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INTRODUCTION
We need not only to understand but also to
create permanencies – organizations,
institutions, doctrines, programs, formalized
structures, and the like – in order to change
anything in any kind of meaningful or directed
way along the Danube. And we should know
more about the emerging trend, grounded in
dialectical and relational ways of thinking,
producing what might be called „a new civil
idealism” in which thought and discourse are
believed to be all that matter in powering the
historical geography of socio-ecological and
political–economic change.
This is not a new idea along the Danube. At
the end of the second century; camped along
the misty, ague-plagued regions of the Danube,
the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, trying vainly to
hold back the barbarian hordes that threatened
the borders and the permanence of the Roman
Empire, wrote in his Meditations:
“One thing hastens into being, another hastens
out of it. Even while a thing is in the act of
coming into existence, some part of it has
already ceased to be. Flux and change are
forever renewing the fabric of the universe. In
such a running river, where there is no firm
foothold, what is there for a man to value
among all the many things that are racing past
him?”
The Danube is a natural transport
magisterial and a joint water resource, but
identities, local citizenships and communities
around the river were mostly created on local
bases, inside of national communities, maybe
with partial involvement of near-by ethnicities,
or communities. Cross-regional tourist projects
and travel along the river are mostly of foreign
origin, local participate in it only accidentally.
There are cross-natural cultural projects
modelling broader Danubian identities in
literature and arts, but the broader public
opinion does not follow their scope and
remains limited to a narrower region around
the riverside.

THE ANTI-ROMANTIC TURN IN THE DANUBE DEBATE

The ecological critique of „productivism” is
here helpful, since it forces progressists to
re-examine the problematics of alienation.
Under capitalism, private property, class
relations, wage labor, and the fetishisms of
market exchange separate and alienate us from
any sensuous and immediate contact (except in
those fragmented and partial senses achievable
under class-ordered divisions of labor) from
„nature” as well as from other human beings.
But if „man lives on nature” then „that nature
is his body with which he must remain in
continuous interchange if he is not to die.” The
health of that body is fundamental to our
health. To „respect” nature is to respect
ourselves. But herein lies a paradox. This
never-ending estrangement of consciousness
permits reflexivity and the construction of
emancipatory forms of knowledge; but it also
poses the problem of how to return to that
which consciousness alienates us from. How to
recuperate an un-alienated relation to nature
(as well as un-alienated forms of social
relations) in the face of contemporary divisions
of labor and technological—social organization
then becomes part of a common Danubian
project that binds social reformers and
ecologists ineluctably together.
The secular version of the romantic tradition
was, in the first instance, heavily esthetic in its
orientation, taking the view that too high
a price was paid for material emancipation in
relation to our sensuous capacities to
appropriate nature, but in more recent years,
particularly in the advanced capitalist
countries, the criticism has also been on ascetic
grounds, revolting against the quality of life
developed under the aegis of mass
consumerism.
One path towards consolidation of
a particular set of “Danubian” social relations,
therefore, is to undertake an ecological
transformation which requires the
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reproduction of those social relations in order
to sustain it. Our concept is similar to Worster
(1985) ideas. He doubtless exaggerates in his
flamboyant projection onto the American West
of Wittfogel’s theses on the relation between
large-scale irrigation schemes and despotic
forms of government, but his basic argument is
surely correct. Once the original proposals for
a communitarian, decentralized, „bioregional,” river basin-confined settlement
system for the US west, drawn up by the
geologist John Wesley Powell at the end of the
nineteenth century, were rejected by a congress
dominated by large-scale corporate interests,
those interests sought to assure their own
reproduction through construction of dams,
mega-water projects of all sorts and vast
transformations of the local river-based
ecosystem. The fundamental issue in our case
is a similar conflict between Danubian big
business and local communitarian interests.
Sustaining such grandiose ecological projects
came to depend crucially upon the creation
and maintenance of centralized state powers
and certain class relations (the formation and
perpetuation, for example, of large-scale
agribusiness and tourist settlements in the
regions).
Actual major political or at least public
identities in communities along the Danube are
usually constructed around nations and states,
and not transnational institutions. At the same
time Danube is part of local, or sub-regional
identities, its the Heimat itself, or its major
constituencies. Our ambition in this paper to
show civil organisational and cultural paths to
overcome this local-boundness and integrate
the Danube-related Heimats into larger,
transnational entities overpassing the nationstates.

