are 

misusing urban public space” (Conversation Haim Yacobi, 22.08.2013). 

  

Both Al Abdali and the Central Business District of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, although following the 

current urban development plans, constitute heavy caesura in the two urban outlines. 

Rather than contributing to liveable urban spaces that allow people to enjoy their city and 

come together, they seem to introduce new and even stronger enclaves and barriers within 

the cities.    

 

7.3.3 Relating the difference 

After the two exemplary large scale urban development projects and plans, I now discuss 

the internal division of both cities and the respective responses of the two municipalities. 

Here again, there seems to be a significant discrepancy between what the visions and 

strategies of the two municipalities suggest, what the concrete plans show and what is 

actually being built at the moment.   

 

Downtown Amman – Zipping spaces 

The shape of Amman’s down-town district, or Al-Balad, features a web-like structure, 

physically relating the topography of the surrounding Jabals, and mentally relating the 

topology of the city. It is where the city’s roots are and where, despite decades of 

deterioration, the centre of the city in terms of urbanity lies. This is an urbanity that is 

celebrated by architects and planners and made and used by the people; it stands for high 

density, a mix of functions and possibilities, a good degree of walkability and an urban 

landscape on an amicable scale. Some of these appreciable urban facets, however, seem to 
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get lost in a general quest for ‘modernisation’ as part of the Wadi Amman project (Amman 

Municipality Website (n.a.).  

The Wadi Amman project frames the redesigning of the valley in which the stream Seil 

once cut its way across Amman through the surrounding hills from south west to north 

east. Its central part constitutes Al-Balad, the historical downtown of Amman. The project 

therefore impacts the historic city centre and the cradle of the city. The stream, once the 

reason people settled there, is no longer visible and covered by concrete. The central parts 

of the wadi can also be seen as roughly constituting the dividing line between West Amman 

and East Amman. The plan, conceptualised in three parts, was therefore called “zipper-

line” (Interview Dana Halasa, 28.05.2014), as it was supposed to connect east and west (see 

Figure 27). Consisting of a cultural strip in the east, a governmental strip in the middle and 

a mixed-use strip in the west, the plan suggested a variety of new functions in some of the 

oldest parts of the city.  

Some of the attached projects have already been built and unfortunately neither achieved 

‘zipping’ east and west together, nor have they dealt in a cautious way with one of the most 

valuable parts of Amman. While for some, the area around the ancient Roman Theatre 

(cultural strip) and the municipality complex (governmental strip) might be good urban 

design, others see them drastically as having “contributed to the killing of down-town” 

(Interview Luna Khirfan, 22.04.2014).  
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Figure 27 – Intended ‘zipping’ of West Amman and East Amman through the “Wadi Amman 
Project” 

 

A space that used to be a lively centre in Amman’s down-town area is for instance the 

Hashemite Plaza near the Roman Theatre. Roughly representing the eastern end of down-

town, the large area used to be characterised by small businesses, food stalls and an 

enjoyable open space and greenery. Moreover, it was also one of the major transportation 

hubs of the city. I return to this aspect below, when I discuss bus stations. Today, the plaza 

has been redesigned and ‘modernised’ and lost this vibrant character. If there is no event 

taking place, there are hardly any people, and the environment does not seem to attract 

people in the same way as previously. As for the layout, the once meandering but now 

covered river Seil is referred to by blue tiles on the floor – a caricature; there are futuristic 

triangle-shaped shading roofs on top of the tiles, and some plants and spaces to sit at. A 

remarkable feature is a tall fence around the whole area so that it can be locked up. Some 

people think care has been taken to not provide spaces for people to gather and protest. As 
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in many other cases connected to the loss of public spaces, ‘security’ is used as an excuse to 

control an area.  

Apart from these wider-reaching political aspects, people and communities are losing their 

living environments. Summing up the sad story about the Hashemite Plaza, Raghda Butros 

explains that  

 

this was once a vibrant, populated space that brought together residents of 

nearby neighbourhoods to eat, play and enjoy the open space. The space was 

a hub for micro-businesses, food shacks and carts etc. In an attempt to 

“upgrade” this space, many livelihoods were lost, as was the perception of 

the space as a safe and welcoming environment. Now, they are attempting to 

artificially manufacture that. All the money spent and the time wasted was 

not really necessary. The formula for success was there, and that could have 

been invested in and grown, rather than demolished and artificially (and fairly 

unsuccessfully) rebuilt. […] Parallel to the creation of non-starter projects is 

often the destruction of spaces that actually do their job. The reason being 

that the very planning process has exclusion at its centre. 

 Email correspondence, 15.08.2014  

 

This last sentence is especially important with regard to my thesis and border issues. 

Whereas the above-described positive examples of urban spaces used to be inclusive and 

heterogeneous, it appears that contemporary urban redevelopment fosters exclusion, 

further separating communities rather than bringing them together. All in all, there is no 

sign of ‘zipping’. 

In contrast to the Hashemite Plaza, a public space that still lives up to its name and ‘does 

its job’ in Amman is the area around the Hussaini Mosque. While historical down-town is 

somehow squeezed in between the new developments at the Hashemite Plaza area and the 

Roman Theatre in the east and the Municipality and Museum compounds in the west, the 

area around the Husseini Mosque is still a vibrant centre of gravity in downtown Amman. 
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Part of the very lively old centre of Amman, and although not as large as the Hashemite 

Plaza, the mosque’s forecourt is still very popular. From there, many smaller and larger 

squares and streets are branching out. There is a busy market street on King Talal Street, 

leading up to the municipality in the west; there is likewise busy King Faisal Street leading 

up north and connecting down-town to the north-west; and there is King Talal Street 

further east, connecting to the eastern areas and Zarqa. The immediate southern 

surrounding of the Mosque is a more or less a continuous souk, popular for fruits and 

vegetables but also for many other essential goods. 

 

White and Black Tel Aviv-Jaffa, or, a city for all 

The equivalent of the spatial dichotomy the zipper-line attempted to connect in Amman is 

north and central Tel Aviv versus south Tel Aviv in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Playing with the 

architectonic heritage of the White City and the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi issue, the division has 

been termed “White City and Black City” by Sharon Rotbard (2015). The author contends 

that everything outside the designated White City in the south of Tel Aviv is not 

considered part of the city. Therefore, the urban spaces in the south are being deprived of 

their history and denied their role within the city. Past, present and future policies in the 

form of urban development plans perpetuate this status rather than alleviate it (ibid). In line 

with these thoughts and perceiving overall cultural segregation, south Tel Aviv activist 

Shula Keshet highlights in a conversation that this dichotomy does not only affect Arabs 

and Africans, but also Mizrahi Jews, who are also sidelined by current political leaders, both 

of Israel and Tel Aviv-Jaffa (02.05.2013). The White City versus Black City dichotomy is 

therefore not only a wordplay with the architectural heritage of Tel Aviv and its 

‘International Style’, but reflects a racial dimension, placing the difference in colour 

between Zionist European Jews and Arabs, Africans and Mizrahim between north Tel 

Aviv and south Tel Aviv. Analogies with colonial attitudes are consequently also often 
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addressed in this context (see for instance Yiftachel 2009, 2013). In an analogy to the 

rhetoric of black versus white, Oren Yiftachel coined a related term on a more theoretical 

level, seeing a “grey space” in the production of space between the “‘whiteness’ of 

legality/approval/safety, and the ‘blackness’ of eviction/destruction/death” (2009). He 

links his idea of a ‘grey space’ to what he calls “planning citizenship” (ibid), underlining 

demands for inclusion and participation of all people present in an urban area.  

Contrary to that, “The Strategic Plan for Tel Aviv-Yafo”, at least on paper, dedicated some 

attention to reducing disparities in the city. The plan admits and speaks of noticeable socio-

economic spatial disparities and that for instance “by determining where people can afford 

to live, income levels are directly responsible for the ‘North-South-divide’” (Tel Aviv-Yafo 

Municipality, n.a., Section 4, Main Issues, 2.3 Socio-economic-spatial disparities). Not as 

concrete as the zipper-line concept in Amman, Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s strategic plan speaks about 

equal opportunities, cohesion and enhancing pluralism (Tel Aviv-Yafo Municipality, n.a., 

Section 6, 107). 

The actual zoning plan of Tel Aviv-Jaffa, however, speaks a rather different language 

(Figure 28). More or less following the demarcation line between the ‘White City and the 

Black City’, a building height of 40 stories is now allowed along Derech Jaffa/Eilat Street. 

The mentioned Neve Tsedek Tower can thereby be seen as a forerunner of things to come. 

This is to the north-west of south Tel Aviv. To the north-east, where the proper CBD 

along the Ayalon motorway lies, a building height of even more than 40 stories is allowed. 

Moreover, also within Neve Sha’anan, along the northern perimeter, the permitted building 

height went up to 25 stories. Taken together, rather than supporting the verbally expressed 

‘cohesion’, the zoning plan suggests an urban wall in the form of buildings that increases 

the separation between the north and the south of the city.  
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Figure 28 – South Tel Aviv – New building heights, further exacerbating division 
 

At the same time, within the neighbourhoods of south Tel Aviv, the permitted building 

height generally went up from four storeys to now eight. Only in selected neighbourhoods 

of Neve Tsedek and Shapira the height remained at four storeys, not least because 

initiatives of rather wealthy residents there successfully challenged the original plan of the 

municipality. In Neve Sha’anan, however, during my time in the field in 2013, a handful of 

buildings were being built following the new plan. As well as the Neve Tsedek Tower along 

Derech Jaffa/Eilat Street, these can be seen as harbingers of what the future will bring for 

this disadvantaged area. The new buildings are polished modernist structures, seven or 

eight storeys high instead of the typical four storeys and exploiting every square inch of the 

respective site. It is foreseeable that as much as the mentioned urban wall further separates 

communities, the internal development of the neighbourhood will reduce the heterogeneity 

and liveability of south Tel Aviv. 
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Due to the limited space and the consequential pressure on the housing market, it is 

understandable that the city needs more space, and allowing higher buildings is probably a 

necessity. But the municipality has to accept critique on the contradiction between what is 

written in the strategic plan and what is drawn into the zoning plan. There seems to be little 

awareness or willingness to use planning processes to actively implement the formulated 

goals and thereby protect and foster the socio-cultural variety of a city.    

 

7.4 The built environment and the public 

After looking at traces from far away spaces in the two cities and official planning 

processes and their concrete outcome in the built environment, I now address the public 

side of planning, and housing as one of the most fundamental needs in a city. After what I 

have presented so far, it seems no wonder that housing is an issue in both Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, but I will start with public engagement in planning processes. 

  

7.4.1 Planning and public engagement 

As opposed to some active architects, planners and urban movements, according to my 

interviewees many people in both cities seem not to care too much about planning and 

urban change, as long as they are not negatively affected. An Ammani architect and planner 

claims for instance that many people in Amman “don’t understand the necessity of long 

term planning: they don’t see the benefit, don’t have fate in long term planning” (Interview 

Dana Halasa, 28.05.2014). On coming together and advocating something with regard to 

their neighbourhood of south Tel Aviv, an architect and planner from Tel Aviv stresses 

that “there is no mutuality and the only common denominators are agreements on who 

people hate. Coalitions, and that is the interesting thing, form differently according to the 

respective situation. There is no loyalty to the place and no attachment” (Interview Yoav 

Meiri, 13.03.2013). Hence, there is not much pressure from the public on the political level 
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to improve conditions thoroughly. On the side of potentially engaged architects, planners 

and urban movements, some people are frustrated and have given up, having experienced 

the laxity of people, the dictate of capital, and a corrupt political climate.  

Signalling a lack of trust in the municipal planning capacity, and/or other non-transparent 

considerations, newly in office mayor Omar Ma’ani created additional bodies to ‘support’ 

urban planning decisions in the late 2000s in Amman. Parallel to the Amman Plan an 

‘Urban Workshop’ was established, a committee consisting of experts from the private 

field, which was meant to advise the mayor in terms of urban planning. A little later, the 

mayor also created a think tank, named ‘Amman Institute’, with more or less the same task. 

With the involvement of these institutions, some initiatives were taken to improve the city’s 

appearance. Whereas before, unreasonable projects like the Jordan Gate Towers or the Le 

Royal Hotel were pushed forward, the new mayor, although generally pursuing neoliberal 

policies himself, managed to prevent the city from more such damaging projects. Under 

Omar Ma’ani’s tenure, the pervasive advertising and sign-boards were cleared off the 

facades, efforts towards public transportation were stepped up, and projects like Rainbow 

Street and Wakalat Street were introduced with the intention to make the city more 

liveable.  

But obscure political relations in terms of Amman’s town hall hinder continuous work, 

because “every successor wipes out the work of his predecessor and starts from scratch” 

(Interview Dana Halasa, 28.05.2014). Hence, although the latter years of the 2000s appear 

to have brought improvements and a relatively clear plan, with the removal of Ma’ani as 

mayor, these positive developments were “deliberately killed. The Amman Plan was more 

or less shelved, abandoned for political reasons, and institutions dismantled” (Interview 

Ahmad Humeid, 23.04.2014).  

As opposed to Amman, in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, planning processes and attached legal procedures 

seem to be well organised and reasonably transparent. The role of architects, planners and 
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urban movements or initiatives is such that their voices are heard and, sometimes and on 

paper, included. As seen above, local initiatives in Neve Tsedek and Shapira fought very 

hard against the initial urban development plan and for keeping their neighbourhoods as 

they are. Their success can be seen in the new plan, as the two neighbourhoods are among 

the few in which four storey-buildings are the maximum height. However, critical voices 

say people there are not honest and do not represent south Tel Aviv residents. Instead they 

are gentrifiers themselves and “first took advantage of the low prices in the south and then 

defend the setting” (Interview Yoav Weinberg, 11.05.2013). Be that as it may, the 

successful protest against additional roads and high-rises in south Tel Aviv at least shows 

that planning processes can be challenged. People thereby co-created Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

beyond merely voting for representatives who then decide upon urban change.  

  

7.4.2 At home in the city 

The lack of publicly owned land as an issue in both municipalities has been raised before. 

The argument is that space for the municipalities to freely implement meaningful planning 

on public land is therefore very limited. Particularly obvious with the Al Abdali project in 

Amman, the problematic is similar in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, even if geopolitically loaded there. In 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the issue of land ownership also plays a role in the aforementioned north-

south division. Whereas “in north Tel Aviv all the land is private, in south Tel Aviv some 

land was taken from Arab owners and became land of Israel’s ‘Land Authority’” (Interview 

Nicky Davidoff, 24.08.2013). It is important to know that this ‘Land Authority’, active 

across Israel, “acts like a private company, maximizing profit. Hence, every time people 

talk about public land and complain the municipality is not doing enough with it, they don’t 

know that the municipality does not own any land. The remaining power of the 

municipality is to make the plans.” (ibid). Hence, the ‘Land Authority’, which is a public 

body and administrates land that has been stolen from Palestinians, works in the interest of 
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the people of Israel and Tel Aviv-Jaffa only insofar as it maximises the profits it earns with 

this land.  

Naturally, land ownership is closely related to housing, as public land is one option where 

municipalities can usually build social housing. The Strategic Plan of Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

introduces new features that show at least some positive action on the housing issue: “for 

the first time in Israel, for sure in Tel Aviv, there is subsidised housing. The scheme is 

introduced with a project in Shapira [south Tel Aviv neighbourhood]” (Interview Yoav 

Weinberg, 11.05.2013). Another novelty in the recent plan is for instance, that “for every 

new housing plan you have to show that you have flats for different people” (ibid). In 

contrast to Amman, one has to bear in mind there is almost no free land in Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

and a formal expansion of the municipal boundaries, as extensively practised over the last 

decades in Amman, is impossible, since it is surrounded by the sea and other densely 

populated municipalities. Consequently, people who cannot keep up with soaring rents and 

real estate prices have to leave the city instead of relocating within.  

