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hat sorts of

buildings and
towns are best

for aiding a nonviolent
resistance against ag-
gression or repression?

For this purpose, is it better to have long
wide streets or narrow winding lanes? Is

it better to have high-rise buildings or a
jumble of smaller ones? Is it better to
have vast areas of suburbs with occa-

sional shopping centers and industrial
parks, or to have different functions
mixed together?

These sorts of questions are
infrequently asked either by archi-
tects, town planners or proponents of
nonviolence. Yet they are quite
important. Thebuiltenvironment, and
technology more generally, shapes the
ways people perceive the world and
interact with each other within their
specific culture. Some ways of
designing housing, offices and
transport systems foster social
solidarity, whereas others provoke
divisionsand alienation. It makes
sense to examine different alterna-
tives to see which ones are most
suitable for acommunity wishing to
resist domination.

Most advocates of nonviolence
have focused on social and psycho-
logical factors in the struggle, paying
little attention to technology.! There
has scarcely been a mention of the
builtenvironment. Architects mostly
are concerned with factors such as
function, cost and aesthetics, plus
recent concerns such as energy
efficiency and access for people with
disabilities. There hasbeen no
attention to what building designs
might best serve nonviolent resistance
toaggression.

In this article we make a prelimi-
nary attempt to raise the issues. We
beginby mentioning some occasions
inwhich military priorities have
influenced thebuiltenvironment.

Then we provide a number of examples
that suggest the sorts of buildings and
towns that would or would not aid
nonviolent struggle. A key issue is how
to foster the sort of social solidarity
that is essential to an effective nonvio-
lent resistance.

Military Influences

Although military applications were
not the original motivation behind the
development of most of humanity’s
technologies, military interests adopted,
further developed and exploited
artifacts that were perceived as provid-
ing some degree of military advantage.

The wheel, often considered the
most significant development of early
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humans, was used to great advantage by
the Romans on their chariots; then —
with the later development of cannons
—tomovethem and their ammunition
around the countryside.

The popular stereotype of ancient
cities and castles conjures up images of
walls, fortresses, and moats; indeed
these, and many other, architectural
modes of defense were plentiful in the
past. Walls and gates prevented or
hindered access to castles or cities by
invading armies. Moats, usually filled
with waterbut sometimes empty, aided
such defense by limiting the use of
battering rams and other means of pre-
firearm attack. Moats, such as that
surrounding the Forbidden City palace
compound in Beijing, were often built
for the protection of specific buildings
or small sites. Walls and fortifications,
aswithPalmanovainItaly, sometimes
fringed the greater part of a commu-
nity.? In doing so, walls (and their
designers) affect the size, shape and
density of urban development, deter-
mine the entrances and exits to
communities in peacetime and, as
wartime ghettos and the Berlin Wall
demonstrated, keep ‘enemies’ inas well
as out. Once developed, the design of
towns and castles influenced the further
evolution of weaponry.

Astime progressed, ‘wall’ designs
were expanded, in keeping with new
methods of offense (especially with the
introduction of gunpowder and
cannons)and internal military pres-
sures, to include more sides and
bastions, ravelins for mounting
cannons, and careful gate placements.’
Further, the focus on military defense
had some influence on town location in
the first instance, with popular locales
being sea or ocean frontage sites or
high, hard-to-access arcas. ’

Town layouts and other structures
were also duly influenced, in line with
such defense and other military
requirements. Military commanders and
engineers saw to the construction of
arsenals and barracks (for both married
and single personnel) within town
limits. In many cases the center of town
was preferred, supposedly for its

security from invaders at the wall. In
somecities, suchas Palmanova,
barracks were built along town
perimeters, often for foreign mercenar-
ies or crusaders.*

The main city thoroughfares,
especially in towns with barracks in the
center, radiated out from the middle of
towns to their walls and gates. This
provided soldiers and equipment with
easy access from their lodgings to
points of external attack, or clearways
for firing at invaders already within city
boundaries.’ Such radial-like town
road systems did not always come
about just with urban growth —as a
matter of course — but were often a
result of deliberate town planning. For
example, town plans by Francesco di
Giorgio (1439-1501),a Renaissance
architectand militaryengineer, largely
focused on radial traffic schemes and
gate placements that aided bastion
defense.