Heimat by their childhood, their earliest
experiences about the nature, it means the big
river in our case and later it is an instrument of
self-assurance and orientation in the industrial
world for urban communities around the major
cities.
In contrast to home which in modernity has
received primarily tangential and fragmented
treatment, the concept Heimat was already
furnished with a theory in the late eighteenth
century. The Swiss student of education Johann
H. Pestalozzi a follower and explorer of the
potential practical application of Rousseau’s
ideas developed a theory of Heimat. Heimat
and its theory are defined in the Historisches
Wörterbuch der Philosophie as a “Theorie der
Lebenskreis des Menschen” in his essay
“Abendstunde eines Einsiedlers”. In his theory
of “human life circles” Pestalozzi, without
actually mentioning the word Heimat
developed a scheme of two sets of concentric
circles that nevertheless drift into another, the
human between them. In the surrounding
circles: 1. The nearest relations of the paternal
house, 2. The occupational world and 3. State,
society and nation. In the inner circles i.e.
within the human: 4. The “internal sense”
drives, needs, instincts and tendencies that one
balance with the outer circles and 5. God as
“the closest relation to humanity” and as such
the human can trust his „inner sense” as a sure
guiding light.
The further development found its basis in
Pestalozzi’s theories through the twentieth
century. Among the most influential
theoreticians of Heimat was Eduard Spranger,
professor of pedagogy and philosophy in
Leipzig and prominent reformer of education.
Spranger understood and developed
Heimatkunde (or the science of Heimat) as in
his seminal text “Der Bildungswert der
Heimatkunde” and closely relates the
development and transformations in the
perception of landscape and/or the
environment in the nineteenth century as
inherently connected with the individual thus

THE HEIMAT CONCEPT

Heimat is a German concept [Wikipedia].
Heimat is a trinity of descendance, community
and tradition, individuals are bound to their
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pointing toward the relationship between the
development of geography as a science in the
eighteenth century, landscape and the idea of
Heimat. The central prerequisite for this theory
is the existence of contents which could not be
focused with using one science alone making
Heimat-theory inter- if not meta-disciplinary.
The above is a discussion of what can be
understood as “symbolic space” of Heimat. Far
from even intending to exhaustively address
the concept it is a compromised summary of
conceptions and uses of Heimat, or even a type
of proto-Heimat in the case of Pestalozzi’s
Lebenskreise. These are exemplary cases,
similar accounts might be found in the
thousands. It can however also be inferred that
Heimat existed on another level, that of the
aforementioned “social space”. Heimat existed,
one can surmise, on the sensual level. This is
explicit in Pestalozzi and Sprangler, and
implicit in the utopian Other to nineteenth and
twentieth century Germany’s era of
a perception of unprecedented change in
Bausinger’s account. Beyond and through the
level of the symbolic, it may be possible to gain
insights related to the social space of Heimat in
a manner similar to the above perception of
Heimat as a sensual entity. Through the
analysis of sources and artifacts, texts, the
phenomenon Heimat might be approachable.
An ecological history begins by assuming
a dynamic and changing relationship between
environment and culture, one as apt to produce
contradictions as continuities. Moreover, it
assumes that the interactions of the two are
dialectical. Environment may initially shape
the range of choices available to a people at
a given moment but then culture reshapes
environment responding to those choices. The
reshaped environment presents a new set of
possibilities for cultural reproduction, thus
setting up a new cycle of mutual determination.
Changes in the way people create and re-create
their livelihood must be analyzed in terms of
changes not only in their social relations but in
their ecological ones as well.

THE LANDLOCKED HANSA AT THE DANUBE

The landlocked Hansa at the Danube is a chain
urban entities along the river with their
communities, cultural messages, concepts of
environmental justice.
We offer a concept of the Danube, as fluid
borders (the river creates cultural borders, and
significant part of them will be interstate ones,
as well) which are able to generate an
integrating border for cultural, trade, and
social coalitions between cities and their
„electromagnetic poles” (Regensburg, Passau,
Linz, Vienna, Bratislava, Budapest, Osijek Zagreb, Beograd - Novi Sad, Ruse, Bucuresti
- Galati, Izmail). Civil and cultural networks
could be the pioneers here, creating platforms
for further trade and political networks. We
call those networks together „Landlocked
Hansa”. In the paper we plan to present the
intellectual preconditions and the concept of
the „Landlocked Hansa” and its citizenships.
Territoriality of the „Landlocked Hansa”
Danube city coalition is a particular mode of
social organisation and enforcement which
operates by controlling access into and out of
specified geographical areas. It is a ‘spatial
strategy’ which actively uses territory and
borders to classify and communicate; it
regulates information, symbols, resources, and
people by delimiting and asserting control over
territorial borders. Its valuable strengths are
that it can greatly simplify issues of control and
provide easily understood symbolic markers
‘on the ground’, giving relationships of power
a greater tangibility and appearance of
permanence. Territoriality of the new
Danubian Hansa is however also inherently
conflictual and its assertion tends to generate
rival territorialities in a ‘space-filling process’.
However, the recent historical tendency for
hegemonic states to rely more on economic
power and less on direct political domination
externally is not the whole story, nor is it as
linear or straightforward as suggested. The
Danubian Hansa created at the beginning by
civic platforms will continue that trend.
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THE LANDSCOPE AROUND THE DANUBE AS A CIVIL CONCEPT
Rhoads and Thorn (2011) note hat: ‘Geomorphologists pursue two primary goals: first,
exploration of general principles that explain
geomorphological processes, the ensuing
landforms, and their interaction; and, second,
explanation of the unique histories of
individual landforms and landscapes’. Our
approach to reading the landscape considers
the space between the two goals, articulating
how the theory and practice of geomorphology
intersect in the development of place-based
understandings that can be used to inform
management and planning decisions for the
Danube projects. Appreciation of generalized
theoretical principles alongside particular,
place-based environmental/historical
contingencies underpins this perspective for
everybody, including civil actors. All data are
even for them inherently theory-laden; theory
cannot be built without data, and it is not
possible to make sense of data without theory
(Church, 2011; Odoni and Lane, 2010; Rhoads
and Thorn, 1993, 1996; Richards et al, 1997).
There is no single, ‘right’ way to read
a landscape. Different readings can be made
based on the questions asked, the methodology
used to generate data (whether qualitative or
quantitative), and the way data are analysed
and interpreted. Our approach to reading the
landscape is offered as a heuristic device,
a pragmatic starting point for inquiries upon
which different perspectives and interpretations
may be integrated to develop explanations of
social, bio- and physical interactions, to explore
future scenarios, decide on management,
planning and policy actions, and prioritize
activities, among other things. The approach is
grounded in theory that relates form and
process at various spatial and temporal scales,
providing a template for integrative analysis
and interpretation of a range of social and
ecological processes (e.g. Brierley and Fryirs,
2008; MacMillan et al, 2004; Stallins, 2006).