Relocation within the municipality is what happens in Amman’s housing market, and it can 

at least implicitly be related to the Amman Plan. The discussed – and contested - 

‘modernisation’ in Amman’s Abdali and the historical down-town area means that there is 

less and less space for lower income people in central parts of the city. On a tour along the 

fringes of Amman, I came across a cluster of newly built housing units in the city’s 

periphery. Far south-east, in a barren, empty landscape, only featuring small, scattered 

houses and industries like marble-quarries, a large housing compound had been built. The 

facility consists of roughly 1,000 units and was built to host about 5,000 people. It is a very 

surreal and alien atmosphere. As well as the missing infrastructure, there is no public 

transportation and the only connection to the city is via private cars. The architecture is 

‘copy paste’, one building like the other.  
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The compound is part of a programme, initiated by King Abdullah II for the poorest 

inhabitants of Amman in 2008/09. Later, this scheme was replaced by an initiative called 

“decent housing”. The role of the Amman Plan within this was that it suggested putting 

“poor housing along the airport highway and other areas far away from the city. It is about 

the ‘cleaning’ of the city” (Interview Luna Khirfan, 22.04.2014). The ‘decent housing’ 

initiative, however, also came to a halt. Again relating back to global and regional issues, it 

is not officially known why, but it has been speculated “it has to do with the hundreds of 

thousands of refugees from Syria” (Interview Myriam Ababsa, 18.05.2014). Related to 

overarching political questions and the notion of borders in my research, Murad Kalaldeh 

adds that we might say that “a reserve army of workers is kept in such enclaves and people 

are paid unemployment money so that capitalism can make use of them when they are 

needed. New borders are created by these projects” (Interview, 05.05.2014). 

Returning to Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and as shown above, the new urban development plan 

accounts for issues of housing and affordability. Nevertheless, the overall framework 

appears to again support the economic side, as “the municipality gives assets – it allows 

taller buildings for instance - to attract investors to build in poor neighbourhoods” 

(Interview Alma Tsur, 06.08.2013). Urban planner Nicky Davidoff says that the “original, 

native population in Neve Sha´anan will profit, because they own their properties” 

(Interview, 24.08.2013). According to his experience, they were “simple people who made a 

fortune with that, not only developers or tycoons” (ibid). In the now prominent and 

expensive area of Neve Tsedek, “the municipality had the rule that people who originally 

occupied the lot were allowed to add a unit on top of the development for themselves, but 

he knows no case people actually stayed; all of them sold and left” (ibid). As sad as this is, 

this may show how much the economic logic has infiltrated communities, and that 

individual interest seems to outpace public interest.  
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7.4.3 Bringing people together 

Nevertheless, urban spaces are still spaces of coming-together, and as such I will address 

public transportation and related spaces here. Overall, a consensus among scholars, 

officials, and some private people in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is that next to the 

problematic around public land and spaces, addressed in this chapter, most of all, decent 

public transportation is missing (Zafrir 2011; AlAsad 2013). Connecting to the above and 

linking back to the topic of the thesis, public transportation and the associated spaces are 

symbolic for relating and bringing together. As spaces where, and modes of how, most 

notably different people come together, there are essentially border-spaces involved. 

Mobility, in this respect, is a significant feature in urban change, because beyond the 

meaning of getting from A to B, it signals the possibility of movement and thereby spatial 

change in wider sense. Public transportation is important for obvious activities like getting 

to and from work and leisure facilities, or doing shopping, to a more general notion of 

connectedness and liberty that guarantee participation in public urban life overall. 

Together with public spaces, transportation has an important role in planning and change 

of urban spaces, as it enables encounter and exchange and holds spaces together. Going 

back to the bold image I presented in the theory part of the thesis, that the matter or 

substance of space is not the entities but the space in-between, public spaces and public 

transportation would be the matter or substance of the city. To borrow from Jan Gehl, the 

urban designer, who was involved in the master plan for Shweyfiyyeh in Amman, where 

Wakalat Street is, life takes place “between buildings” (2011). Public space and public 

transportation are decisive for the space between buildings and while the economic logic, 

as we have seen, focuses on impressive landmark structures, the maximisation of surface 

area, or both, the space in-between often misses out. This again reflects the meanwhile 

common tendency of privatised profits and communalised dept.  
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The importance of public space and public transportation for Amman is also emphasised 

by architect and scholar Rami Daher who stated that “the big challenges are inclusiveness 

and mobility” (Interview, 14-05-29); Rima Odeh from Amman stresses that without 

investment in public transportation and public spaces there will not be a future (Interview, 

23.04.2014). As for Tel Aviv-Jaffa, a study shows that there is “a greater need for adequate 

policy responses, both for reducing car dependence as well as for creating a more equitable 

transport system” (Benenson et al., 2011, 499-500). Alma Tsur, from the Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

municipality, adds that especially for south Tel Aviv, there is a necessity to “bring green 

areas and public functions into the area” (Interview, 06.08.2013). 

 

Bus stations 

When it comes to public spaces and public transportation, in both Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa bus-stations are interesting places in the cities’ history of urban planning and change. 

Moreover, in both cities, bus stations also play a central role in the areas of my main 

interest.   

In the late 1930s, with an ‘Arab Revolt’ against British mandatory rule and high numbers of 

Jewish immigrants to Palestine, Tel Aviv decided to build its own infrastructure outside 

Jaffa. Part of this plan, next to the mentioned harbour further north, was a Central Bus 

Station (CBS) in south Tel Aviv that converted the until then agricultural area into a 

transportation and therefore urban hub. In the 1990s a new Central Bus Station was 

opened not far away from the old one, which is one of the biggest in the world. While the 

Old CBS was a mere square with roofs over the platforms and a small adjacent building, 

the new station is a massive concrete structure, dominating south Tel Aviv. The area 

around these stations hosts the prostitution and drug scene as well as being home to most 

working migrants, many Mizrahi Jews, and socio-economically weak Jewish natives and 

immigrants. It is the heterogeneous but neglected and partly run-down area of Tel Aviv. As 
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mentioned, part of a plan to make the area more attractive, is to relocate a nearby Art 

School to the location of the old CBS.  

The location of the new CBS is especially interesting. Not far away from the old one, it was 

built in an area that used to be part of Jaffa and became part of Neve Sha’anan and the 

perimeter of the station runs right along the old Tel Aviv-Jaffa border. The project began 

in the late 1960s but was not completed until 1994. Hence, a massive block of concrete 

stood for 30 years spoiling the neighbourhood without any function (Interview Sharon 

Rotbard, 05.02.2013). Meanwhile the station is a small world in itself. Although gradually 

emptying because of plans to relocate it to the suburbs, there are dozens of shops and food 

stalls, mostly of the low-price range, and as it concentrates the whole neighbourhood in it, 

an amazing mixture of people.  

 

Bus stations in Amman became an issue because they were sacrificed in the course of the 

‘modernisation’ of central parts of the city. Whereas Abdali station and Raghadan station 

were busy transportation hubs in the heart of the city, they were relocated because of the 

introduced projects of Abdali and the Hashemite Plaza. The Abdali station was relocated to 

Tabarbur in the north, the busy Raghadan station to Mahatta a few kilometres west of the 

city centre (cf. Parker 2009, 113). As far as urban values are concerned, both were lively 

urban centres not only of transportation but also in terms of shopping and food. All in all, 

they used to be natural places of coming together in many aspects, and in this regard 

important urban elements.  

The case of the Raghadan station next to the Hashemite Plaza is particularly mysterious as 

the official message was that the station was going to be relocated temporarily and brought 

back as soon as the new compound was finished. However, the project is long finished, the 

station has not come back, and the fancily built facilities in the centre are empty. The 

shopkeepers, many of whom lost their livelihoods due to the relocated station, refused to 
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return there. As the shops are on the first floors, they do not receive the passing trade that 

shopkeepers benefitted from when their stalls were right where the buses were. Moreover, 

the design of the compound appears more that of polished tourism and kitsch. The built 

bus stops are used as convenient parking lots as the roofs of the platforms provide shade 

for the cars. A sign at the new compound says ‘Raghadan Tourist Terminal’. 

Hence, with the relocation of the two terminals people were also removed. Since people 

from the wealthier areas never go to these areas anyway and never take public 

transportation either, they are not affected. People who are affected are those who live in 

these neighbourhoods and depend on public transportation as much as on eating and 

drinking at reasonable prices. But with the pretence of ‘modernisation’ and improved 

security and sanity, the areas have been ‘cleaned’ up. The results are dead urban spaces in 

the most central parts of the city, emptied of the people who used to make them vibrant 

and liveable.  

For areas of three million inhabitants and more, a functioning mode of public 

transportation is indispensable. But both cities seem to struggle with it, due to ideology, 

political power games and financial problems. Not addressing public spaces and public 

transportation in the planning schemes with utmost care neglects the needed cohesion of 

urban spaces. While recently at least some efforts are noticeable in both cities, the planned 

bus-system in Amman is still not in operation, and in Tel Aviv-Jaffa light rail lines have 

been in the planning phase for decades, but their implementation is still unclear. 

 

Mobility 

Consequently, in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa the main mode of transportation is still 

individual traffic, and streets are filled with private cars. While in Tel Aviv-Jaffa there is at 

least a functioning bus-system next to mini-buses and taxis, Amman almost entirely lacks a 

functioning system for mass-transportation. Although this cannot be blamed on the 
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landscape only, the topography of its steep slopes does not favour conventional modes of 

public transportation. Nevertheless, as examples from Latin America show for instance, 

cable car-systems would be both cheap and efficient alternatives. Both cities and urban 

agglomerations are, in any case, large and dense enough to have a decent network of public 

transportation. There is also great demand, as traffic jams are the order of the day, 

especially during rush hours and at weekends. 

Tying in to the missing engagement of the public in planning overall, when talking to 

architects and planners and according to my own observations, people want their individual 

freedom to go when and wherever they want and care little about planning a functional 

public transportation system. Having witnessed this myself, Khaled Jayyousi remarks that 

“in Jordan and Amman people love their cars and they want to go directly to the shop” 

(Interview, 29.05.2014).  

Hence, not only in Amman, an understanding of the necessity for decent public 

transportation seems to be missing. From all areas of society in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

I heard that a lack of parking spaces is the major problem in terms of transportation in the 

city. If traffic is addressed by urban plans, providing parking for individual cars is still high 

on the agenda, although it should be common knowledge that sustainable transportation 

solutions go beyond this. This policy (based around individual car use/ownership), 

however, seems to just reflect the attitude of the populations. Apart from little 

understanding of urban planning as such, individual ‘rights’ invariably outrank public 

interests. According to Dana Halasa “people don’t understand public transportation, they 

say: I have a car, I don’t need public transportation” (Interview, 28.05.2014). The result is 

an unattractive public sphere that is degraded to asphalt corridors traversing the city and 

connecting private spaces.  

 



308 

 

Walking and Cycling 

Alternative and slower modes of getting around in the two cities are not popular, especially 

not in Amman. Although some of the central areas are quite walkable and at least not as 

pedestrian-hostile as the outer districts, walking does not appear to be favoured in either 

city. A consistent pattern in both cities is that the older and central parts - east Amman, 

south Tel Aviv-Jaffa - are easier and more pleasant to walk than the new ones. However, 

issues with missing, blocked or crumbling side-walks and pedestrian crossings can be found 

in both cities. Piled up rubbish or building material, trees, poles or private garden 

extensions in the middle of the side-walks, or using them as a parking space for cars and 

motorcycles are quite common. 

Cycling is almost non-existent in Amman but popular in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. There, a bike rental 

system has been implemented, and the flat topography of the city is convenient to cycle. 

Cyclists especially like the strip along the seashore for instance. Furthermore, some wider 

side-walks seem to unofficially function as shared spaces and most of the time, pedestrians 

and cyclists get along well. This might also be related to ruthless motorists who cause 

cyclists to shy away from the streets. Another phenomenon that is probably due to the hot 

climate is the presence of electric bikes in central Tel Aviv-Jaffa.  

As for Amman, the areas that are good to cycle are the flat and rich parts in the north-west 

of the city. Biking in his neighbourhood, Ahmad Humeid says, “one can easily bike there. 

The streets are empty and clean and it is very safe. There are even people from other parts 

of the city coming to bike there” (Interview, 23.04.2014). An interesting side-note that 

underlines both the un-urbanity of these outer districts as well as the city’s global 

relatedness is that the only people he comes across when cycling in this area “are Egyptian 

construction workers and Asian housemaids” (ibid).   
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7.4.4 Urban citizens and urban change 

Concluding public notions of the production of the built environment, and tying in to ways 

of bringing people together above, I end here with ways both cities try/tried to formally 

include all people who are present and thereby grant them a role in urban change. In the 

previous two chapters I discussed global and regional migration. This way, people from 

different backgrounds come to Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and such heterogeneous urban 

compositions also ask for new forms of sociospatial affiliation. My own travel experiences 

to and within the region have shown how different regulation and control of the mobility 

of people are compared to those of capital or goods. Moreover, as I addressed in chapter 

five, being from Austria and therefore owning a European passport, I enjoy a great degree 

of freedom and security when travelling, even in this region. Many other people from other 

parts of the world, by contrast, do not. The passport and connected visa and other 

regulations, function as entrance ticket or as marker of being unwelcome. Throughout the 

thesis, I have also pointed to the fact that capital is very much unbound and therefore 

potentially influencing urban change more than the people who happen to live in a certain 

space.  

In Tel Aviv-Jaffa in the early 2000s local authorities introduced “definitions of `urban 

membership´ for non-citizens which conflict sharply with the hegemonic ethnonational 

policy. […] The city’s recognition of labor migrants as residents stands in stark contrast to 

the state’s declared policy on labor migrants” (Kemp and Raijman 2004, 26-27). The 

conflicting role between the city and the state on the question of migrant populations is 

further reflected by Kemp and Raijman’s remark that “while the state attempts to behave 

as though there were no migrants, the city attempts to behave as though there were no 

state” (ibid, 42). On the consequences of such a policy on the urban fabric, they note that 

“[t]he localization of the migrant worker issue in Israel, that is, its having become an 

integral item on the local agenda in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, has to be understood against the 
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background of the city’s urban restructuring” (ibid, 35). This means that the municipality 

pro-actively acknowledged and incorporated the presence of migrants in processes of 

urban change. Which “has been accomplished through the opening of new spaces for 

social, political, and cultural participation for otherwise publicly excluded social groups” 

(Kemp and Raijman 2004, 42). With the influx of tens of thousands of refugees from 

Africa, this policy came to an end.  

Questions about citizenship are also important in Amman. As already mentioned, alongside 

the founding generations in Amman from the Caucasus, Lebanon, Syria or the Bedouins, 

about half of the Jordanian population are of Palestinian origin. However, despite 

prevailing tensions, Jordan managed to more or less peacefully incorporate many 

Palestinians into their state, including as citizens. Nevertheless, there are still different 

forms of recognition and some Palestinians in Jordan are again not in possession of full 

citizenship. This is related to geopolitical considerations towards Israel and the right of 

return of Palestinians to their former homes. Ababsa, housing and land expert in Amman, 

acknowledges that as of recently “city residents manage to launch initiatives for citizen 

participation for the community, showing they belong to a post-modern urban elite” 

(2011b, 40-41). She interestingly makes a link across scale by saying in the same sentence 

“and even making the city participate in a form of “global citizenship” (ibid).  

An immediate consequence of the Palestinian-versus-native-Jordanian-citizenship is 

Amman’s political weight within Jordan and thereby the Palestinians’ say in how the city 

changes. Given the concentration of Palestinians in the urban centres - Amman the most 

prominent -, their influence within the country is kept small. Ababsa, hence, further reflects 

that “[d]ue to the more diverse backgrounds of those living in large cities, particularly in the 

kingdom’s capital, the political expression and representation of urban dwellers are highly 

controlled” (2011b, 45). Therefore, giving the idea of ‘urban citizenship’ political weight 

seems to also be difficult in Amman meanwhile. The state, which means the king, walks a 
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thin line between insisting on national unity and equality, while simultaneously trying to not 

let parts of the urban populations become too powerful. This is particularly related to the 

Palestinians, and, potentially a more radical Islam, especially popular in the Palestinian 

refugee camps. But the potential political role of ‘foreigners’ in Amman is not only related 

to Palestinians. Pursuing a decidedly neoliberal policy of free and quick markets that 

involves flexibility and movement of cheap labour, brings in migrants from the region and 

beyond to Amman, as I have shown in the previous chapters. These people consequently 

do have a role in urban change, with or without official forms of ‘spatial membership’. 