The value of railways as a means of
transporting large numbers of troops
became apparent soon after their
development, and some, such as the
Russian rail system, “were planned

from the beginning by the state, with
military purposes exclusively in
mind.”” Preceding the railways were
the vast road systems built by the
Romans to facilitate the rapid move-
ment of troops to all parts of their
empire. The Germanautobahns were
constructed, prior to WWII, for the

Town planning that
promotes walking
and cycling and
reduces the need
for long distance
travel by plane or
car increases the
capacity for
nonviolent
struggle.

same reason. Even the development of
the humble Volkswagen, the ‘people’s
car,” was initiated with military
applicationsin mind; the original
designbrief given to Ferdinand
Porsche in 1934, was for a vehicle
“capable of carrying three men, a
machine gunand ammunition.”®

The German populace believed
theywere gettingan advanced
network of roads, along with afford-
able vehicles to drive upon them;
Hitler was getting the infrastructure
for the rapid deployment of troops
and supplies, along with an industrial
facility for the manufacture of military
vehicles suchas the Kiibelwagen
(Germanjeep).

Although military requirements
were not necessarily paramount in the
design of cities and transport systems,
there are many examples of military
influence on urban development with
the above being just a few.

Planning for Nonviolent
Resistance

Transport systems that canbe
centrally controlled or easily disabled

tend to be most useful for repressive
rulers. It is relatively easy to control

(continued on page 5)
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petroleum refineries and thereby exert
control over fuel-based road transport.
Electric rail systems depend on power
generation. Airports canbe comman-
deered. By contrast, walking and
cycling are resilient modes of transport,
almost impossible to shut down with
only a few troops. Similarly, powered
transport is more resilient when sources
of power are dispersed, such as local
biofuel and microhydro plants. This
suggeststhat town planning that
promotes walking and cycling and
reduces the need for long distance
travel by plane or car increases the
capacity for nonviolent struggle.
Transport systems also have an
important impact on the capacity for
nonviolent struggle throughtheir effect
oncommunity solidarity. The automo-
bile is a major problem in this regard,
since adispersed, car-dependent
society tends to separate people from
each other, putting them in suburbs
remote from work, shops and leisure.
Freeways are notorious for breaking up
communities. Automobility for those
with access to cars reduces mobility for
those without, causing social inequality
and reducing social solidarity. The
transport modes most likely to foster a
sense of community are those which
catertoeveryone, including children
and the poor. This means walking and
low-priced public transport.®
Infacilitating nonviolent resistance
itis desirable that members of a
community interact and communicate
with each other in a manner that
produces a ‘sense of community’ which
also facilitates organization of thetr
defense. One way in which the built
environment is likely to aid this is
throughthe provision of ‘meeting
places.” A number of public arenas can
be meeting places, including sidewalks
and pavement cafes, market squares,
shopping malls, community centers and
town halls, fair and sporting grounds,
gardens, parks (especially those
containing water sites), playgrounds,
and commons. Though many cities
incorporate such places in their layout,
the number, location, design, and style
of public spaces influence community

solidarity.

Toachieve this, meeting places
should be abundant enough to be easily
accessible by members of the commu-
nity, preferably within a short walk by
local residents. The provision of
meeting places in this way could make
highdensity housing much more
enticing. Suburban housing blocks
tend to emphasize individuals more

than communities. Where space
considerations limit housingto high-
rise apartmentbuildings, meeting
places (similar to office tea or staff
common rooms) could also be con-
tained near, and open to, the stairwell
of each building floor or level.'®

A preference for higher density
housing is echoed by Edmund Fowler
when he discusses deconcentrated
housing. Higher density housing
environments foster neighbor interac-
tion, which can cause tensions and
culture clashes, but also can be
valuable toward solving social prob-
lems. By contrast physically segre-
gated communities lead to diminished
social and political skills and re-
sponses, and hence reduced civic
participation. Contactbetween people
is greater with mixed land use, building
age, and short blocks with concentra-
tion of use. Under such combinations
of private and public life, residents tend
toward ‘looking after their street,” and
developing networks of trust and
confidence. Theseconditions deter
vandalism and similar problems."'
Unfortunately contemporary urban
environments are ‘justified’ by suppos-

edly ‘objective’ economic indicators,
such as household incomes and number
of owner-occupied houses, though,
Fowler argues, servicing and supplying
deconcentrated housing costs more. '