However, local variability is not always
random or unpredictable, but is often governed
by contextual constraints that are revealed in
multi-scaled analyses. In analyses of river
systems, landscape features are
characteristically analysed at the scale of
individual particles, hydraulic units, erosional
and other [depositional] landforms,
assemblages of landforms at the reach scale,
process zones, and regional-scale
characterizations such as tectonic zones,
eco-regions or biomes and social and economic
conflicts along the river (e.g. Brierley and
Fryirs, 2005; Frissell et al, 1986; Naiman et al,
1992; Rogers and O’Keefe, 2003). At each scale,
the configuration of a river system can be
analysed in terms of its composition (the kinds
of elements it contains), its structure (how they
are arranged in space) and its behaviour (how
landforms are formed, reworked and adjust
over time) and how social actors have an
impact on it. Church (1996) refers to the
‘tyranny of scales’ in inquiry, wherein shortterm predictability of process-form responses
at particle, bedform of the river and reach
scales must be framed in relation to long-term
predictability of process-form responses to
social movements of the civic population and
uncertainties of catchment-scale behaviour.
Different controlling factors play different roles
in different places, at different scales, over
different timeframes, and at different times
(Brierly and Fryirs, 2005; Church and Mark,
1980; Couper, 2004, 2007; Lane and Richards,
1997; Schumm and Lichty, 1965). As a result,
significant challenges are faced in scaling up
understandings of small-scale riverside
processes to develop coherent appraisals of
process-form relationships that shape patterns
of the Danube cities and their interactions at
reach and catchment scales (see Burt, 2005;
Rhoads, 2005; Trudgill and Richards, 1997).
Small-scale riverside processes can be
integrated with understandings at reach and
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catchment scales though the concept of
‘process zones’.
As catchment-scale attributes and
relationships vary markedly within differing
geologic, climatic and topographic settings,
observations and analyses of landscapes must
be framed in relation to these contextual
considerations. The approach to reading the
landscape outlined in this paper is framed
initially as a top-down process that builds upon
big-picture understandings of river systems,
prior to applying bottom-up (constructivist)
principles that build upon field interpretations
of the life around the river, tied specifically to
appreciation of the importance of position in
a catchment.
Danube Civic movements should “read” in
this situation the landscape: it means create or
procedure to generate place-based
understandings of the Danube, or more
generally of the river systems.
Before reading the landscape in the field,
movement related background understanding
of the given Danube-related area is undertaken
to understand the context in which local
groups operate. GIS-based are able to help the
groups to frame the study site within economic
and topographic context. Virtual observation
tools such as Google Earth provide a powerful
resource base with which to ground these
familiarization exercises. Once in the field,
reading the landscape is enacted through
a structured set of observations, measurements,
analyses and interpretations. Detective-style
analyses bring together strands of inquiry in
a multiple lines of evidence approach for each
of the local groups in the Danube-related cities
and towns (Schumm, 1991).
Reading the landscape is framed in
handbooks around four steps [Fryirs and
Brierley, 2013). This ‘bottom-up’, constructivist
approach to dynamic analysis of river systems
identifies process-form relationships at the
local city based unit scale, analyses land-form
assemblages, interprets how rivers adjust over
time, and integrates these understandings at

the catchment scale to interpret patterns of
reaches, their (dis)connectivity and the
evolutionary trajectory of the river. The last
step includes analysis of how changes to one
part of a system may (or may not) affect other
parts of that system. Essentially, this framing of
landscape analysis views local units as the
building blocks of river systems (Brierle, 1996).
Patterns and interactions among these features
are interpreted at higher levels of organization
(i.e. at reach and catchment scales). Each stage
of the approach is scaffold to produce
increasingly sophisticated knowledge of river
form, process and evolution. In any new
locality, baseline information generated in Step
1 is required before ‘moving on’ to Steps 2, 3
and 4. As the approach builds, increasing levels
of experience and training are required to
ensure the quality of the information and
knowledge generated.