On this basis, the question of sovereignty and homogeneity within a state seem, once again, 

questionable. As in many other instances, municipalities and cities have started pursuing 

their own policies that might not always be in line with the state-policies. A well-known, 

but still interesting aspect is the dual role of cities as localised within the state and therefore 

under its jurisdiction, but at the same time open to a notion of worldliness that stretches it 

far beyond its physical limits. Conventional citizenship, tied to the fixed space of a state, 

seems to fall short in recognising these more diverse spatial relations. Aforementioned 

economic openness and mobility appears to be in stark contrast to tying a person’s identity 

to a fixed space in the form of exclusive citizenship. Without supporting this economic 

logic, this hybrid reality, I would argue, is where some of the hopes for alternative 

sociospatial configurations are grounded. Alternative configurations that, next to the state 

level, also accentuate the role of cities, as Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa have attempted. 

 

7.6 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have shown how seemingly ‘local’ and ‘global’ factors are intertwined in 

the concrete urban spaces of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. While there are universal 

phenomena with regard to urban change noticeable in the two cities, there are also more 

specific ones. The overall welcoming environment for global capital, investors and wealthy 
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visitors finds an expression in unreasonable and out of scale projects in both cities. Even 

attempts to develop more meaningful and humble ways of urban renewal have to capitulate 

to a decidedly capitalist attitude that favours private profit. Relatedly, therefore, in both 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, a decisive impediment in the planning capacity of 

municipalities is a lack of publicly owned land.  

Coming back to the internal division, I have shown that large development projects in both 

cities appear to reinforce division rather than conquering it. While these projects seem to 

ignore the problematic entirely, even plans and projects that deliberately address the 

division fail to provide useful tools to counter it. Looking at what is currently built paints a 

rather dark picture of the future in this respect. Addressing the discrepancy between private 

and public aspects in urban change, I have described residents’ lack of engagement when it 

comes to the future of their city. Besides a few initiatives that successfully objected certain 

developments, the premise seems to be to keep quiet as long as one is fine. One 

interviewee expressed his concern that interest groups and initiatives only come together if 

they find a common enemy, but much less so in order to demand something.  

On questions of coming-together, I pointed out the importance of public spaces and public 

transportation. Countering the strictly economic and individualistic logic, I reasoned 

establishing and maintaining these spaces is imperative for holding urban fabrics together. 

Relating back to the model I developed in the theory chapters, I emphasised how 

important the space outside entities is, which public spaces and public transportation 

signify in a physical sense. Considering these spaces the substance or matter of the urban, 

having them and looking after them is decisive for urban change and unfortunately, the 

plans and building activities in both cities do not seem to follow this premise.  

Highlighting justice and inclusion in processes of urban change, I ended with examples of 

how Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa attempted to grant all people present a role in the cities’ 

ongoing change. Offering a form of urban citizenship beyond national citizenship, people’s 
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participation in urban life was officially recognised. Although short-lived, this appears a 

progressive policy, especially if we think about heterogeneity as a productive and positive 

force in urban change. 
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8  CONTROLLING AND REGULATING THE BORDERLAND  

 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses the research questions through an analysis of the empirical findings. 

In my principal spatial model, space is produced through the relations of entities to other 

near and far entities through the ‘in-between’. The characteristic of this space is relational, 

multiple and open. Whilst in a state-centred spatial context, borders are used to distinguish 

between inside and outside with a separating physical border as a line, space seen as 

relational, multiple and open suggests a more heterogeneous and complex border situation. 

Borders, as spaces of control and regulation, are dispersed across space, hence the 

reference to borderland. The position of entities relative to other entities represents the 

current spatial (urban) composition, and a change in the position of entities consequently 

indicates spatial (urban) change. Mechanisms of control and regulation determine changes 

in the position of entities, which thus navigate through borderlands, producing urban 

change.   

While the empirical chapters have traced some of the contexts of entities at different scales, 

this chapter addresses borderlands as a space of control and regulation and its influence on 

urban change. In contrast to the scalar spaces in the previous chapters, spaces of control 

and regulation are seen as thematic expressions of space. Three dimensions of the 

borderland emerge as significant for urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa: the 

geopolitical, the planning and the social. Entities that constitute urban spaces navigate and 

relate through these dimensions in order to alter their or other entities’ position and 

thereby constitute urban change.  

 

This chapter comprises three parts. The first part revisits the theoretical grounding, 

highlighting the premise that urban change happens in borderlands and not in entities. It 

shows that urban change works beyond physical ‘insides’ and ‘outsides’, that sources of 
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urban change reach across scales and spaces, and that there is an emancipatory power 

involved in my conceptualisation of borderland. Therefore, this section also addresses 

questions of power in the way borderlands control and regulate urban change.  

The second part demonstrates the value of borderland in working with the idea of 

relational, multiple, and open space, operationalising it. In the third part I discuss the three 

dimensions of borderland that I found significant for the way urban change unfolds in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Drawing on the empirical data, I show how entities produce 

urban change in the two cities through the three dimensions. I reason that these 

dimensions represent vital dimensions to consider when addressing urban change in the 

two cities.  

 

8.2 Urban change happens in borderland, not in entities 

Building on the theoretical framework and the empirical findings, this section shows that 

urban change depends largely on relations between entities and thereby on the space 

between entities, which I call borderland. The premise is that the source of change lies not 

in the entities, but outside of them in a space where difference unfolds. Hence, entities 

change, constantly, but they cannot change on their own terms, and need catalysts from 

outside, in the form of relations to other entities. Urban change happens when the 

positions of entities and therefore their relation to other entities change. Entities change 

through their repositioning vis-à-vis other entities. The space where relations are created 

and managed is consequently outside entities in a space of difference, and I claim this is 

where the source of urban change lies. 

In space seen as relational, multiple and open there is extensive space outside and between 

entities, as opposed to space seen as entirely politically determined, where space between is 

reduced to a line. However, as also highlighted in the theoretical chapter, relational, 

multiple and open does not mean space is completely unimpeded and without restrictions. 

Instead, space and its production are guided by both enablement and obstruction, and I 
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argue this is brokered in the borderland and not in the entities. Introducing the concept of 

borderland, therefore, provides an alternative view on the way space is constituted and 

urban change proceeds. 

 

8.2.1 Urban change produced through borderland between entities 

In this section, I explore three different elements of borderland through an analysis of 

empirical data. In order to substantiate the potential role of borderland within urban 

change processes, I show first how borderland reaches beyond physical insides and 

outsides. Referring back to the topographical-topological-duality, borderland is not 

exclusively about literal, material insides and outsides, but also about non-material aspects 

of near and far. Secondly, in borderland, sources of urban change are not tied to 

conventional notions of scales and spaces, but work across them. Conventional scalar and 

spatial categories are still important, but using the concept of borderland means they are 

also constantly transgressed. Thirdly, considering the characteristics and qualities of 

borderland, I discuss potential ramifications for more inclusive and just urban change. The 

concept and its occurrences possibly hold opportunities for broader engagement in urban 

change processes.  

 

Borderlands - beyond physical insides and outsides 

Recent literature questions the exclusively topographical aspect of the physical city as 

power-holder (Allen 2010, 2011; Taylor, Hoyler & Verbruggen 2010; McCann & Ward 

2010, 2012; Jacobs 2012a; Peck 2014; Rodgers, Barnett & Cochrane 2014; Söderström 

2014). This is consistent with the argument I have made with regard to the characteristics 

of borderland, as well as the consideration that cities are ‘powerful’ in the control and 

regulation of spatial change. With this in mind, my research discusses the spaces that 

influence the change of urban spaces beyond physical insides and outsides. 
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Blended topographical and topological aspects of space, folding and stretching spatial 

identities, and spatial units produced through multiple contexts relate urban change to an 

array of material and non-material processes and spaces. Recent theorisations of urban 

spatial configuration, as presented in the theoretical chapter, suggest a complex coming-

together of spaces, disseminating processes of spatial formation across space, thereby 

imbuing spaces with a role in urban change that have little to do with the physicality of the 

city. Non-material influences from within and beyond the city become factors in the 

making and change of urban spaces.  

In particular, urban change in terms of planning processes appears driven by aspects often 

detached from the physical city. From spatially and temporally spreading planning schemes 

and strategies, to actual urban development projects, both the literature and my findings 

suggest a close collaboration of forces in both physical and non-physical ways (cf. Degen, 

DeSilvey & Rose 2008, 1907). As the example of the ‘Amman Plan’ shows, experts from 

Canada and other areas brought in knowledge and passed it on to local planning 

authorities. From a borderland perspective, planning in urban change is not seen as “a 

discrete object or thing [but as] an evolving, fluid, mental concept, constructed form the 

meanings given to it in all kinds of specific locales and the encounters and tensions between 

these” (Healey 2012, 202; my emphasis). The latter part of Healey’s quote underlines the 

intention of my work to highlight the interstitial as the decisive space for urban change. 

With borderland, I assign the in-between a substantial role, as an intrinsic concept. Applied 

to humans, borderland represents the ties people have to other people, which in sum make 

up families, communities, or ‘society’ as such. The concept of borderland, therefore, 

particularly highlights that urban spaces are social spaces. It accounts for the various 

groups of people present in urban areas and therefore incorporates the jumbling up of 

people, or a dynamic in sociospatial terms. Spaces fold and stretch through global chains of 

production and consumption, through tourism, or the mobility of professionals, and, most 

prominently, through precarious living conditions, violence and war that prompt millions 
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of people to leave their homes and seek a better life elsewhere.  Borderland, in any case, 

underlines the important role of the variety of people – consciously or unconsciously - 

participating in urban change, as in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Whilst the transnational is 

one conceptual example of these sociospatial dynamics (Mezzadra and Neilson, 2012, 61), 

borderland, despite going beyond physical insides and outside, also includes people in the 

streets, regardless of their origins. I see it as a manifestation of the “local-social” that 

nevertheless is “geographically unconstrained” (Amin 2005, 612).  

 

Borderland – sources of urban change across scales and spaces 

As well as incorporating non-physical insides and outsides, borderland reaches across scales 

and spaces.  Whilst the empirical chapters are structured along scalar dimensions, I have 

attempted to simultaneously show how interrelated they are and how they cooperatively 

produce urban change, underlining how urban change is also a matter of scales. By 

including many contexts at work in the change of urban spaces, borderland accounts for 

coinciding scales and spaces. A striking example is the discussed situation in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, 

where the Rothschild Tower and ‘Little Africa’ are just a stone’s throw away from each 

other. They are physically situated at a local scale, but the investor and planning firm 

responsible for the tower, the migrant workers who have built it, the wealthy future 

owners, and the refugees, poor Russian immigrants and Mizrahi Jews, Filipina domestic 

helpers or Eritrean restaurant owners who live and work just next to it are related to very 

different spaces, making the situation radically multi-scalar.  

In a spatial conceptualisation of folding and stretching spaces, which often disregards 

conventional borders, space-constituting elements inevitably blend into each other and in 

doing so reach across scales. Borderland refers to the importance of the in-between as the 

space where supposedly global aspects of spatial production blend into alleged local ones 

and vice versa. Tying into the example of the Amman Plan above, the Hashemite Plaza is a 

vivid case of this in the Jordanian capital. Part of the wider framework of the Amman Plan, 
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the Amman Institute’s ‘Downtown Plan’ included the ‘revitalisation’ of the Hashemite 

Plaza. However, the cooperation between British Lovejoy and Jordanian Yaghmour 

Architects introduced a design that has not been well received in the city. Urban scholars as 

well as the public criticise the new space and whereas the revitalisation process was 

supposed to modernise this historic place, provide space to local shop-owners to turn it 

into a thriving economic hub, it essentially killed small businesses, emptied the place and 

drove people out. Moreover, as described in the empirical chapters, whilst it is supposedly a 

public space, a tall fence has been built around it, so that, in light of the events of the Arab 

Spring, it can be shut down in case people appropriate it for protest. 

This example again shows how multiple dimensions, from global phenomena to small-scale 

local circumstances, influence urban change. In the literature, this results in attention to 

“global configurations of urbanization” (Parnell & Robinson 2012, 611), reference to “a 

global urban condition” (Brenner & Schmid 2014b, 731), or the assertion that “overlapping 

notions of assembling and worlding help us conceptualize the contemporary urban-global 

condition” (McCann, Roy & Ward 2013, 581). 

Similar to space, scale is not absolute. Given the spectrum of entities from atoms to the 

universe, I see it as contextual. Whereas an entity may be seen as a homogeneous whole, 

there is still difference within this whole; e.g. the human body as one entity that, 

nevertheless, consists of a multiplicity of different other entities; or the globe that 

constitutes an entity, while it is clearly built-up by a plethora of different entities. Both, 

hence, constitute a scale – human scale, global scale – but overlap with a number of other 

scales in-between. This simultaneity of scales, or sameness and difference is particularly 

important for urban spaces, as I assert that one of the very characteristics of the urban is 

cohesive difference. This means, on the one hand, because one of the characteristics of 

urban spaces is the coming-together of different people and things – entities -, they are 

essentially spaces of difference. On the other hand, and despite this diversity, we also tend 
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to refer to a city as one entity. Cities, like Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, as diverse as they are, 

are distinct spatial entities in themselves.   

Political bodies, however, tend to see scales as stable and bound as they do spaces. The 

appearance of numerous state-symbols, like national flags, Stars of David in the case of 

Israel, and the crescent in Jordan, miniature state outlines in various forms, or photos of 

the respective leaders in public spaces indicate that authorities are ideologically fixing ‘their’ 

state and ‘their’ city in space. The local and national is identified, fixed and possessed, and 

stands in contrast to the global other ‘out there’.    

However, state authorities contradict their own positions and actions, as the ‘flotilla’ and 

‘flytilla’ incidents show for example. Israeli state-space expands far beyond its physical 

limits and establishes Israeli spaces far away. The filters that decide who is or is not allowed 

to participate in urban life within the state are transferred to places elsewhere. Conversely, 

accepting global capital and commissioning international architecture and planning firms, 

as practised in both states and cities, brings in other scales and spaces and influences urban 

change in another way. The examples of the two airports and other development projects 

in the cities can be seen as gateways of urban change, operating on cross-scale levels. 

Hence, stretching-out spaces contradict rigid and fixed conceptualisations of state-spaces as 

much as folding-in spaces. 

Also somewhat incompatible with processes of folding and stretching is the passport. 

Exclusively tying people to a strictly defined space appears contrary to processes of both 

voluntary and forced mobility of people. This scalar and spatial difference is important, as 

legal and legitimate residency usually endows people with the right to at least officially 

participate in cities and communities via various mechanisms. That there is no passport for 

‘urban citizenship’ is an example of how people are stuck and tied to fixed scales and 

spaces. Forms of urban citizenship, however, could mean a significant change in urban 

change processes (cf. Amin & Graham 1997; Roy 2009; Smith & Guarnizo 2009). Letting 

all residents officially be part of and participate in urban spaces would grant people an 
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identity that is embedded without the constraint of an exclusive and bound space in the 

form of a state. While other constraints would nevertheless persist, following the logic of 

borderland, it would not be to a single politically demarcated space. Instead, it would 

account for more dynamic space, producing processes and fostering urban change in which 

participation of all people present is appreciated.  