Though meeting places may be
instrumental toward nonviolent
struggle, when they are in the hands of
private developers, they maybea
hindrance to social action. Owners of
enclosed shopping centers may control
such things as opening hours, entry and
exit locations, who can lease shops,
what notices can be put on public
display, and even who uses their center.
Likewise, whole sections of the
community can be similarly affected if
private developersare given the go-
ahead to control walled suburbs or
apartment blocks with security en-
tries.”> Town planners and other
relevant authorities need to keep these
points in mind if they wish to use
meeting places and town layout to
promote community solidarity.

The rise of consumerism and the
growing affluence of western nations
has enabled vast numbers of people to
leave the inner city areas for the
perceived peace, security and clean air
of the suburbs. Instead of living with
the everyday problems encountered in
these inner city areas, such as poverty,
crime, and pollution, and perhaps doing
something about them, many can now
afford to simply escape them. The
ultimate form of escape is to be able to
buy into one of the walled, permanently
patrolled security estates which are
becomingincreasingly prevalent.

Another problem associated with
many contemporary meeting places
arises out of public space ‘misuse’ by
street gangs and vandals. One possible
way to help solve this problem is
offered by Colin Ward under the term
‘unmake.” This concept suggests that,
instead of providing youths with just
traditional meeting places such as
playgrounds and parks, more subtle
meeting places such as on-purpose, but
safe, ‘construction sites’ or ‘adventure
playgrounds’ are needed to redirect the
energies of would-be troublemakers.

(Continued on page 6)
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The trick to this idea seems to be the
unobvious association with conformity
and intervention of authority. "

John Turner argues that a key issue
is whether people build, control or
manage their own housing. He
provides many examples frombothrich
and poor countries. When housing is
centrally planned, specified and built, it
is likely to be more expensive, wasteful
of resources, hard to adapt and socially
inappropriate. Expensive, centrally
built housing is vulnerable to vandal-
ism. Centrally controlled housing is
more susceptible to takeover by an
aggressor. When people choose and
manage their own styles of housing,
they are likely to be more satisfied with
it, even when it is materially far poorer
than centrally provided housing.*

Autonomy in housing is linked to
greater flexibility, which is good for
nonviolent struggle. The skills that
people develop from building, control-
ling and managing their own housing
provide resilience in the face of attack.
People will know what to do in case
housing is destroyed or services such as
electricity and water are interrupted.

Having a surplus of housing is a
good idea for a community wishing to
defend itself nonviolently. If some
dwellings are destroyed, then there are
places for occupants to stay. More
importantly, though, a surplus of
housing should mean that no one need
be homeless. A society that ensures
housing for everyone is less likely to be
divided socially. Generally speaking,
community solidarity is greater when
there is greater equality. This applies to
housing as much as to anything else.

Thereare numerous examples of
people taking control of their own
destinies and creating the type of
neighborhood or community in which
they desire to live. Urban renewal
programs, formulated and imposed
from above, have generally been very
expensive and spectacularly unsuccess-
ful. Fowler lists several examples of
people living in run down, depressed,
inner city areas successfully instigating
theirownurban renewal programs.
These range from the establishment of

community gardens to the renovation of
derelict buildings — whereby the
inhabitants contribute labor rather than
capital, which is generally in short supply
— to secure an improved standard of
living. These cooperative efforts can
generate a genuine sense of community.
The renewed sense of pride in their
environment and themselves reduces
crime rates and other social problems. '¢
Davis, California provides a good
example of a suburbanbuilt environment
conducive to a sense of community. A 70
acre, 235 unit development has solar-
heated homes built in clusters, streets

Autonomy in housing is
linked to greater
flexibility, which is good
for nonviolent struggle.
The skills that people
develop from building,
controlling and
managing their own
housing provide
resilience in the face of
attack.

halfthe conventional width mainly
ending in cul-de-sacs, and community
gardens including an abundance of fruit
trees. “The residents use one-tenth to
one-halfthe energy of Los Angelenos,”
have a lower crime rate than surrounding
neighborhood, moreinteractionamong
residents, and the local production of
food makes them less reliant “on outside
resources and services.”!” These features
areadistinctadvantage in countering or
survivingoutside oppression.