“READING THE LANDSCAPE”: ANALYTIC PROCEDURES
The major steps for local landscape analysis of
city-based movements would be as follows:

Step 1: Identify and interpret landforms and
their process-form relationships
Landform identification is the critical starting
point in our approach to reading the landscape.
Units have characteristic geometries and
bounding surfaces that reflect their formative
processes (see Brierley, 1996; Brierley and
Fryirs, 2005; Miall, 1985; Spedding, 2011).
Step 2: Analyse the assemblage of landforms at
the reach scale and interpret how they adjust
over time (i.e. the behavioural regime of the
river)
This step interprets river behaviour, as opposed
to river change, which is interpreted in Step 3.
River behaviour reflects ongoing adjustments
over timeframes in which society, economy,
flow regimes and vegetation interactions
remain relatively uniform, such that a reach
retains a characteristic set of process-form
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relationships (see Brierley and Fryirs, 2005).
River change occurs when alterations to the
balance between impelling and resisting forces
induce a shift in the behavioural regime of
a river that results in a different assemblage of
units.
Determination of reach boundaries is the
key interpretative skill in Step 2 of reading the
landscape. A reach is a length of river with
a distinct assemblage of cities, or urban units.
In reading the landscape, analysis of river
behaviour is in interpreted at low flow, bank
full flow and overbank flow stages (Fryirs and
Brierley, 2013). While specific magnitudefrequency relations may vary markedly from
system to system, meaningful differentiation
can be made between the forms and rates
(sensitivity) of river adjustment at each flow
stage. Analysis of low flow stage river behaviour
appraises adjustments to be material
organization and bedforms as flow covers the
channel bed. River behaviour at bankfull stage
reflects the conditions at which flow is
contained within the channel without spilling
onto the floodplain. Interpretations of river
behaviour at this stage incorporate adjustments
to the pattern and rate of erosion and
deposition on the channel bed and banks, and
associated formation and modification of the
pattern of instream geomorphic units. To go
overbank there must be well-defined channel
banks, and associated formation and
modification of the pattern of instream
geomorphic units. To go overbank there must
be well-defined channel banks, so behaviour
can only be interpreted at this stage in settings
with floodplains.

are interpreted in relation to reach position
within the catchment – and regional-scale
controls such as geology, climate and human
activities. All rivers adjust and evolve, but the
range of process adjustments and the ease/
frequency with which adjustments occur vary
from reach to reach. Many reaches have
considerable capacity for adjustment, such that
they are sensitive to disturbance events, while
resilient reaches have limited capacity for
adjustment. Hence, reaches respond to
differing forms of disturbance event in
different ways.
Theoretically, potential energy is the
ultimate driving force of river evolution.
Typical questions to ask in Step 3 of reading the
landscape in given parts of the Danube include:
Explain controls on the package and
assemblage of landforms at the reach scale
• What are the primary controls upon
valley slope and width, and how do they
influence the Danube character and
behaviour? Does the channel fit its valley,
or it is underfit? When was the valley
formed, under what set of controls?
• Is there any evidence of changes to
channel geometry? Is the bed stable? Has
critical bank height been exceeded? Is the
channel widening, contracting or it is
about the same?
• Is there any evidence to indicate whether
evolutionary adjustments were progressive
or whether exceed once of threshold
conditions brought about dramatic/rapid
change? Alternatively, was change lagged
after the disturbance? What kinds of
disturbance events brought about
evolutionary adjustments to the river? Is
Danube morphology largely an inherited
artifact of a particular disturbance event
at the given place? Are the any indicators
of drivers of river evolution?
• How has the nature, scale, extent and
intensity of human influences affected the
range of behaviour and evolutionary
trajectory of the river? Do the various

Step 3: Explain controls on the assemblage of
landforms at the reach scale and how they
adjust over time
Step 3 in reading the landscape entails
determination of primary controls upon the
contemporary character and behaviour of the
reach. Controls on the range of variability of
reach-level assemblages of geomorphic units
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forms of human disturbance reinforce
and accentuate change through positive
feedback mechanism, or do they
counteract each other via negative
feedback mechanisms? How have river
management activities impacted upon the
river, and over what timeframe?

adjustments to Danube’s character and
behaviour? Are these part of the
contemporary process domain, or are they
historical imprints? Is there any evidence
for particularly effective sequences (or
concatenations) of events, or that
magnitude-frequency relationships have
changed over time?
Building upon assertions proposed by Bauer et
al. (1999), new approaches inquired to develop
understandings of ‘naughty worlds’ (Kennedy,
1979) or ‘perfect landscapes’ (Phillips, 2007).
These applications must work with, but move
beyond, reductionist approaches to landscape
analysis, realistically framing and interpreting
specific (local) instances in relation to
generalizable understandings of trends and
patterns.
Inevitably, different mindsets and
approaches to learning are required to
successfully develop and integrate
understandings of a particular locality with its
own history with universal and timeless
understandings derived from experimental
investigations performed under known
(repeatable) conditions. Viewed in this way,
complementary approaches to analysis and
understanding are required to successfully
interpret landscape form, function and
evolution (Butzer, 1973; Jennings, 1973;
Slaymaker, 2009).
This position paper has advanced the case
for ‘reading the landscape’ as a methodological
practice in geomorphology, developing placebased understandings that meaningfully relate
theory and practice. Reading the meaningfully
relate theory and practice. Reading the
landscape is framed around ‘questioning’ and
‘interpretation’ rather than a tick-box set of
potential answers. The approach is generic,
open-ended and cross-scalar, allowing
flexibility for interpretation and the
development of new ideas about landscape
form and process. As a structures way of
applying general geomorphic theory to
particular locations, the approach tailors