 

Borderland and its emancipatory power 

In a context of borderland, which perceives urban change as beyond physical insides and 

outsides and across scales, urban spaces have become arenas of spatial politics and forces 

that criss-cross the globe. This is the analytical side of borderland’s relationship to urban 

change, but reviewing the literature on urban change, there is also a notion of potentiality 

attached to it. The principally relational, multiple and open space of borderland allows for 

the involvement of any actor in urban change. The politics of urban change are therefore 

not reduced to state governments or municipalities, but open to a global dimension. It is 

argued in this context that we need to “remain vigilant concerning how shifts in 

contemporary geopolitics are complicit in any reframing of the geographies of urban 

theory” (McFarlane & Robinson 2012, 767). Therefore, the question of “how (if at all) 

might these visions of cities in global context aid critical political action through rethinking 

the practice of making cities?” (McCann, Roy & Ward 2012, 587) is relevant in a context of 

borderland and urban change.  

Linking to the theoretical part of the thesis, the examples from the empirical chapters show 

how spaces across the globe have a role in the change of urban spaces in the two cities, but 

also the extent to which urban change is open to a variety of actors. Travelling capital in 

the course of the terror attacks in the USA; investors’ interest in geopolitical as well as 

urban borderland as seen with the Meier on Rothschild high-rise, or Abdali; international 

planning and architecture individuals and firms, and working migrants involved in 

construction; refugees integrated into economic activities that keep the cities running; and 
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initiatives, movements and NGOs working on one or several of the issues raised; all show 

the variety of actors involved in urban change. Connecting planning and the social 

dimension, planning processes within urban change will be judged in the end, on how 

peoples’ experience, practices and performances interlock with these processes and their 

results (Degen, DeSilvey & Rose 2008, 1917). 

Looking at the emancipatory power of borderland from the perspective of planning, I 

agree that planning may mean “community-building [and] the regulation of the physicality, 

sociality, and spatiality of the city” (Sandercock 2003, 40). However, I object to the notion 

that we then “may miss its transformative possibilities” (ibid, emphasis in original). This is 

where the value of borderland comes in, in recognising these transformative possibilities. 

An environment of relational, multiple, and open space and dispersed processes of control 

and regulation, favours broad participation in urban change processes. The dissemination 

of influences and the role of various scales in urban change provide potential for more 

inclusive and just urban spaces. Planning urban change, viewed as a process of control and 

regulation from above or managed by a few, as suggested by Sandercock (2003), assumes 

fixed and rigid patterns of spatial configuration. Urban change in the borderland means 

that the power in urban change is dispersed across spaces and therefore among different 

actors, potentially also allowing a voice for those who are normally marginalised in such 

processes.  

However, as the fieldwork has shown, a significant difference in the participation of people 

in matters of urban change is between advocating and initiating change, and protesting 

against already happening change. The latter, reactionary way still seems to dominate in 

processes of urban change, not only in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Those, who pro-

actively work with the current condition towards a desired future, have an advantage. Little 

Africa and Manila Street, where communities appropriated and revived spaces, can be seen 

as examples. It was the African refugee, confronted at the rally against foreigners in Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa, who stated that the infiltrators cleaned up the area, and made it look like New 
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York. The relatively well-off residents of Shapira and Neve Tsedek in Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

intervened in the production of the city’s new zoning plan and thereby managed to protect 

their neighbourhood from unwanted change, e.g. height of buildings and increased traffic.  

Borderland, as the jumbled geography of folding and stretching spaces, in which entities 

produce and are produced through relations to near and far other entities, nevertheless 

qualifies to “shift people’s visions of the possible” (Susser, 2006, 215). If action in urban 

activism “is ephemeral and partial, perpetually requiring re-enactment and repetition but 

also, thereby, ceaselessly providing openings and opportunities for insurgency and 

transgression” (Lake 2006, 196), borderland may be an appropriate conceptual identifier. I 

argue borderland represents “conflict lines” and “battle zones” (Mayer 2006, 204) that, 

emerging in urban spaces, both raise awareness of what is wrong, but potentially also what 

is possible.  

 

8.2.2 Urban change controlled and regulated through borderlands 

With the introduction of borderland, I provide a conceptual framework where entities are 

constituted within relational, multiple and open space. In borderland, the essence of space 

is not in the entities but in the space between them, and this is the spatial source of urban 

change. Influencing urban change requires navigating through the borderlands, which 

eventually relates to questions of power. One reason I picked up on the notion of 

borderland is that borders are intrinsically connected to controlling and regulating flows 

and relations, and therefore to power issues.  

 

Control, regulation and borderland 

Continuing the discussion of power in the theoretical chapters, I see the balance of power 

lying in the space where relations are made or unmade and where entities emerge or cease 

to be. Connecting this to my conceptualisation of space, relations among, and the 

emergence or ending of entities are decided through mechanisms of control and regulation 
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in the borderland. Control is thus seen as “[t]he fact or power of directing and regulating 

the actions of people or things; direction, management; command. Also occasionally: an 

instance of this” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2016). But it is important to note that in the 

spatial model I discuss, control is dispersed in the borderland in complex ways. Instead of 

being located at clearly assigned spaces, control is built in space producing processes; 

“[t]oday’s strategies of control are more subtle, intricately woven in the structures of 

provision and regulation as well as into individuals themselves” (Boano & Martens 2013, 

9). Therefore, tying in to borderland, the spreading of borders can be seen as a “topological 

network of control” (Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 70). These notions endorse my 

conceptualisation of the space through which entities come together and change as 

borderland. The concept of borderland addresses the dispersion of obvious as well as 

subtle strategies of control and regulation across scales and spaces, and the empirical 

findings support this claim.    

Linking back to chapter three on borders and borderland, the notion of control and 

regulation is often discussed by scholars working on spatial production in correlation with 

borders, state-territory, and the movement of people (Anderson, Sharma & Wright 2009; 

Anderson & O´Dowd 1999; Balibar & Collins 2003; Balibar 2010; Mezzadra & Neilson 

2012; Paasi 1999, 2009; Van Houtum & Pijpers 2007; Yiftachel & Ghanem 2004). Within 

this, the border is predominantly seen as a place where control is exercised and flows 

regulated, mainly by state-authorities. But with borderland I pick up on the notion that 

borders “are dispersed a little everywhere, wherever movement of information, people, and 

things is happening and is controlled – for example, in cosmopolitan cities” (Balibar & 

Williams 2002, 71). Hence, in the spirit of borderland, along with borders, mechanisms of 

control and regulation spread across spaces, including urban spaces. Within a framework of 

relational, multiple and open space and a spatial constitution of folding and stretching 

spaces, it is the situating of control and regulation in the spaces in-between entities, or in 

the borderland, that I argue is important for urban change.  
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Borderland ‘runs’ urban change  

Over the last decades, a range of seminal articles and books highlights the role of cities as 

important spaces of control and regulation in steering spatial change, particularly in an 

environment of increasing global interrelations (Hall 1966; Friedmann 1986; Sassen 1991, 

2002b; Amin & Graham 1997; Massey 2007). They, and many others, highlight the 

exceptional role of cities in the production of space, making them originators of spatial 

development. Inquiring after the spatial sources of urban change, my research looks at this 

matter from the perspective of spaces involved in the production of urban spaces.  

Whilst the concept of borderland highlights an ability to relate through space to other 

entities, other concepts still focus on the entities rather than on the in-between. Grand 

concepts like Sassen’s ‘Global City’ (1991) or Taylor’s ‘World City Network’ (2004) show 

that cities have for some time now been part of wider spatial mechanisms. Reviewing these 

concepts, Smith and Doel (2011) underline the difference between ‘Global Cities’ as 

command centres of the world, and the capacity of a ‘World City Network’. The former 

sees large urban centres, and the latter the network among them as the location of strategic 

control in the competition for power (ibid). As discussed in chapters two and three, it 

seems to me that some contemporary thinking, addressing cities as distinct entities and 

relations as connections between them, still views cities this way. But this only pays limited 

attention to the in-between and conceptualises conventional configurations of fixed and 

separated spatial units, that are either powerful themselves, or through relations among 

them, which are seen as taking place in a void.  

Borderland draws on a different conceptualisation. It claims the space in between entities is 

an important space and that the mechanisms that constitute entities – relations and 

restrictions – are directed there. How urban change unfolds is therefore a matter of how 

the borderland is ‘run’, to use John Allen’s (2010, 2896) terminology. It is therefore the 
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borderland and not the entities in which relations among entities and thereby their 

constitution is controlled and regulated. 

 

Power exercised ‘with’ rather than ‘over’ others 

I maintain power in processes of urban change derives from the borderland, rather than 

exclusively focusing on the city as power holder. Particularly when it comes to urban areas, 

“far reaching influence and control are the hallmarks of a powerful city. Often implicit in 

this view is an understanding of power as something which a city possesses, a capacity for 

domination and control embedded in the city itself […]” (Allen, 2010, 2895). However, in 

borderland, as opposed to networks, exercising “power with rather than over others, […]” 

(ibid, 2896) is the way in which spatial change is controlled and regulated.  

The empirical chapters underline that this control and regulation is not one-dimensional, 

not a matter of absolute domination on the one hand and complete subordination on the 

other, but of cross influencing between different spatial contexts and spheres. A key 

example is that as much as refugees and working migrants in either city depend on 

authorities for their presence, businesses and the social fabric in the cities depend on 

refugees and working migrants. Furthermore, while some feel foreign planning- and 

architecture individuals and firms dominate planning matters, especially in Amman, the 

process of the Amman Plan has shown that these foreigners have introduced and 

established important standards, which may profit the city in the future. The dominance of 

foreign capital and investment in real estate in urban change is not a one-way relation but is 

controlled and regulated by authorities. As discussed in the empirical chapters, protests in 

both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa vigorously addressed a lack of space, related to housing, 

or public and green spaces, evidently prompting a reaction from official bodies. And even 

in semi-democratic countries like Jordan, these protests do not remain unheard, and trigger 

reactions. These brief empirical examples show that control and regulation do not come 

from a single source, but are a matter of interrelations.  
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Therefore, urban change is produced through relations between entities and contexts that 

‘run’ through the borderland. The space between entities constitutes a force field that, 

through relations, decides which entities can use it in what way. In borderland, relations are 

tied, maintained and broken through physical and non-physical approaching and distancing 

of entities. Instead of an immediate crossover from one entity to another (border as a line), 

borderland is the space in which relations can be established and in which new entities can 

emerge. This happens via relating through the borderlands. Relating through borderland 

means entities sometimes control and regulate and sometimes are controlled and regulated 

in the ways they relate to other entities. 

Borderland recognises that we are “no longer in a landscape where the lines of control can 

simply be mapped by extension or the connections understood topographically” (Allen 

2011b, 290). The large number of criss-crossing relations and restrictions builds up a 

sphere of spatial reproduction. Its control and regulation are thereby distributed across 

space, and not exclusively in the hands of one authority, like the state, because even “states 

are both confronted by and are part of a new geography of power that does not have 

territorial exclusivity as its defining characteristic” (ibid, 287). With borderland, I argue that 

the geography of power shifts from the entities themselves to the space in-between. 

Borderland in relational, multiple and open space means that the control and regulation of 

the change of this space is dispersed across space in between and outside entities.  

 

Urban change and borderland - Summary 

In this section I have shown how I see urban change located in borderland as opposed to 

the entities that constitute urban spaces. Elaborating on ways urban change is produced 

between entities, I have discussed how this happens beyond physical insides and outsides 

and across scales and spaces. As the empirical chapters have shown, topographical and 

topological aspects of spatial formation have a role in urban change processes in both 

cities. A variety of people, goods, sources of capital, ideas, and thoughts regulate and 
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control urban change that cannot be fixed to an exclusive space or scale, but rather 

allocated to a space in-between.  

This, in turn, adds an emancipatory aspect to urban change processes, because underlining 

the relational nature of spatial reproduction means that entities have a role in it and 

therefore power that are otherwise considered powerless. Instead of urban change 

controlled and regulated by exclusive entities, like the municipality or the state, borderlands 

mean that power is exercised ‘with’ rather than ‘over’ others. Tying in to current literature, 

the fieldwork has shown that no single entity can be seen as an exclusive power-holder, but 

that urban change is decided in a field of tension between multiple entities. The next 

section addresses how borderland may be a useful concept for working with a 

conceptualisation of space beyond notions of fixed and bound spaces.    

 

8.3 Borderland operationalizes relational, multiple and open space 

Before discussing borderland as experienced in the field, here I show the way in which I 

see borderland operationalizing relational, multiple and open space. Relational, multiple 

and open space is an intriguing concept, but it proved difficult to work with, because 

despite its omnipresence, it was for example difficult to find a starting point, but also to 

capture its appearances overall. 

  

8.3.1 Deploying borderland 

As discussed in chapter two, I claim that a relational, multiple and open conceptualisation 

of space sets a profound basis for how to think about current spatial constitution and 

change. While discussing its theoretical embedding and merits in chapter two, the empirical 

chapters (five to seven) show that the concept is thoroughly grounded and that its 

components can be found in the production of urban spaces in Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa. It therefore proved a useful concept for investigating spatial constitution and urban 

change processes.  
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However, because it depicts the complex nature of spatial formation and change, it is not 

easy to pin down. Relationality, multiplicity and openness are to a large degree vague in 

definition. This makes it hard to decide where to start or how to find and grasp tangible 

expressions or manifestations. My conceptualisation of borderland, however can be seen as 

an attempt to make relational, multiple and open space operational. Before continuing to 

borderland as the space of relations, and components and formations of relational, multiple 

and open space and borderlands, I briefly summarise the main connected elements. 

To begin with, the way I see and use entities in this research is to consider them material 

and immaterial things that exist. In this work, entities refer to people, buildings, urban 

quarters and spaces, or a whole city, as well as thoughts, ideas, plans, and strategies, with 

infrastructures present in both.  

As for relational, multiple and open space, relations are meaningful connections and 

alliances among entities. This means that entities influence each other through the relations 

they have. First, relations signify entities’ mutual role in the way they change. I argue that 

urban change happens when relations among entities, which make up the examined urban 

space, change. Second, multiplicity refers to the variety, quantity, and density of relations at 

work in the constitution of urban spaces. Because entities that constitute urban spaces are 

diverse, plenty and ‘close’, urban spaces are multiple. And third, openness addresses the 

principally undecided nature of space towards the future. Because the paths entities will 

take in the future are not yet determined, the space they will constitute is not determined 

either. While we can examine and analyse space by tracing entities’ past paths in the form 

of trajectories, the future of space, and thereby of urban spaces, is essentially open.    

Coming to the second theoretical concept, borderland means the sphere in between entities 

and therefore represents a space of difference. Starting from the notion that borders are no 

longer seen as lines, but as spaces, I picked up on ideas that all space may be considered a 

borderland. Maintaining the main characteristic of borders, borderland acts as a control and 

regulation mechanism of relational, multiple and open space, and thus helps to 
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operationalize it. Tying in to the above, borderland constitutes the space in between 

entities, where through relations, decisions are made on when and how which entities 

influence which other entities, resulting in a certain organisation of (urban) spaces. This in-

between space is also seen as a space of difference; because entities are qua their name one 

or whole, the space outside entities, in between them, must be the space of difference.  

Finally, attaching such importance to entities’ relations, and taking relational, multiple and 

open space, as well as borderland seriously, I suggested to conceptually shift the substance 

of space from entities to the borderlands. If entities constitute space and are made up of 

various relations themselves, it is the relations that are the substance of space and not the 

entities. The way I envision this is shown in figure 20, in chapter three (p 131). Present 

space is like a flat sheet of tissue (a slice of space in time) that is constantly ‘woven’ through 

entities’ relations. The path of an entity, and therefore its identity, can be traced by tracing 

the trajectory its relations have woven in the past. The present is the described flat sheet, 

where relations operate right now. The future is open, because it is not decided upon yet. 