Conclusion

People collectively construct the
buildings and towns in which they live,
and the buildings and towns in turn affect
people’s perceptions and behavior. To
develop aneffective nonviolent resistance

toaggression and repression, design of
the built environment should be
considered.

We have provided a number of
examples of the sorts of building design
and town planning that seem likely
either to hinder or help nonviolent
resistance. Akey factor is community
solidarity. Designs that foster coopera-
tive interaction are the most helpful
ones, whether the points of congrega-
tion are inside office buildings, in co-
housing complexes, '® or at street
COmers.

Much more thinking, investigation
and practical experimentation is needed
in this area. A first step is putting
nonviolent struggle on the agenda for
architects, developersand town
planners. Builders, planners, and many
others in the community have a wealth
of relevant knowledge and experience
but have not yet applied their skills to
the task of construction for nonviolent
struggle.

Proponents of nonviolent action can
aid the process by becoming more
aware of the role of the built environ-
ment, whether this is in studying
historical instances of nonviolent
struggle, inplanning campaigns orin
choosing where to meet.

We thank Janis Birkeland, Robert
Burrowes and Chris Dimmer for
commenting on a draft of this article.
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to gain more freedom from then-
Communist Yugoslavia. Student
demonstrations were quickly crushed
by Yugoslavia’s “special forces” —
the national guard deployed from
Belgrade. In the aftermath, hundreds of
Albanians were killed (although
official reports said only 11) and many
more were wounded. Thousands were
arrested and many, subjected to
“overnight™ trials, were sentenced to as
many as 20 years in prison under the
Yugoslav constitution on charges of
“jeopardizing the fruits of the Socialist
Revolution,”

Albanians — even a small number
who supported the previous Communist
regime — were surprised and con-
fused by the harsh treatment they
received from the central
government in Belgrade.

The Yugoslav government

used “divide and conquer”

methods from 1981 to

1989, but Albanians

finally realized they were

not wanted by the

Yugoslavs after the new

President of Serbia,
Slobodan
Milosevic,

dered the annulment of Kosova’s
autonomy. Albanianschools, including
the only university, were closed (except
for elementary schools) under the
pretext that schools — and the
university in particular — were a “nest
for Albanian nationalism.™ Albanian
media, including a daily newspaper,
radio and television station were also
shutdown. The Albanian-run govern-
mentand parliament were dispersed.
Doctors joined the more than 100,000
Albanian employees who lost their jobs
for ethnic reasons. This left the entire
population hungry and vulnerable to

diseases and psychological traumas.

Albanians Repressed
By imposing such emergency
measuresagainst the Albanians, Serbia
intended to drive them out and repopu-
late the region with Serbs. Those
Albanians who stayed, would have to
sign “loyalty oaths™ to Belgrade. The
oaths declared allegiance to Serb unity
and refused to respect Albanians’
historical, cultural and ethnic identity.
Albanians— convinced that Serbia
was following a path of a quiet ethnic
cleansingand was committing cultural
genocide against them — decided to
separate themselves fromthe Serbian
government, despiteliving among
Serbian police who beat them daily,
arrested them for their political beliefs,
tortured them and, at times, killed them.
In early 1990, after the state of emer-
gency intensified, a large majority of
ethnic Albanian deputies, constituting a
quorum of the Kosova Assembly,
declared Kosova anindependent and
equal republic. They took the vote
on the steps outside the chamber
because Serbian police had
earlier scaled the Assembly’s
doors. Three days later,
Serbia’s National
Assembly took direct
administrative
control over
Kosova,
dis-

solving the government entirely.

Realizing that they had been
excluded completely by the Serbian
central government in Belgrade, the
Albanianscreated theirown shadow
government, education system and
economy and boycotted the Serbian
elections.

Rugova Offers Nonviolent
Leadership

Dr. IbrahimRugova, aliterary man .
and founder of the Lidhja Demokratike

(continued on page 10)