Step 4: Integrate understandings of geomorphic
relationships at the catchment scale
Step 4 of reading the landscape appraises these
spatial and temporal considerations to assess
how past events, that may have occurred
elsewhere in the system, affect what is observed
in any given reach of the Danube today.
Patterns of river types along longitudinal
profiles reflect the boundary conditions within
which rivers operate at differing positions in
a catchment. Key transitions in Danube’s
character and behaviour are demarcated along
river courses, whether as channel or floodplain
features. Analysis of landform patterns
provides insight into the balance of erosion and
deposition processes along a river.
Typical questions to ask in Step 4 of reading
the landscape include:
Examine the downstream patterns of river types
• Does the downstream pattern of Danube
at the given point types along the
longitudinal profile conform to classical
trends (e.g. Church, 1992; Schumm,
1997)? If not, why not?
• What sets the base level for the catchment,
and any given reach? Is there any evidence
of knick points and how do these affect
the form of the longitudinal profile?
• What are the key controls upon river
behaviour and evolution at the catchment
scale? How do these factors interact, in
space and time? Is the river well-adjusted
to its contemporary? How can these
analyses guide interpretation of likely
future states?
• What are the primary disturbance events
that drive spatial and temporal
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theory to the particular instance rather than
vice versa. Rather than relying unduly on
conceptual or theoretical representations of
landscapes that suggest how the world ‘should’
ideally look and behave, appropriately
contextualized, place-based understandings
can be used to detect where local differences
matter, thereby addressing concerns for the
transferability of insights between locations
and the representativeness of sample or
reference sites.
The recognition that landscapes can be read
and interpreted acknowledges that landscapes
are not merely observed but are ‘invented’ (cf.
Kennedy, 2006).

As the starting point, then, we accept the
conventional notion that urban waterfronts in
the investigated cities along the Danube can be
thought of as geographical territories with their
particular ecologies, economic systems and
identities. Our experiences with these physical
places may be remembered in a whole host of
ways: working in a water-related industry,
strolling at the water’s edge, viewing departing
or arriving ships, swimming, sailing, and
seeing grain elevators rising on the horizon, or
longshoremen loading and unloading
freighters.
Although these are frequently deep and
enduring images, we also believe that the
dynamics of urban waterfront change needs to
be analysed and interpreted with nonterritorial spaces in mind. Amin (2004)
challenges the completeness of territorially
defined zones. He suggests that the integrity of
territorial place is confronted by myriad
implications of global networks of
organizations and institutions with their
“variegated processes of spatial stretching and
territorial perforation” that bring a “world of
heterogeneous spatial arrangements in terms of
geographical shape, reach, influence and
duration”. In addition to the material
perforations, many virtual flows of varying
duration and length puncture conventional
notions of place along riverside. Not the least of
these non-territorial forces are those associated
with the non-human and bio-physical. And
this leads us to our interest in political ecology.

THE WATERFRONT AS A CIVIC PROGRAM

Essential to our argument about the usefulness
of studying urban waterfronts for civic
movements is a need to distinguish between
the waterfront as a geographic territory and the
waterfront as an abstract space. Lefebvre’s
opening hypothesis in the urban Revolution
speaks to this distinction. He suggested that
“(S)ociety has been completely urbanized”
(Lefebvre, 2003, p. 1). The force of Lefebvre’s
hypothesis is its recognition that the urban
extends far beyond cities’ administrative
boundaries and encompasses relationships with
the entire world, thus creating an urbanized
society. There are our Danube - Hansa cities.
This process of urbanization is constructed
through a diverse set of historically contingent
trans-territorial relations that exist on a global
scale. Recognizing this vast network of
material, discursive and virtual linkages
through which urbanization operates, we
accept that using a geographically bounded
territory fetters our understanding of the
dynamics of change. Nevertheless, territorially
defined cities and waterfronts do exist and we
seek to reconcile the rich and varied everyday
experiences we have with them with more
abstract space-relations.