The notion of controlling and regulating in the borderland means that relations among 

entities decide on the paths the entities can and will take in the future while forming space 

 

This summary of the theoretical basis leads to an analytical discussion of the empirical 

forms of borderlands as experienced in the field. I have explained that I see entities as 

things that exist, and that relational, multiple and open space is made up of meaningful 

connections and alliances among entities. Urban change happens when entities relevant to 

urban spaces change their position towards each other, and borderland is the space in 

between entities, in which this changing of positions is controlled and regulated. In what 

follows, I discuss occurrences of borderland driving urban change in Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa.    
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 8.4 Urban borderlands in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

Borderland reflects my understanding of the constitution of space, developed from the 

reviewed literature and empirical work. It is therefore a general concept. Whilst 

contributing to the strengthening of the idea of borderland, the fieldwork in Amman and 

Tel Aviv-Jaffa also revealed particularities of the concept probably only found in the two 

cities. In analysing the data, the geopolitical, the planning and the social dimensions of 

borderland appear to particularly influence urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

These dimensions represent characteristics of borderland one should pay attention to, if 

working on urban change in the two cities.  

In this last section, I show how I see the three dimensions of borderland co-producing 

urban change. I show how urban change depends on processes attached to the three 

dimensions, and, importantly, how the three dimensions blend into each other. The 

influence of entities in urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa depends on their ability 

to especially navigate through these dimensions of borderland.  

 

8.4.1 Three dimensions or urban borderlands in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

Three different yet interconnected dimensions seem to stand out in the production of 

urban change through borderland in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. They are different spatial 

facets in the examined borderland, and urban change is produced through relations among 

entities that ‘run’ through them. The data suggest the geopolitical, the planning, and the 

social dimensions are crucial elements the production of urban space and hence urban 

change in the two cities, however there are certainly others. Whilst these are rather 

conventional thematic fields or conceptual frames, their value comes in solidly grounding 

otherwise hard-to-grasp processes of sociospatial formation. These dimensions emerged 

from analytically coding the data, and my inference is that they generate a force field that 

determines which entities use borderland in what ways.  
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The three dimensions represent space-producing phenomena encountered in the field, 

significant for the ways in which entities are pushed, pulled or move. I think they are 

particularly useful as they can be associated with conventional dimensions of sociospatial 

formation, and using them makes it easier to demonstrate difference and change.  

Discussing Castell’s influential “The City and the Grassroots” from 1983, Ward and 

McCann (2006) support the identification of these dimensions. They identify three main 

areas still valid for urban studies (see also Mayer 2006). First, the role of the state in global 

processes of production and consumption [geopolitical]; second, the way territoriality, 

identity and meaning are related [planning]; and third, how the state and the civil society are 

related [social] (Ward & McCann 2006, 193). Although dated in some respects, these areas 

still have their appeal, because they connect the city and social communities’ influence in its 

making. The following sections demonstrate how these dimensions constitute facets of the 

borderland through which urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa unfolds.  

 

The geopolitical dimension 

Data analysis revealed that a large part of the power in urban change still emanates from 

the state, admittedly challenging the idea of relational, multiple and open space as well as 

notions of borderland. However, globally mobile capital, goods and people, globally active 

planning, design, and other corporations, the global division of labour, working migrants 

and refugees, and an array of other phenomena show how porous state-borders have 

become. These circumstances fold and stretch spaces, challenging the state’s exclusive role 

in the geopolitical sphere. The meaning of geopolitics therefore, expands beyond a state’s 

relations to other states and directly and indirectly influences urban change.  

 

While the geopolitical dimension appeared in my fieldwork in the usual places, such as 

physical state borders, I also encountered it far away from such conventional borders. The 

situation at Sofia airport, or the ‘flotilla’ and ‘flytilla’ incidents show how Israeli space 
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stretches far beyond the state’s physical limits. Police raids in leftist cafés and activist spaces 

in south Tel Aviv (the centre of urban movements, migrant workers and refugees) show 

how state authorities also operate within the cities. Military and police presence and 

security checks are also common within Jordan. A vivid example is the lengthy 

interrogation I was subjected to by the secret police after taking photos at a place I 

apparently should not have. According to an officer there, the authorities were concerned 

that my actions might endanger the state of Jordan.      

As outlined in the empirical chapters, ‘foreign’ capital is a major driver of urban change in 

either city. The development projects I discussed are all in one way or another related to 

capital from outside the respective country. Whether it is Berggruen Holdings in the case of 

the Meier on Rothschild tower, the 50% French residents in the Neve Tsedek tower (Ben-

Simhon 2008) in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, several investment- and real estate companies from the 

Gulf in the case of Abdali, the Jordan Gate Towers, or the Iraqi investor in the Le Royal 

Hotel in Amman, large portions of the funds for urban development projects with a 

considerable impact on the way the cities change come from outside. This aspect of urban 

change clearly constitutes a geopolitical matter.  

Historical and current socio-economic inequalities, as well as disparities in ethnic, religious, 

or racial terms, do not stop at state boundaries. Instead, inequality, injustice, and exclusion 

also reach across spaces and scales. The work in the field has shown that socio-economic 

borders in urban areas, in parts tied to global processes, can sometimes be harder to cross 

than conventional state borders. The most obvious examples in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa 

are rising living costs, tighter job-markets, and soaring housing prices. It appears that the 

aforementioned urban development projects, financed with ‘foreign’ capital, promote 

rather than mitigate these problems.  

Related to the above, while planning authorities in both cities try to control physical urban 

change, pressure from capital that operates globally and seeks investment opportunities is 

high. On the other hand, as urban strategies show, states and municipalities aspire to reach 
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‘global city’ or ‘world city’ status. In this context, physical urban renewal has long become 

part of a global industry that, next to capital, involves globally active planning, design, and 

construction firms, as well as building materials and workers from many parts of the world.  

This globalised modernisation of the cities, however, contrasts starkly with the states’ 

general policies of separation and nationalisation. Whereas there seems to be a desire to be 

part of a global space of important states and cities, there are simultaneously policies that 

suggest a yearning for internal purity and homogeneity. It appears that politicians think 

they can square the circle and work for and against multiple, relational and open space at the 

same time. The current condition of urban spaces exposed to and part of the global sphere 

suggests that it might be worth it, or actually necessary, to work with and through such space. 

Another example of how geopolitics are interwoven into urban change is illustrated by the 

situation in south Tel Aviv, where working migrants and refugees live together with 

underprivileged Israelis. Widely considered a ‘bad’ area, many people here live under 

precarious circumstances and are ignored, rejected or verbally and physically attacked by 

natives who feel threatened. On the other hand, for some young or open-minded people, 

people from the arts- and activist scenes, the neighbourhood is attractive because it is lively 

and colourful, and parts of the Tel Aviv-Jaffa economy depend on the workforce from this 

quarter. In Amman, the example of Manila Street gives a similar picture. Moreover, in 

terms of housing, segregation and gentrification, the Palestinian refugee camps in the 

middle of the city and the clearance of the down town area, mainly for the purpose of 

tourism, are also vivid examples of how geopolitics plays into the ongoing change of the 

city.  

The issue of housing is further fuelled by the mobility of people. As outlined in the 

empirical chapters, in both cities controlled and uncontrolled migration plays a significant 

role in who lives there and therefore has a role in urban change. An increasing number of 

people puts pressure on an already tense housing situation. Similar to the folding in of 

global capital that influences the real estate markets, the difference between immigrants 
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(driven by geopolitical circumstances) and natives causes tension and has a considerable 

impact on urban change because it diverts attention away from objectively more important 

influences. Economically under pressure themselves, natives from the weaker socio-

economic spectrum blame incomers for their situation. Other sources of urban change that 

are not in their favour, such as foreign capital or wealthy foreigners, more likely remain 

unnoticed.   

Returning to more literal geopolitical issues, the situation with regard to Israel and Jordan 

suggests that the two states, despite a peace treaty, turn their backs on each other and are 

facing in different directions. Israel mainly seeks and maintains relations to the so-called 

West, and most of Jordan’s relations are to other Arab states, mainly in the East. This 

spatial situation can be seen as symbolic for the geopolitical condition of exclusion and 

separation across the whole region, peaking in the Arab-Israeli-, or the Middle East 

conflict, but in effect across cities, regions and states in the Levant. However, as the 

empirical section of this thesis has shown, relations exist between Israel and Jordan that are 

only possible because of this situation. There are for instance the QIZs, in which Israeli 

investment in Jordan’s industry is only possible because of economic difference. Likewise, 

the function of Queen Alia Airport as a hub for Israelis going east only makes sense because 

of the geopolitical situation. Other examples of how the apparent schism may actually 

become less significant are the projects on water, energy, or security, for which Israel, 

Jordan and the Palestinians maintain quite close relationships and work together.  

The geopolitical dimension also reaches into the two cities’ relationships to the rest of their 

respective countries. Both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, globally and regionally connected 

cities, are seen by some people within these cities, by people from other cities, or by rural 

populations as hedonistic, unauthentic, or westernised. Hence, there is a difference 

emphasised within the states between the ‘real’ Israeli or Jordanian cities and the 

countryside, as opposed to Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa as detached from their country. On 

the other hand, both countries depend on relations to other states and regions, especially in 
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economic terms, and the two cities naturally constitute important gateways to the rest of 

the world. As well as dispersing Israeli or Jordanian characteristics globally, like many other 

cities, they bring in influences from other parts of the world. In relating Amman and Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa to the world, the geopolitical dimension is a significant feature in the cities’ 

spatial reproduction.  

 

Overall, state authorities still directly and indirectly decide on many spatial relations that 

can emerge, be maintained or cease, but as the empirical chapters have also shown, there 

are facets of spatial production that bypass this apparent exclusivity. Because of 

overlapping spatial identities and spatial units produced through multiple contexts, 

geopolitics can no longer be seen as solely an arena of political power play among states. 

New and varying spatial formations and relations within and beyond states inevitably make 

geopolitical differences an urban issue as well. McFarlane and Robinson argue in this 

context that we need to “remain vigilant concerning how shifts in contemporary 

geopolitics are complicit in any re-framing of the geographies of urban theory” (2012, 767). 

Borderland accounts for new and varying spatial formations and relations, offering an 

alternative view of the role of geopolitics in urban change. 

Recent theorisations, in any case, direct our attention to a broader influence of the 

geopolitical sphere, and, relating to borderland, hint at the importance of the in-between as 

the space where supposedly global aspects of spatial production blend into allegedly local 

ones. One important reason I see the geopolitical dimension as involved in urban change is 

related to the question of “how (if at all) might […] visions of cities in global context aid 

critical political action through rethinking the practice of making cities?” (McCann, Roy & 

Ward 2012, 587). Tying in to the theoretical part of the thesis, the empirical chapters show 

that the geopolitical dimension or a broader conception of the geopolitical, through a 

borderland lens has an important role in the practice of making cities.  
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The planning dimension 

The planning dimension is also important in terms of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa’s urban 

change. This dimension is closely related to the geopolitical and social dimensions. 

Emphasising this interrelation of geopolitical and planning aspects in the control and 

regulation of urban change, Yacobi and Pullan outline that “urban geopolitics refers to the 

emergence of discourses and forces attached to technologies of control, in our case, 

planning” (2014, 534). However, the planning dimension, I reason, represents more 

intentional and actually implemented urban change. Planning, in this context, is not 

reduced to drawing master plans, zoning plans or architectural plans, but also involves 

general strategic thinking and acting towards the future. In relation to urban change, it is 

more specifically about the organisation, configuration, and design of urban spaces than the 

geopolitical dimension.  

Even when thinking about the geopolitical in broader terms, as shown above, the planning 

dimension seems to involve more actors. It is where the state has to share its role with 

municipalities and other public and private actors and communities in more pronounced 

ways. As both literature and my data show, the planning dimension, in relation to the 

geopolitical and social dimensions, may at times bypass state- and non-state actors.  The 

planning dimension makes municipalities particularly important for urban change, not least 

in a legal sense. Truly spaces of stretching and folding spaces, municipalities have a role in 

global circuits of production and consumption, as well as in concretely shaping their urban 

spaces. They do have some sovereignty, but still operate under the influence of the 

geopolitical, as well as the social dimensions, which I discuss in the next section.  

The planning dimension is therefore on the one hand freer, but on the other hand 

physically limited to municipal boundaries and more immediately exposed and accountable 

to people. I feel this difference in the planning dimension between the city as a globally 

related entity and a clearly demarcated, easier graspable space is important, because it again 

shows that both topological and topographical aspects are at work in urban change. It is 
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also related to the concept of borderland that sees a variety and dispersion of relations and 

restrictions across scales and spaces in operation in processes of urban change.  

 

As with the geopolitical dimension, the planning dimension manifests phenomena in the 

cities that have been known as ‘global’ issues. In this respect, the planning dimension is 

strongly concerned with seemingly contradictory tendencies of separation and relation, or 

individual interests and common interests. As the Meier, or Neve Tsedek towers in the 

immediate neighbourhood of Tel Aviv’s poorest part, as well as Abdali or the Hashemite 

Plaza projects in similar circumstances in Amman show, spaces emerge that have usually 

been seen as spaces at global fault lines, for instance between the Global North and the 

Global South. Hence, similar to the geopolitical dimension, socio-economic parameters 

and disparities also appear as important indicators in the planning dimension.  

Along similar lines, the planning dimension is also often connected to the difference 

between private and public. As discussed in the empirical part, in both cities municipality 

officials and planning and architecture experts reason, for instance, that too much land is 

privately owned and that this hinders decent planning. Planning authorities would be more 

flexible and successful in accommodating the needs of communities were more land in 

public hands. Private land-ownership appears as a barrier to comprehensive planning in the 

interest of the whole city rather than in the interest of a few.  

This discrepancy between private and public in the planning dimension is especially 

relevant for housing. Connected to the ownership of land, social housing would be an 

instrument for municipalities to control and regulate the housing market. Due to the 

attractive power of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, variance between supply and demand, and 

private ownership, this market, however, currently plays into the hands of private capital. 

The role of official planning bodies is mainly confined to issuing regulations. But, 

dependent on political will, this could still be a powerful instrument as the latest 

development plan in Tel Aviv-Jaffa shows. The introduction of social housing for the first 
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time in the city’s history is a good example of the power of such regulations. Connecting to 

the social dimension, it moreover has to be seen in relation to the street-protests there in 

the course of the worldwide occupy-movement in 2011. The planning dimension, therefore 

plays a considerable role in materialising exclusion and injustice, but, conversely, also 

includes the means to work against them.  

The discrepancy between private and public also becomes obvious when looking at issues 

of transportation and is an issue in both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Showing the 

complexity of planning processes, the establishment of decent public transportation 

networks seems very difficult in both cities. First of all, public attitudes favour private 

modes of transportation over public systems; many people have a car and demand more 

roads and parking spaces rather than public transportation. Second, there are actors 

involved that profit from private modes of transportation, for instance various taxi-

services. And third, planning a decent public transportation system requires efforts to bring 

many players on board. Interests of the public, municipalities, neighbouring municipalities, 

central governments and private companies and individuals have to be reconciled. Hence, 

there are multiple actors and interests involved in this planning question that seem to make 

it difficult to accommodate all in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. As shown in the empirical 

part, the consequence is that instead of planning and building decent transportation 

systems, the status quo remains. However, the need for an upgraded public transportations 

system grows due to ever more congested streets, a polluted environment, and increasing 

populations. Both housing and transportation demonstrate how a sphere of relations and 

restrictions, captured in my research through borderland, has a role in urban change 

processes. 

When it comes to urban change in a physical sense, design appears to be an important sub-

branch of planning, both in the literature and emerging from the data. Tying into the 

geopolitical dimension, far reaching aspects like global capital, economic interests, tourism, 

or migration also seem to influence design processes.  The design of actual projects, as 
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evidenced both through the literature and my findings, also suggest a close relation to other 

parts of the world (cf. Degen, DeSilvey & Rose 2008, 1907). The actual proximity between 

the “architecture of globalization” (Allen 2008) and “corporate architecture” (Kaika 2011, 

968), may be closer than anticipated, and reflects how far reaching planning and design 

processes are. Processes usually related to globalisation, therefore, find their way via 

planning and design into the visible and tangible outline of cities. Exchangeable urban 

spaces, monotony, sterility, or “autistic architecture” (Kaika 2011) can be found as concrete 

outcomes of such planning processes, as evidenced in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 

A related aspect of planning and urban change is the notion that in planning itself, 

“concepts, techniques, instruments […] flow from one place to another” (Healey 2012, 

188; see also Healey 2013). Integrated in this process is a phenomenon of learning within 

planning processes, as discussed by McFarlane (2011b, 2011d), which disseminates these 

concepts, techniques and instruments from one place to another across the globe. The 

drafting of the Amman Plan is a vital example for this kind of learning within planning. 

Underlining my argument, this learning, consequently, must have its origins in a space of 

difference, in-between the sender and the receiver.  

Coming back to the notion that planning processes do possess transformative power 

discussed before (p 322), the dissemination and the influence of various scales in planning 

processes potentially support more inclusive and just planning processes. Rima Odeh, head 

of Amman’s planning department, explained how, alongside the respective political will, 

work with ‘foreigners’ improved planning processes at an institutional level. In the process 

of developing the Amman Plan, dozens of civil servants and planning professionals gained 

skills, and procedures were established that could shape the future of Amman.  

Planning, as coming from above or managed by a few, as suggested by Sandercock (2003), 

assumes fixed and rigid patterns of spatial configuration. As shown by the involvement of 

private initiatives in the drafting of the new development framework in Tel Aviv-Jaffa, and, 

admittedly, smaller successes of urban movements in Amman, the planning dimension is 
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not only open to a ‘globalised’ world, but also to people concerned. I claim this is because 

of the number and variety of cross-scale relations involved borderland stands for. Planning 

in a spatial landscape of disseminated difference - in borderland - means that the influence 

on urban change is dispersed across spaces and therefore among a variety of actors. This 

potentially includes those who are normally excluded in the dimension of planning.  

 

The success or failure of planning processes will become apparent in the end, according to 

how peoples’ experience, practices and performances interlock with these processes and 

the results of them (Degen, DeSilvey & Rose 2008, 1917). Hence, the reviewed literature 

and findings from the field suggest that processes of planning are decisive factors in urban 

change and I argue that with the opening up of space as such, expressed by relational, 

multiple and open space, planning processes potentially open up as well. As simple as it 

may sound, planning, as foresightful thinking and acting, and therefore as steering the 

future, is a decisive dimension of urban change, also in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Not 

least because borderland shows how broad the variety of involved spaces and actors has 

become. 

 

The social dimension 

The social emerged as a third important dimension from the data. Intertwined with the 

geopolitical and the planning dimensions, this emphasises people - individuals and groups - 

and their interaction as involved in urban change. Whereas politicians, municipality 

officials, or business people already featured prominently in the two dimensions presented 

so far, this dimension particularly involves civil society. Compared to other actors and as 

discussed above in the other two dimensions, civil society may be perceived as occupying a 

more passive role. Exposed to the geopolitical dimension, but often less consciously part of 

it, and affected by the planning dimension, but often less actively involved in it, I frame the 

social dimension of urban change around commonality. This dimension mainly operates at 
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the level of demands and concerns, expressed by people and communities, and their actual 

and potential participation in urban change. Looking at current urban redevelopment 

projects, it may appear that the geopolitical and planning dimensions represent more 

powerful forces in urban change. Unequal power relations similarly proliferate within the 

social dimension, because some people and communities appear to have the means to, or 

are allowed to be more efficient and ‘successful’ in appropriating space than others. My 

claim, however, is that in the spatial structure of borderland, where the decisive matter or 

substance lies outside entities, the social dimension is inevitably powerful, because of its 

intrinsic nature of collectivity and interaction.  

As the empirical chapters and some examples from the above section have shown, many 

phenomena people are confronted with in processes of urban change appear to be similar 

in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Once more pointing to the field of tension between 

separation and relation, fixity and mobility, exclusion and inclusion, the social dimension is 

a central element in the constitution of urban spaces, but influenced and maybe dominated 

by (the two) other dimensions.  

Despite the previously discussed post-human theorisations, and the inclusion of all living 

organisms in the social dimension in general, I see all people and communities that 

influence urban change and the relationships between them as important bearers of the 

social dimension, and with a significant role in processes of urban change. The theoretical 

frame of this research, the methodological approaches, as well as the empirical findings, 

point to the fact that the social dimension, in some cases complements, in other cases 

challenges the exclusive authority of the state and official bodies under its umbrella (cf. 

Yacobi 2007; also in relation to planning). This again points to the relation of the social 

dimension to the geopolitical and planning dimensions. The notion that a city is “not a 

spatial entity with sociological consequences, but a sociological entity that is formed 

spatially” (Simmel 1903, 25; quoted in Frisby 1985, 56) has two important meanings for 

urban change, as I discuss it here: first, the city as a sociological space is not as bound as 
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conventional territorial notions of spatial entities may suggest; and second, in addition to 

economic and political spheres, the social also has an important role in the production of 

urban space. For both meanings, borderland is an important concept, because it underlines 

the connectivity and thereby the sociality of space per se.  

 

Whilst in a post-human world ‘things’ are also considered part of social spaces, as I 

remarked in chapter two, the difference with regard to social space between goods and 

capital on the one hand, and people on the other, is still striking. Whereas most goods that 

are found anywhere else in the world are available in the two cities, and both cities, for 

instance, welcome foreign investment, the selection of people who are allowed in is very 

rigid in both cities, but more so in Tel Aviv-Jaffa according to my experience. Nevertheless, 

people who are not born in either city but live there for however long, do co-produce the 

cities and thereby influence urban change.  

In general, there is a noticeable difference in the social dimension between people who are 

welcomed and those who are not. While tourists and people with temporary homes are 

thoroughly screened but actively invited to Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the presence of tens of 

thousands of asylum seekers and refugees is barely recognised and they are more or less left 

to take care of themselves. An in-between group of people in both Amman and Tel Aviv-

Jaffa is that of working migrants. Whereas they are legally in the cities and an essential part 

of the economy and the social fabric, they are still not well received by parts of the 

population; again, more so in Tel Aviv-Jaffa than in Amman. However, for urban spaces, 

welcomed people mean beaches and bars overcrowded with tourists, or condominium 

complexes like the Neve Tsedek tower in south Tel Aviv that are empty most of the time. 

‘Unwelcomed’ people establish vibrant spaces in south Tel Aviv and Manila Street in 

Amman. They prompt open minded people to go there, buy food or clothes, or enjoy 

music or food from other parts of the world. This way, different people change urban 

spaces in different ways. 
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A people present in both cities are the Palestinians. Pushed back to the last corner of Tel 

Aviv-Jaffa and partly restricted to refugee camps, partly integrated, in Amman, they are a 

factor in the social dimension of both cities. Therefore, they also have a role in the urban 

change of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, even if ever less so in the latter because they are less 

present there. The majority of the Arab population of Tel Aviv-Jaffa lives south of Jaffa, 

and therefore at the very edge of the city, not only in a physical sense. In Israel as such, 

although officially endowed with equal rights, many Palestinian communities are sidelined, 

neglected and disadvantaged. Part of the socio-economic weaker part of the population, 

they seem particularly vulnerable to processes of gentrification for instance. In the labour 

market, they have been widely replaced by foreign workers from elsewhere, with an 

apparent reversal of this trend in some cases, however, where business owners rediscover 

their reliability.  

For some natives, Palestinians are still not considered equals in Amman, regardless of 

whether they live in refugee camps, have Jordanian citizenship and passports, or have 

integrated into society as workers, business owners or civil servants. However, many small 

and medium companies there, founded and run by Palestinians, turn their disadvantage 

into an advantage. Due to their in-between role, many Palestinian families have relatives 

and friends across the Levant and beyond, which may help their businesses. This is again 

an example of how borderland can be mobilised as a productive force. 

A similar difference as that between native Jordanians and Palestinians in Amman is that 

between Ashkenazi Jews and Mizrahi Jews in Tel Aviv-Jaffa. While the former are seen as 

dominating country and city, the latter feel marginalised. Together with other marginalised 

groups such as refugees, Palestinians, or women, Shula Keshet and fellow campaigners, for 

instance, protest vigorously against disadvantage and exclusion in south Tel Aviv. Pointing 

again to the validity of borderland, this underlines that difference in the social dimension is 

far from only between Jews and Muslims, or Israelis and Arabs. 
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Land ownership and the public/private divide are also important from a social perspective.  

Individuals and families who own land often ignore planning regulations, either wilfully 

because they prevent them from making profit with their land, or due to lack of 

knowledge. Whilst not unique to Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, the different attitude between 

landowners and the rest is significant. The planning dimension and social dimension 

overlap in this regard. The same difference in attitude goes for transportation. Car owners 

do not see the necessity to develop public transportation, taking for granted that everyone 

can afford a car and that the private car is the best way to get around in the city. 

Also relevant for the social dimension is the connection between public transportation and 

public housing. Especially in Amman, people who depend on subsidised housing 

increasingly find themselves in remote corners of the city, with hardly any infrastructure 

and no access to public transportation. Due to development projects discussed previously, 

the already socio-economically marginalised also become spatially marginalised through 

relocation to the edge of the city, miles away from urban life. This is a case of how the 

geopolitical dimension relate to the planning dimension and again to the social dimension. 

In both Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa, global capital builds unaffordable urban spaces, 

especially in the centres. Tourists, temporary home owners, working migrants and refugees 

increase the pressure on the housing market, which, taken together, drives socio-

economically weaker people out to the peripheries or beyond, where planning authorities 

have prepared unsatisfactory subsidised housing for them, and where social bonds are 

weak.   

Another area of social space that reaches into the geopolitical- and the planning dimension 

is citizenship. I have discussed issues around granting or denying citizenship before in 

chapter seven (7.4.4 p 309), but I would like to emphasise again what a difference between 

urban citizenship and state citizenship would mean (cf. Amin & Graham 1997; Roy 2009b; 

Smith & Guarnizo 2009). In the early 2000s, for instance, Tel Aviv-Jaffa tried for a short 

period to grant all people present in the city more comprehensive participation in urban life 
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by granting “urban membership for noncitizens” (Kemp & Raijman 2004, 26). Letting all 

residents officially be part of and participate in urban spaces not only grants people an 

identity that embeds without constraint, but would also I argue, foster more inclusive urban 

change. However, with the incoming refugees in the early 2000s, these respective 

considerations came to an end, and today, many people present in the city are not 

registered or recognised today. 

 

The folding or stretching of spaces within borderland produces a jumbling of people and 

communities and a reshuffling of the social dimension, necessarily impacting the 

sociological make-up of the city. The social dimension folds and stretches through global 

flows of production and consumption, tourism, or the mobility of professionals, plans or 

ideas, rearranging urban spaces. However, urban spaces also change through folding and 

stretching caused by miserable living conditions, violence and war that prompt millions of 

people to leave their homes and seek a better life elsewhere. Therefore, an important factor 

in urban change with regard to the social dimension in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa are the 

“[m]ovements and struggles of migration [that] have in any case been central to the 

production of new transnational social spaces” (Mezzadra & Neilson 2012, 61).  

By introducing the social as the third important dimension, I focus on the people present 

in the streets, regardless of their origins. My analysis therefore corresponds with the notion 

that the social dimension is a “local-social” dimension that nevertheless is “geographically 

unconstrained” (Amin 2005, 612). Also in the social dimension, therefore, borderland 

constitutes a sound conceptual framework for a complex spatial situation with an emphasis 

on in-between spaces and relations among different entities. Eventually, the social 

dimension, in interplay with the former two, therefore has an important role in the urban 

change of Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. 
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The three dimensions - Summary 

The geopolitical, the planning and the social dimensions are facets of the borderland in the 

constitution of the two urban spaces in the two cities that either support or hinder 

participation in urban change. Navigating through the borderlands of urban change in 

Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa therefore means relating to other entities through these three 

spatial dimensions in particular.  

The findings reflect the overall path the research traces, from clearly defined state and 

urban spaces, to more complex contexts of intertwining or overlapping spaces, in whose 

production a variety of phenomena and protagonists are involved. The notion of 

borderland, materialising as a space of difference and in-between in my research, is clearly 

visible in the data. Whilst recognising the potential existence of other dimensions, the three 

dimensions reflect the data and the experience and perceptions from the field. 

The empirical data therefore illustrates how the complex constitution of urban spaces, and 

subsequent implications for urban change, as explored in the theoretical chapters, plays out 

in the field, condensed into the three dimensions. Hence, the theoretically discussed shift 

from absolute space to more relational, multiple and open space is reflected by a dissolving 

absoluteness in the reproduction of urban spaces observed in the field.  

 

8.5 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have shown how the data support the claim that the source of urban 

change is found in relations through difference, rather than within entities. Progressing 

from a conception of physically fixed, static borders, to the idea of dispersed borders, it 

follows that the associated control and regulation is also dispersed, highlighting the 

expansion of the range of people and factors that potentially have a role in this control and 

regulation. With the dispersion of borders, the capacity to control urban change and 

ultimately cities does therefore not exclusively sit in these cities. Based on this spatial 

condition, controlling and regulating urban change by relating through difference means 
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working with others rather than against them (cf. Allen 2010, 2896). Urban change is 

therefore run, brokered, registered, made, felt, and worked, (cf. Allen 2010 & 2011b on 

power & networks) through borderland. 

Talking about “micro-worlds” in the regulation of the global economy, Amin remarks that 

alongside a “macro-order”, driven by neoliberalism, there is “another spatial ontology […], 

[which is a] heterarchical order that is topological, hybrid, decentred and coalitional” 

(2004b, 217), and questions the domination, control and reach of the ‘macro-order’. I feel, 

a relational, multiple and open conceptualisation of space and mechanisms of control and 

regulation dispersed across borderland, reflects such a heterarchical order. As much as 

these complex spatial configurations expose urban spaces and people to influences from 

near and far, they similarly and inevitably also include them in these configurations. Since 

this spatial jumbling happens anyway, a strategy to work with rather than against it is to 

appropriate the space this provides for more just and inclusive urban change. I therefore 

claim that with borderland, the current spatial condition potentially makes more spaces 

susceptible or open to political engagement. The spreading of difference across space and 

the ways entities embrace this borderland and relate through it, show the variety and 

number of spaces involved in processes of urban change. 
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9 BORDERLAND – INSTRUMENT AND ALTERNATIVE 

 

9.1 Introduction 

This research has looked at how urban spaces come together and change, leading to the 

central research question which queries the sources of urban change. Working on this 

question, I found and suggest that urban change does not emanate from entities but is 

made by relations among them and therefore originates from the space in-between entities. 

In a context of working towards a just city, this requires specifically accounting for 

relations. This argument emerged out of a conceptual framing of space as relational, 

multiple and open, rather than fixed, and of borders no longer seen as lines, but as spaces 

themselves. Taken together, these two strands of thought led to the adoption of borderland 

as a conceptual framework for the research. Borderland represents a principally open space, 

where relations are nevertheless controlled and regulated through bordering-mechanisms, 

not reduced to state borders, but dispersed across scales and spaces. Challenging and 

questioning defined and fixed spatial entities, such a framework requires methodological 

approaches that recognise this. Accordingly, and despite working with two cities, rather 

than merely comparing qualities of distinct spaces, the research focused on spatial contexts 

relevant for their production. These contexts refer to the mechanisms between entities, 

which emphasise entities’ relationalities rather than their properties. The empirical part 

addressed these contexts along three scalar levels; a global/regional, a regional/national, 

and a national/urban. Critical of using and thereby fixing scales, these levels blur and 

overlap, and look at space constituting processes from different scalar angles. Following 

the assumption that change is produced in the in-between and through difference, I have 

therefore traced urban change processes in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa through change-

making contexts across scales. This constitutes urban change produced by relations and in-

between entities, in a borderland, rather than within entities. Returning to the just city, such 
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a setting, I reason, implies that there is space within urban change processes for more just 

and inclusive approaches.  