Political ecologies of Danube waterfront
transformations
The study of urban waterfronts is enhanced by
political ecological approach because it allows
for a sifting through of myriad social-natural
‘productions’ in the historical transformations
of these urban spaces. We find this approach
allows for a conceptualization of waterfront
transformations that: (1) incorporates analyses
of the complex and fluid connections in society
and nature, and further, the inseparability of
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society and nature in the production of these
landscapes; (2) includes relationships between
urbanization, scale, and policy in urban
waterfront planning and development; and (3)
provided for analyses that view urban
waterfronts as subjective, open, and constantly
changing areas for research rather than static
and insular sites of investigation.
Research in political ecology has grown in
relevance since the 1980s, often considered the
decade that sparked intensive scholarly work
and civil activity on the state of the natural
environment, environmental degradation, and
insights into the production of nature. During
the 1990s, political ecology research connected
with growing debates on scale and social
constructivism and focused on case studies in
localized contexts. As a result, political ecology
has now become not only a way of
conceptualizing the many relationships
between ecological spheres and patterns of
political decision-making, but also an approach
for understanding how representations of
nature are socially constructed. An important
contribution of political ecology research has
been the dismantling of scholarly boundaries
between historical-materialist analyses of the
production of nature and representational
analyses of thee contexts. Following
Swyngedouw here we note that, “the
production of nature includes both the material
processes, as well as the proliferation of
discursive and symbolic representations of
nature” (Swyngedouw, 2004, p. 20). The general
turn towards synthesizing material and
symbolic or representational analyses of
ecological contexts has been assisted by
a scholarly blending of thought between
cultural studies research on such topics as s
cultural hybridity (Al Sayyad, 2001; Bhabha,
1994; Canclini, 1995), and scholars utilizing
a Marxist framework to analyse the role of
nature in capitalist production (Altvataer, 1993;
Benton, 1996, Harvey, 1996; O’Connor, 1998;
Smith, 1984, 1996). Many of these scholars,
along with those working specifically on

political ecology research such as Braun (2002),
Castree (1995), Gandy (2002), Kaika (2005),
Keil (2003, 2005), and Swyngedouw (1996,
1999, 2004), have encouraged the coalescence
between these theoretical and methodological
approaches and their approach can be used in
our investigation around the Danube
movements and its major targets. As a result,
a robust and diverse political—ecological
scholarship can emerge which applies both
material and representational analyses to the
impacts of local policy-making on ecological
systems focuses on the impacts of neo-liberal
de-regulation 0f river baselines on the
production of natural resources and examines
the relationship between geographic and
political-economic scale and social, spatial and
ecological processes.
Urban waterfronts are places where material
components of nature such as large bodies of
water and land formations, and ecosystems
such as woodlands and marshes, intersect with
each other with great fluidity. The human
manipulations of these material forms of
nature from city governments and urban
Danube movements. They have not left urban
waterfronts as pristine natural places, but,
indeed, have heavily influenced their
transformation over time. The historical
development of Danube urban waterfronts has
shown the intricacies of the inter-relationship
between society and nature, but more
importantly, how material forms of nature are
constantly re-produced through social
processes. Nature is an integral component of
the history of power relations and economic
production on urban waterfronts. In the period
of heavy industrialization in the mid- to
late-nineteenth century in Central Europe,
industrial practices were institutionalized in
port, canal and railway infrastructure
development as well in landfill procedures and
the construction of factories adjacent to port
sites.
The history of urban waterfront
development provides examples of the ways
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material forms of nature have been
transformed by a wide range of socio-political
decisions.
While techno-economic innovations such as
containerization in the last decades greatly
influenced the rationalization and
consolidation of ports in the late twentieth
century, industrial uses can still be seen on
urban waterfronts despite a shift toward deindustrialization, globalization and suburban
expansion. We now see a re-configuration of
new kinds of industrial and uses such as media
facilities, film production, advanced technology
and knowledge-based industries that are more
compatible with residential and leisure-based
uses. In association with these altered
economic activities, new approaches in the
social production of nature have been
undertaken and include: remediation of
contaminated soil and ground water from
earlier industrial practices, encouragement of
more ‘environmentally friendly’ industrial
enterprises, and the restoration of ecological
spaces. These approaches, while apparently less
invasive than those of earlier periods of heavy
industrial production remain, nevertheless,
new ways by which society re-produces nature.
Our Danube-related civil movements are
deeply affected by that turn.
Scholarly contributions on the social
production of nature recognize the difficulties
of making a separation between nature and
society and have instead attempted to
dismantle this modernist divide. Among
others, Castree (2001, p. 3) notes that “the
social and natural are seen to intertwine in
ways that make their separation – in either
thought or practice – impossible”. Swyngedouw
(1996, 1999) uses the concept of ‘socio-nature’
to describe inextricable relationships between
society and nature and also to define socioecological products, which are themselves
created as part of the social production of
nature. These products can be used to better
understand situations in everyday life. For
instance, a filtration plant that is located on

a waterfront might be seen as a hybrid
produced nature (labour, waste products,
policies, and political decisions that enter into
the operation of the plant). Swyngedouw (1996,
2004) points out that while hybrid entities are
the products of “socio-nature”, ecological
‘hybridization’ is the process of socio-natural
transformation. His work emphasized that
nature-society inter-relationships are
continually re-made; they are not static but
rather are instead fluid, complex and highly
fluctuating. We consider this an important
point for the analysis of the myriad processes
of socially produced nature on urban
waterfronts. The changing configurations of
material nature and representations of nature
on urban waterfronts are historically complex
and inter-connected with different influences
from varied scales of governance, policy and
decision-making.