 

This concluding chapter comprises three parts. In the first part, I summarise the main 

points of the study. I discuss how I see borderland, as main conceptual anchor, relating to 

other concepts and thoughts presented in the thesis. In the second part, I summarise the 

connections between the different stages of the research on the basis of the first, 

theoretical part. This underlines the importance of relations and implications for urban 

change policies. I address the importance of a radically relational space for a future that is 

essentially open. In a personal reflection in the final part, I discuss the theoretical qualities 

of borderland vis-à-vis two exemplary other concepts or modes of analysis, and re-visit the 

empirical contexts and implications.  

 

9.2 Borderland – holding space together and keeping it open 

The following summarises the main points of the study. It links the conceptual and 

theoretical frame of borderland to the theoretical, methodological and empirical 

considerations presented in the thesis. The first section gives a brief overview, followed by 

a section on each of the theoretical, methodological and empirical fields, reflecting the 

thesis’ chapter structure. 

The central aspect of this research is the concept of borderland. Borderland brings together 

space seen as relational, multiple and open, with notions of borders as those aspects of 

space that control and regulate its relations, multiplicity and openness. It constitutes a 

theoretical concept and a tool, which helped me investigate processes in the constitution 

and change of urban spaces. Borderland, however, can also be seen as the ‘outcome’ of this 

research, responding to the question investigating the source of urban change. The 

development of borderland, as the core element of the research, was therefore a 
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consequential process and finding in identifying and describing processes of urban change 

in complex spatial settings.  

The relationship between space, further on spaces, and borderland is, hence, not straight 

forward. Following the way, I have established borderland theoretically, all space would be 

borderland, and therefore space and borderland would be the same. But my intention was 

to come up with an alternative way to look especially at spatial production. Hence, as 

described in the introduction, I view borderland as a tool, or angle to look at space 

producing phenomena and not as a concept that replaces ‘space’.    

Current spatialities appear complex because political, economic, social and other fields that 

produce space are intricately interwoven and interrelated across the globe, questioning the 

exclusivity of scales and spatial units. They are complex, because they are formed by “tacit 

and unconscious negotiation of anonymous others, plural objects, assembled variety, 

emergent developments and multiple time-spaces” (Amin 2008, 8). Borderland and its 

control and regulation mechanisms can be seen as one such kind of negotiation, and, 

referring to Amin’s assessment, as a facet of space that speaks to the way space is formed. 

Spatial interweaving and interrelationality often ignores and transcends conventional 

borders like those between states. This makes it increasingly unsatisfactory to conceptualise 

states, regions, or cities as distinct and autonomous spatial units. Consequently, it also 

becomes difficult to engage in a discourse about their production and change.  

It seems, however, that ‘capitalist’ or ‘neoliberal’ approaches not only initiated and 

advanced this situation, but also exploit it. The decision-making power in the production 

and change of spatial units seems therefore imbalanced, profiting a few and disadvantaging 

many others. While learning about and analysing these processes was the main goal of the 

research, a secondary interest was to potentially provide insights for actors working on 

more just and inclusive urban change. The premise therefore is that these complex current 

spatialities also provide ‘space’ for those working on the liveability of urban spaces for as 

many people as possible, especially for those who are underprivileged and excluded.  
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9.2.1 Space – relational, multiple and open, yet not unrestricted 

One step before borderland, however, is Massey’s view of space as relational, multiple and 

open. This is important for thinking about spatial reproduction and stands in contrast to 

current efforts and tendencies of territorial division and socio-economic separation, often 

expressed through nationalism and individualisation. 

What intrigues me about Doreen Massey’s thoughts on the characteristic of space is the 

notion of describing something without restricting it, its open-mindedness, and its actuality. 

By this I mean that concepts are sometimes not grounded, and are often quite exclusive 

and short-lived. In light of the current spatial condition, Massey’s concept can be clearly 

perceived and is right to the point, but likewise open, and despite its age still timely.  

The features of relationality and multiplicity are obvious but nevertheless essential qualities 

of space. From the atom to the universe, entities form larger entities through relations 

between them. Openness, however, is equally important. The openness of space means 

that the way entities form space through their relations is not predefined, and relations can 

emerge, cease or change, simultaneously changing space. Accordingly, the paths, or 

trajectories entities can take are not narrowly defined. Taken together, this is the basic 

spatial model I worked with and built my theory on. Borderland emphasises those aspects 

of space, which also address resistance and opposition to relational, multiple and open 

space.      

An important additional aspect, hence, is that despite this principal relationality, multiplicity 

and openness, space is not entirely unrestricted. Here, the notion of borders as expressions 

of restriction, or control and regulation, arises. However, and not least following the 

literature on borders, the nature and locations of restrictions are not necessarily congruent 

with state borders, and instead are as complex as current spatialities themselves. Control 

and regulation mechanisms are more diverse and widespread than conventional 

dichotomies of inside/outside or us/them may suggest. To account for this situation and 
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based on current discourses on borders, I adopted and developed the concept of 

borderland, as complementing the concept of space in its relational and restrictive qualities. 

 

9.2.2 Borderland – controlling and regulating relational, multiple and open space 

An important quality of borderland is that it does away with spatial dichotomies and 

instead focuses on spatial formation through relations among multiple constituting entities. 

The relevance for the research is that relations to many other near and far entities have a 

role in the constitution of urban spaces. This way, the distinction between two entities and 

their separation and relation becomes more intricate and borders receive a new meaning. 

For this research, they are seen as markers of difference, sitting everywhere, not just at state 

borders. In borderland, therefore, borders not only extend from lines to spaces, but are 

also dispersed across all ‘land’.  

Borderland stands for a multiplication of encounter between different entities, resulting in a 

variety of border situations. Because entities possess multiple identities – the different 

relations to many other entities that comprise them – there is tangled, spatially and 

temporally overlapping similarity and difference, and borderland accounts for this. It 

expands the spatial relations of an entity by recognising that far away spaces fold in and 

near spaces vault away. In so doing, it holds space together as well as open, working against 

closed systems. Instead of clear-cut polarities, there are interlocking spaces across scales, 

influencing each other independent of their geographic location. Because these features are 

especially characteristic for urban areas, I claim borderland is particularly relevant to urban 

spaces.  

Borderland questions predetermined spatial categories. It calls for recognising complex 

spatialities that are open and restricted, relational and territorial, or fluid and (temporarily) 

fixed at the same time. Urban borderlands can be described as “[t]he territorial city with 

distinctive insides and outsides [that] has fused with the topological city defined through its 

relational connections” (Amin 2012, 64). Viewing especially urban spaces through the lens 
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of borderland enabled me to introduce and unite multiple factors at work in their 

constitution. Borderland is the sphere in which the nature, time and intensity of relations 

among entities are decided. Thereby, it is the control and regulation function of relational, 

multiple and open space. Claiming that the constitution of urban spaces is relational, yet 

not entirely unbounded, borderland represents the spatial context in which this constitution 

takes place. 

 

9.2.3 Contexts as sets of relations 

As for the methodological framework, borderland helped me to identify relations and thus 

identify contexts of urban change in the two cities. Contexts are seen as sets of relations 

relevant for a certain space. Contextualisation follows calls for experimental forms of 

comparison, or more explicitly comparative urbanism. Given the complex current spatial 

constitution, contextualisation, I have shown, is one possible way to depict processes 

involved in urban change. Accommodating borderland, contextualisation addresses the in-

between rather than the entity itself. In line with the overall theoretical framework of the 

research, contextualisation accounts for a variety of relations that have a role in urban 

change. The state, for instance, although retaining reasonable leverage in the constitution of 

urban spaces, represents only one context in which urban change happens. There are many 

other contexts, at sub-state and supra-state levels, that also influence urban change.  

 I chose to work with two urban areas. Focusing on borderland at an urban level, the 

processes that produce urban spaces could have been investigated in a single city as well. 

Choosing two urban areas, moreover in close physical proximity, however, was intended as 

a gesture towards geographic or topographic thinking in spatial studies. Believing in 

interplay of topological and topographical spaces, I neither wanted to advocate for 

exclusively ungrounded or too fluid, nor for entirely fixed and bounded spaces.  

Yet, while based on a comparison, if spaces also fold or stretch, merely comparing two 

different spaces with means of juxtaposition seemed unrewarding and even contradictory 
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to the idea of spaces as non-fixed and unbound. If spatial units blur because spaces from 

outside fold in, or dissolve, because they stretch away, what are the units of comparison? 

Contextualisation was an attempt to include various relations to near and far spaces in 

investigations on urban change. It was intended as a method to analyse urban change based 

on the relations I found having a role in urban reproduction. The goal was to give more 

weight to relations than to entities. The selection of two cities and the setting in the Levant 

provided a fertile ground for this goal. With this in mind, I generated data by looking at the 

multiple constituting elements of a spatial situation. Accounting for this, I drew on a multi-

layered range of different, nevertheless conventional methods of data generation in the 

field. 

9.2.4 Grounding borderland 

The relations between physical and non-physical infrastructures, and people who use and 

produce them, bring urban spaces to life. Referring to these as contexts, in the empirical 

part, I traced sets of relations that give an idea of how urban spaces get together. I carved 

out such contexts from spaces of difference and in-between in order to test the concepts 

and theories discussed. I categorised the empirical chapters in three scalar spheres; 

global/regional contexts, regional/national contexts, and national/urban contexts. This 

reflects the relational approach I take in this work, and a reluctance to write separate 

chapters on Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa. Respectively focusing on one city would have 

contradicted what I set out to investigate and find out. Although an imperfect arrangement, 

given the cross-scale nature of many of those contexts, it however appeared less 

contradictory than a focus on each urban area. To emphasise scalar overlaps, however, the 

three contextual categories reach across conventional levels, signalling how interwoven they 

are. 

Given my background in architecture and urbanism, the built environment was a logical 

focus for me when looking at urban change processes. The issues that appeared were 

similar in both cities, and so the three scalar contexts orbited around these issues: the 
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mobility of people, capital, goods, as well as thoughts, ideas, plans, or strategies; physical 

urban spaces and ways these spaces change, including issues like housing, public spaces, or 

public transportation; and, consequently, how people get to live in these spaces. The three 

scalar contexts can therefore be seen as informing similar urban change issues from 

different levels or angles, showing the involvement of spaces across scales. This is where 

the concept of borderland also emerged from the empirical work in the field. My 

perception is that such an approach gives an idea of the variety of spaces and entities and 

the intricate relations actually involved in urban change processes.   

Connecting theoretical and empirical concerns, and addressing the secondary goal of the 

research, ongoing urban change processes do seem to open up spaces of opportunity for 

more inclusive and just urban spaces. If, as Lefebvre claims, fresh spaces are generated 

when the mode of production of space changes (1991, 47), the mode of production, as 

found in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and shown in the thesis, does create fresh spaces. 

Borderland, then, could also be seen as one way of conceptualising the mode of the 

production of space. What the empirical chapters have shown is that cross-scalar and 

cross-spatial relations bring a variety of spaces into people’s everyday lives, highlighting 

the borderland-characteristic of urban spaces. Ash Amin states in this respect that a 

collective culture does not first develop in provided or formal public spaces, but rather 

unconsciously through the encounter of people in ordinary, everyday situations (2008). 

Returning to the starting point, in accounting for everyday encounter, borderland, I argue, 

represents a subtle component of such togetherness. As shown in the empirical chapter, 

people are ‘thrown together’ (Massey 2005b) in urban spaces and confronted in their daily 

routines with an array of different spaces accumulating in cities.  

 

9.3 Borderland – analytical and propositional tool  

After revisiting the main elements of the research, in this part I emphasise the value of 

borderland for analysing a situation and signifying an alternative future. I explore its 
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political relevance and alternative urban change processes in light of a more openly 

structured spatial constitution. 

 

9.3.1 A conceptual platform 

Spatial and urban changes are difficult to research due to their complex constitution, and so 

borderland, I believe, is a useful analytical framework and tool for their investigation. 

Borderland as a conceptual platform allows us to engage with the diverse and intricately 

interwoven processes involved in urban change, by accounting for such. Essentially it is an 

instrument, helping to make sense of urban change processes under the circumstances 

discussed. As raised previously, however, this analytic quality may also inform alternative 

forms of urban change.  

The significance and potential of borderland as an analytical framework and tool is that it 

incorporates processes relevant for the constitution of (urban) spaces not limited to 

conventional scales or conceptual dimensions. What I have shown with my notion of 

contextualisation and in the empirical chapters is that influences on urban change are 

found across and traversing usual scalar levels. What I demonstrated in the analysis is that 

multiple conceptual dimensions are at work in urban change processes, having filtered out 

three for this research. Based on borderland, this is a form of analysis that is hardly 

possible with other frameworks. 

As discussed in chapter 2 (p 68), while formerly proponents of scale as the decisive factor in 

sociospatial theory, Jessop, Brenner and Jones have become critical of the primacy of scale 

as the single dimension within sociospatial processes. They consequently argued for the 

“organization of sociospatial relations in multiple forms” (Jessop, Brenner & Jones 2008, 

389), advocating territories, places, scales and networks (TPSN) as most significant 

dimensions of sociospatial relations (ibid). While this framework constituted an important 

step, borderland provides a framework that allows for these dimensions to be included, but 

that is also open to many others.  
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In their critique of ‘assemblage’, Brenner, Madden and Wachsmuth argue that the concept 

does not “adequately grasp the ways in which contemporary urbanization continues to be 

shaped and contested through the contradictory, hierarchical social relations and 

institutional forms of capitalism” (2011, 225). I claim that a quality of borderland is exactly 

the ability to ‘grasp’ these aspects of urban production and change. The framework I 

introduced is precisely designed to account for contestation, contradiction, hierarchies and 

the role capitalism has on sociospaces like urban spaces.  

Tying in to what I theorised on topological space (p 84) and territorial and relational views 

on spatial reproduction (p 96), an advantage of borderland is that it works with proximity 

between entities in both a topographical and a topological sense. The intensified proximity 

between entities borderlands stands for entails a concentration of the coming-together of 

difference. In tandem with Massey’s ideas about relational, multiple and open space, it 

points to the importance of relations and the in-between. As I have shown, a great deal of 

urban change is produced in an in-between space through relations and not at the point of 

entities.  

Within borderland, power imbalances are found, and so, the concept may also inform 

alternatives to current urban change processes. The status quo appears to favour actors 

who seek private profit, while those who are in search for more just and inclusive urban 

change seem overwhelmed and unheard. Rather than challenging the current complex 

spatial configuration by shutting down and insisting on spatial fixity, borderland shows 

there is space for positive change within this configuration. The concept seeks to draw 

attention to this and argues for the activation and utilisation of this spatial configuration for 

means of increased participation and accordingly more inclusive and just urban change. 

The spatial configuration of borderland for me, is intrinsically about changing urban spaces 

in the interest of those who have so far been disadvantaged and excluded. 

‘Inclusive’ change refers to the opportunity for as many individuals and groups as possible 

to participate in the decisions that determine the future of cities; ‘just’ change infers that 
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the processes that produce urban spaces consider the well-being of all individuals and 

groups present in the respective urban space and beyond in the same way. Borderland’s 

multiplicity rejects the idea that there is one dominating paradigm – i.e. neoliberal 

development - to be challenged by a rebellion of the underprivileged. Instead, it claims that 

with the proliferation of border situations, it is not only contestation and conflict that 

spread across scales but also opportunities and potential for positive change. The argument 

is that dispersed and decentred borders potentially disperse and decentre power. In this 

process, actors should seek to use the opportunities jumbled urban geographies provide.  

 

9.3.2 Space - not full, but open and undecided 

Borderland stands for an inherently open structure. Other than viewing the world as ‘full’ 

of entities, with all space occupied, determined and therefore without leeway, the research 

suggests there is always space in-between and this is where a source of change lies. The 

view that the world is full could be adopted if only looking at geographical or topographical 

space. In this view, the surface of the globe is partitioned, and rather than having space 

undetermined, all land is allocated to states. In some locations, claims even overlap, with 

different entities demanding the same space. In this view, borders are compressed lines of 

difference between state-entities, or become even negative spaces when claims overlap.  