URBAN POLITICAL ECOLOGY
Review on urbanization, scale and urban policy
Analyses of socially produced nature have
a particular resonance for urban waterfront
locations in our Danube Hansa settings. The
burgeoning literature on urban political
ecology illustrates how changes in the
production of nature are generally concomitant
with urbanization processes (Brand and
Thomas, 2005; Brownlow, 2006; Desfof and
Keil, 2004, Gandy, 2002, Heynem, 2006;
Heynen et al, 2006, Kaika, 2005; Keil, 2003,
2005; Swyngedouw, 1996; Heynen and
Swyngedouw, 2003). Much of this literature
uses scale as both a theory and method to
assess the production of nature in cities and
considers the urban scale to be a constantly
transforming and inter-connected network of
social, ecological and political processes.
Transformations that occur at the urban scale
are thus understood as processes that occur at
scales other than the scale of the city, such as
scales of human and non-human perception,
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the household, community, policy and
planning, different levels of government, and so
forth.
It assists in developing a profile of changes
in governance re-structuring, transformations
in Central European industrial practices as
a result of globalized production systems, and
shifts in spatial patterns of social inequalities
from the constant re-shaping of land use and
socio-economic stratification. We consider all
of these processes to be highly influential in
current urban waterfront transformations.

(2002, p. 387) suggests globalization would
then entail a “jostling between spatialities” and
this represents a condition with which he is not
comfortable. Rather, he prefers
a conceptualization in which “demarcations
between spatial and territorial forms of
organization might be blurring” (Amin, 2002,
p. 387). Amin suggests a conceptualization of
scale as being relational across networks rather
than relative to other distinctive scales. While
the terms “glurbanization” (see Jessop and
Sum, 2000) and “glocalization” (Swyngedouw,
2004) describe the intersections between global
and local spheres that connect at the urban
scale, a relational definition of scale emphasizes
the relationships of networks and actors found
within scales (see Marston, 2000). By viewing
urban practices as relational processes within
a certain scale as well as being connected to
and constitutive of other scales from the local
up to the global, we can better conceptualize
social and ecological transformations on urban
waterfronts as scalar processes.
Analyses of ideological norms and values
that are evident in these scalar intersections
help us to explore different patterns of current
urban waterfront change at the Danube. First,
ideological constructs are particularly evident
in re-scaling of governance structures and in
creating policy at different scales. urban
waterfronts can be understood in terms of what
Brenner (1998) has called the scalar fix; the way
in which circuits of capital are successively
territorialized, de-territorialized a multiple
scales. These processes thus create a fixed,
hierarchical infrastructure for capital
accumulation. In the current period of urban
waterfront transformation we see complex
levels of involvement from many public sector
and private sector interests.
We see that the introduction of new
waterfront planning and development policies
brings new complexity to the scale of the
Danube -related urban waterfront. Around this
places the creation of new policy is a political
attempt at creating organizational coherence