My inverted model of space turns matter and emptiness upside down (Figure 1, p 25). 

Instead of entities being the substance of space and the in-between empty and insignificant, 

the in-between becomes the substance of space, and entities empty and only made, or 

‘woven’ together as I present it (Figure 21, p 132), through relations. Considering 

borderland the matter or substance of space, and the existence of entities dependent on 

relations to other entities entangles inside and outside inseparably. If this space is decisive 

for the production of space, it must also be where the source of change lies.  
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9.3.3 Political control and regulation 

The conceptual inversion of substance and void, as well as the location of control and 

regulation mechanisms within the presented contexts and dimensions makes power 

relations accessible for a broader variety of actors, beyond the state as a rigid bearer of 

power. Whilst seeing and locating power beyond the state can open up opportunities for 

marginalised groups to claim and to use it, current developments seem to signal a less 

desirable shift. Non-democratic actors such as private investment firms, transnational 

corporations, Central Banks, the World Bank or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

appear to decide on many processes, including those of urban change. Probably among its 

creators, they seem to know how to use the space available in relational, multiple and open 

space. My conceptualisation of spatial constitution, however, tries to bring awareness about 

the political issues at work in urban change back to the people in urban spaces, potentially 

countering this ongoing de-politicisation in urban reproduction. Coming back to the 

thought that ‘outside’ spaces fold in and ‘inside’ spaces withdraw (p 84), in borderland, a 

wider number of people are seen to be included in decisions about opening and 

maintaining relations to ‘outside’ spaces and hindering the withdrawal of ‘inside’ spaces. 

Relational, multiple and open space and its control and regulation through borderland 

therefore allows for a re-politicisation of spatial production (cf. Balibar 2009, 191; as 

discussed on p 102).  

 

9.4 Borderland – a reflection 

Here I sum up the developed thoughts on borderland and urban change processes from a 

personal, reflective point of view. Starting with my interest and theoretical notions, I re-

emphasise how the theoretical framework found its expression in the empirical work. 
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9.4.1 Borderland and sociospatial theories 

I have only shown a few instances of how and where space is relational, multiple and open 

and of how and where borders or bordering-processes may be involved in spatial 

production. As indicated, borderland is open to other contexts and dimensions of the 

sociospatial that have a role in urban change processes.   

One quality and potential of borderland is that, while providing a conceptual frame, it is 

open to a variety of concepts about space and its constituting processes. Coming back to 

Jessop, Brenner and Jones’ TPSN-framework (2008), what I have tried to show is that 

these and other concepts are important, but that analysing them as working together and 

looking at relations among them and the spatial situation and phenomena they describe 

adds substance to studying spatial urban change. Territory, a sense of place, scale, and 

network are indeed and inevitably part of the spatial constitution advanced in this research, 

not as demarcated, independent concepts, but as parts of a sphere responsible for the way 

urban spaces come together, expressed in my research through contexts and dimensions. 

With borderland, we are able to see concepts operating simultaneously, and influencing 

each other and the spaces we are trying to make sense of. The argument in this respect is 

that the world, and urban spaces in particular, neither work in a way that allows neatly 

separated concepts to analyse them, nor that there is any way of finding all the concepts 

that influence them. Borderland is about the in-between and thereby open to indefinite 

aspects and constellations of spatial change and their conceptual depiction. 

While suggesting conceptualising “the city as assemblage” (MacFarlane 2011a) and working 

with dwelling in the sense of processes and juxtapositions (ibid), I have the feeling the 

addressed ‘multiplicity’ referred to here is more about the entities that constitute the 

multiplicity, or the multiplicity as an entity itself (ibid, 653/654), than about the forces that 

bring or hold multiplicities together. When McFarlane describes assemblages that “[a]t 

particular moments and for certain durations, different exteriorities can enter into the 

constitution of assemblages” (ibid, 654), in my model of borderland, exteriority is always 
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already a decisive part of the ‘interiority’ of entities. Moreover, if “assemblage is structured, 

hierarchized, and narrativised through profoundly unequal relations of power, resource, 

and knowledge” (ibid, 655), borderland as an alternative conceptual framing seems 

particularly suitable, because it is intrinsically about inequality, or ‘difference’, represented 

by ‘borders’.  

Part of my critique on assemblage can be traced back to etymology and translation. 

Introduced by Deleuze and Guattari (2004), the French ‘agencement’ that is used as a basis 

for the concept of assemblage that proliferates in spatial studies actually translates into 

“’arrangement’, ‘fitting’ or ‘fixing’” (Phillips 2006, 108). ‘Assemblage’, however, is as much 

a French word as an English one and means “blending, collating, gathering and joining” 

(ibid). Hence, if Deleuze and Guattari’s ideas were that of assemblage, why did they not use 

the actual term? Hence, if assemblage is about arranging, fitting and fixing, I wonder what 

is arranged, fitted or fixed. In my reading, this again suggests a focus on entities rather than 

on the in-between. While including both, borderland is more invested in processes of 

arranging, fitting and fixing than in what is arranged, fitted or fixed. 

 

Assemblage certainly constitutes a timely and intriguing conceptual frame for describing 

current modes of spatial production and change. It conceptually addresses many issues that 

are also part of what I try to enquire about with borderland. Presented as an experimental 

alternative approach, borderland may provide more of an analytical tool, making relevant 

and obvious notions of space and its production, like those presented by Doreen Massey, 

operational. 

Claiming that in borderland the substance of space is not in the entities, but in the space 

between them admittedly constitutes a bold move. It questions the status and relevance of 

entities. However, in borderland, entities are certainly relevant, because without entities 

there are no relations and no restriction of relations. But there is reciprocity and without 

relations, and hence without other entities, entities cannot exist, and without entities there 
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are no relations. Nevertheless, if it is about inclusive and just urban spaces and change, we 

are, after all, concerned with entities in the form of physical spaces and individuals and 

groups of people. Hence, for the entity, relations are vital, while a relation does not care 

whether or not it exists. The status of entities in borderland is therefore, that they are 

important, because even in radical relational thinking there has to be ‘something’ that has 

and is made through relations. In urban change, it is either about the concept of the urban, 

or about a concrete urban area or space that is changing, and therefore about an entity. The 

crucial point is that as soon as it is about change, information or insight about the entity 

always already contains relations. Hence, borderland is not to say that entities are 

unimportant and all the emphasis is on the relational sphere between them, but as soon as 

change is added to the picture – and it is the moment we acknowledge change is permanent 

and speak about ‘becoming’ rather than ‘being’ (p 88) – relations are decisive.  

The question what comes first, or where to start is therefore undecidable. In the story of 

this research, we could say I started with concrete urban areas and thereby with entities, but 

from the beginning, my focus was on the relations at work in processes of changing these 

areas. While claiming the substance is in the relations or contexts, starting with relations or 

with contexts seems difficult, because materialisations of relations and contexts are needed 

to see the ‘outcome’ or ‘consequences’ of them. For investigating change, however, I argue 

we need to work backwards or ‘outwards’ into the space of relations in order to trace the 

origins of the change of entities.  

What I have been looking for in relations and contexts is the mechanisms that shape urban 

spaces, and the answer to the research question clearly has to be that the source of change 

is in entities’ relations and contexts. What relations and contexts, located in borderland, 

allowed me to do, is to use them for investigating change. In this regard, another 

implication of my premise of the substance sitting in-between is the addressed notion of 

control and regulation. If the substance is not in the entities but in their relations, is it still 

worth it, important or necessary to control entities and how does this work? Since I 
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claimed above that entities are the ‘outcome’ or ‘consequences’ of relations and therefore 

their manifestations, entities are most definitely controlled, but as I argue, more through 

their relations than directly. If the city is supposed to be “hospitable rather than exclusive 

and excluding” (Massey 2007, 4), and a “good city” (Amin 2006), as mentioned in the 

introduction, it ultimately is about humans as entities and their livelihoods and well-being. 

Current forms of control and regulation appear to provide hospitable, inclusive and good 

cities only for a few.  

 

9.4.2 Borderland and sociospaces 

Reflecting on the empirical side, the crossing and overlapping of scales interferes with 

politically scaled and divided spaces. Having discussed the concept of territory, folding and 

stretching spaces severely challenge the way spatial production is politicised, and some 

modes of current spatial production seem to contradict political claims on space. As found 

in theoretical discourse as well as in the field, exclusive sovereignty over a fixed territory 

and therefore the power over it contrasts with the various ways space is produced. This 

discrepancy seems to be very pronounced in the two cities and states I chose as my case.  

In order to make sense of this discrepancy in the field, I drew on thoughts about 

comparative work, with an attempt, however, to account for the rationale of borderland. 

Incorporating the idea that the substance of space is in the in-between, I went about 

comparative work with a focus on contexts rather than the units themselves. As I have 

shown, relations that bring spaces from near and far together form dynamic identities. I 

called these spheres that are individual and unique for each entity ‘contexts’. A context 

would be the spatial sphere of influence of each entity, and highlights the entity’s relational 

embedding. Accordingly, I arranged the empirical part in three chapters, which respectively 

represent three scalar contexts.   

Approaching the fieldwork from a global level, and incorporating my personal involvement 

in the fieldwork, I began the empirical work with an account of my own travel experiences 
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and related situations in which travel and mobility relate the two urban areas to far away 

spaces. Some of the presented data shows how sovereignty over state-territory and thereby 

exclusive power over a certain space is challenged through spaces that fold-in or stretch-

away. The importance of people on the move, and migration in particular, is an important 

field of such relationalities and a major factor in how the two cities change. With regard to 

the built environment, strategies and plans, as well as actually built projects, like the airports 

as first points of encounter, underline a facet of urban change which is highly dependent 

on global and regional relations.     

At a regional level, relating the Levant to a possibly common regional identity is at first 

glance hard to discern. The forces that put apparent individual and national interests before 

common regional ones appear to be very strong. While the dichotomy between the Arab 

states and Israel is probably the most significant regional signifier, a regional identity on 

cultural or social grounds hardly exists. Nevertheless, a range of historical as well as 

contemporary processes suggest that there actually are relations spanning the region, also 

making it an important factor in urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa.  

Despite considerable degrees of centralisation, both cities are mentally and physically 

embedded in wider and nearer surroundings. Global and regional influences are visible in 

terms of each city’s built environments, planning and development strategies, role models, 

financing and people involved from planners to construction workers. Hence, alongside 

the conflict as a common element, economic relations, transportation connections, labour 

migration, and a diverse but common cultural heritage, do represent a unique regional 

identity in the Levant. I have attempted to uncover some of this regional influence on 

urban change in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa.  

At an urban level, interrelations to other scalar spheres become clear through an 

application of borderland, since many space-producing processes I found in the two cities’ 

urban spaces can be traced to wider global and regional scales. As I have shown, one not 

unique but nevertheless striking feature in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa is a relatively sharp 
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internal division. Amman’s West and Tel Aviv’s North can thereby be related to the 

respective global division. Neoliberal trends not only divide the globe into prospering and 

struggling areas, but also affect the two cities similarly. Despite this similarity, there are also 

major differences between the two cities, if compared along economic data and standards 

of living. However, in both cities the struggle for decent public spaces, public 

transportation, public services and particularly affordable housing represents common 

deficits.  

Also in both cities, actual physical urban change does not appear to address these deficits. 

Visions, strategies and plans, although in part going about these issues, result in sometimes 

absurd, and often grandiose projects, neglecting actual growth patterns in the two cities, let 

alone the evident issues. The plans and actually implemented projects I observed in any 

case seem to perpetuate rather than alleviate the mentioned internal division. Enormous 

pressure on the real estate market drives out populations especially from central areas. 

Nevertheless, in both cities there are still very vibrant quarters that radiate a feeling of 

urbanity in the sense of the variety of spaces of coming-together and activity.  

One phenomenon in both cities, that is politically relevant, was that people only seem to 

come together if they are against something. The few initiatives that bring people together 

to demand something and pool forces in a positive, productive way are still in a minority. 

Yet, the fact that diverse interests are expressed and that groups and initiatives confront 

official bodies over the pressures of public matters, housing, cost of living, suggests a 

change in the political climate. Due to the variety and number of entities and relations 

involved in urban change, some initiatives seem to have recognised that a relational, 

multiple and open space and the mechanisms that make this space may be in their favour. 

This openness and relationality mean that it is becoming increasingly difficult to keep 

decisions non-transparent and processes of urban change closed.  

While it appears that a few private individuals and groups, with the tolerance or even 

support of official bodies, have known how to exploit this spatial situation for some time, 
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those working on more inclusive and just urban change are increasingly incorporating the 

possibilities that come along with it. Borderland, as a conceptual expression of mechanisms 

in the in-between that ‘run’ relational, multiple and open space, provides a spatial frame for 

this. The in-between space of borderland holds space ready for relations to be forged. 

Whilst decisions over who can use this space in what way still mostly follows the present 

balance of power, the notion that borderland spreads and multiplies situations of 

encounter, exchange, and coming-together, opens up opportunities to challenge this 

balance. This is why I see the ability to relate through difference and to navigate the in-

between space as important for having a role in inclusive and just urban change. 

 

9.6 Final thoughts 

The thesis has addressed urban change processes in Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa and their 

spatial sources. The concept of borderland is used to depict urban change processes 

theoretically, make sense of these processes methodologically, and generate empirical 

findings. It has shown that difference and in-between spaces, rather than the spaces of 

entities themselves, are decisive spaces for spatial production and therefore for spatial 

change. This is in response to challenges to the fixity and boundedness of spatial entities, as 

well as the increasing complexity of urban spaces. Constituting an analytical framework and 

tool, borderland helped make sense of these complex spatial formations. In the dichotomy 

of relational and diverging, or folding and stretching spaces, borderland accounts for both 

the openness of space and ways of how it is held together.     

Conceptualising borderland as a function of space and not as its replacement, I see the main 

contribution of my research in bringing together apparently contradicting qualities of space, 

particularly within the theoretical discourse. As I have shown in the theory chapters and in 

this chapter above, openness and restriction should not be seen as exclusive, absolute 

categories, but as jointly working on the production of space.  Borderland, I argue, is a 

suitable concept to make sense of these categories of space. Way more complex than a 
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world of state borders and respective insides and outsides that decide cities’ and urban 

spaces’ fate, borderland accounts for the intricate processes in the field of tension between 

openness and restriction. In so doing, I suggest, it may be an alternative view to look at 

urban change. Working with the familiar concept of borders, but adjusting it to the current 

modes of spatial formation may add fresh thoughts to the attempts to understand urban 

change. As discussed in the theory chapters, whilst appreciating important contributions to 

this topic area from concepts like ‘assemblage’ or to ‘actor network theory’, I reason that 

borderland incorporates aspects sometimes missing from these discourses. Borderland 

especially addresses the simultaneity of an open and restricted spatial outline and 

accompanying mechanisms.   

A secondary concern of the research was the potential of such a spatial environment with 

regard to more inclusive and just urban change. Complex, folding and stretching spaces and 

the current spatial condition are thus not seen as a threat, but as a possibility for alternative 

engagement in urban change. I argue that within the jumbled spatialities borderland 

represents, encounters with unfamiliar people, goods, thoughts and so forth, increases. 

Engagement with such unfamiliar facets inevitably happens when people negotiate their 

paths through everyday urban spaces. Simultaneously generated fresh spaces trigger 

encounters and engagement. I claim that the relations between near and far spaces that 

constitute Amman and Tel Aviv-Jaffa also open up spaces and opportunities towards more 

inclusive and just urban spaces by underlining that power is also relational, multiple and 

open and therefore accessible to actors usually not considered powerful. Next to an 

alternative framework for analysing urban change, I hope that this research provides a 

positive statement on the future of urban spaces. Given the daily news about crises, 

conflicts, and destruction, and a climate of greed, fear, resentment, and alienation, urban 

areas are still spaces of a functioning living-together with enormous potential and innovative 

energy. I therefore feel there is much to be gained from using parameters of the current 

condition for work towards positive urban change. 
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