The problems of scale for civic policies in
Danube related cities
Recent discussions on scale begin from the
position that social representations of power in
civil environments need to be spatially
characterized (Brenner, 1998, 2000; Lessop,
2000; Marston, 2000; Martin et al, 2003;
McCann, 2003; Shepard and McMaster, 2004;
Marston and Smith, 2001; Swyngedouw, 1999).
Scale, as contemplated in the trajectory of levels
from local to national to global, and the
relationships and networks built within these
levels, has become an important aspect of
contemporary urban theory. McCann (20032,
p. 160) summarizes the importance of scale for
urban analysis by concluding that, “the politics
surrounding changes in contemporary urban
policy-making is a politics of scale”.
A proliferation of scales and scalar complexity,
particularly as a result of global influences, is,
as we have introduced, central to our concerns
with urban waterfronts. The scale problem in
our case is not a theoretical, but a practical, or
even pragmatic dimension of civic actions.
Globalization is - and it is true of course
also true along the Danube - a process of scale.
Jessop writes of globalization as the “creation
and, or restricting of scales as a social relation”
and “the stretching of social relations over time
and space so that relations can be controlled or
coordinated over longer periods of time…and
over longer distances’ (Jessop, 2000, pp. 340341). Reflecting on Jessop’s discussion, Amin
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and stability for a new cycle of development on urban waterfronts, largely inspired by a need for
‘pump-priming’ from private investment.
The creation of new –metropolitan and civic- urban waterfront polices is augmented by
discourses that legitimize and normalize political motivations. We note, that the development of
policy discourse at different scales and directed at urban waterfronts is a way of constructing a new
social and environmental ‘reality’ that stimulates a re-thinking of political values and spatial uses.
Rein and Schon (1997) consider this through the concept of “policy frames”. They observe that
policy frames are a means by which “facts, values, theories and interests are integrated”, that in
turn, normalizes a certain and distinctive social narrative. Policy frames are ways by which
different actors interpret rationales for development in different, similar or competing ways. This
concept benefits new research on urban waterfronts because it shows how different actors or
groups of actors, from and within various scalar contexts, inform the intent and objectives of
policies. It also allows for an illustration of the discourses that course through different policies
and plans pertaining to urban waterfronts.
Grand visions for a new waterfront are frequently invoked in discursive struggles over the
future of new urban waterfront spaces. These discourses, which are often rhetorical in formation,
are increasingly built upon a linking of social and environmental issues. Another common policy
discourse is that of the ‘global city’, which outlines the development of large-scale urban waterfront
projects based on the creation of healthy and clean waterfront communities as well as specific
built-form spectacles that attract tourists and investors alike. Here, policy discourse entering
global city development accentuates an ostensible connection between these spectacular waterfront
projects and increased economic prosperity and global recognition for the city.
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THE DANUBE AS URBAN RIVER IN CITIES OF “LANDLOCKED HANSA”
Rivers are crucial components of many urban systems. They are increasingly being recognized as
ecosystems that provide an extensive range of services and disservices, and research into urban
rivers has both extended in scope and intensified in focus in the last decade. In particular,
investigations have moved beyond early studies, which mainly focused on water quality, to more
recent considerations of river governance, culture and politics. Given the necessity of appropriate
water management in cities to ensure the best possible functioning and health of urban
ecosystems, as well as increasing sustainability of water provision and waste disposal for citizens,
before starting our civil projects rigorous research on aquatic urban ecosystems is much needed
and likely to continue for some time.
Urban rivers , like the Danube, occupy an unusual space in the ecological and cultural
landscape of cities. They are ecologically degraded, yet represent a form of habitat that is otherwise
scarce in cities, and are therefore invaluable. He Danube in many cities and townships is now
already often aesthetically unappealing and chemically contaminated, yet contain, of course even
at those places notable cultural and historic value. For some people, it is the only major ecological
axes [aquatic ecosystems] with which they may develop any familiarity during their daily lives.
Their value means they are targeted for interventions to ‘restore’ or ‘improve’ them, but often only
within certain culturally-mediated boundaries. The many socio-ecological complexities of urban
rivers complicate their management, particularly when it comes to finding appropriate
interventions to improve ecological quality, rather than simply water quality or the river aesthetics.
Against this background, the novel ecosystems paradigm for the Danube represents a useful lens
through which to examine the place of urban rivers within the ‘human ecosystem’ and to reflect
on the socio-ecological challenges and opportunities such systems provide.
Urban Rivers as Novel Ecosystems: the Case of the Danube
The principles of nature conservation and management have been challenged recently by the ‘novel
ecosystem’ framework. That should be interpreted as A novel ecosystem may be considered as one
that has been completely transformed from its historic state by abiotic changes in environmental
characteristics, change in species composition, such as the loss of native species and replacement
by invasive species; or both. The resultant system should not have existed previously in any natural
biome. Altogether, such transformation echoes some of the concepts found in ecological resilience,
wherein particular disturbances or stresses within an ecosystem can cause a shift from the system’s
historic range of variability into an alternative state. This alternative state, though it will in turn
maintain its own level of intrinsic variability, is nevertheless fundamentally altered in its key
characteristics from its historic state. Although urban ecosystems in general were not explicitly
discussed early on in the context of ‘novel ecosystems’, possibly due to some deliberation over
whether they met the criteria that they should ‘not depend on continued human intervention for
their maintenance (Hobbs et al, p. 2), the novelty of urban ecosystems has been implicitly
recognized for some time, and they have more recently joined the wider literature on novel
ecosystems.
The Danube, like other urban rivers meet many of the criteria for novel ecosystems, including
dramatic shifts in a biotic conditions and biotic assemblages, which raises some interesting
questions regarding how we may approach and understand such systems. Examples of such
changes, initially conceived as the ‘urban stream syndrome’, and the novel conditions they may
create, age given Hobbs et al. however considered a further classification, that of ‘hybrid
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ecosystems’, wherein the historic ecosystem state has been modified to the extent that it is outside
its historic range of variability, but nevertheless retains important or defining characteristics of the
historic system. In ‘resilience’ terms, this could be considered as a system which has been displaced
from its ‘relative equilibrium’ and is approaching a system threshold (or ‘tipping point’) and
a potential shift in state.
Urban rivers are interesting in this regard; they are among the most fundamentally altered river
systems in existence and certainly operate outside their historic range of variability in most if not
all respects. Yet they clearly retain some fundamental aspects of riverine ecosystems, such as
longitudinal flows, fluvial transportation of sediment and seeds, and relatively specialized flora
and fauna. Although the natural evolution of a river may create hydrological and
geomorphological conditions that are broadly similar to those found in an urban context, other
urban river characteristics (non-native species, hard engineering, chemical contamination, urban/
industrial debris) create systems that are not found in any natural biome. This would probably
place most urban rivers, the Danube as well, as somewhere between the boundary of ‘hybrid’ and
‘novel’ ecosystems dependent on level of urbanization, although Hobbs et al. note that any
‘distinction between the two types in somewhat arbitrary’.
This precarious position, and the complexities of environmental condition that it implies, may
be reflected in the varying values and perceptions such rivers may engender in people. It may also
explain the general difficulties experienced in obtaining genuine and sustained ecological
improvements to their altered state. Understanding and management is further complicated by the
spectrum of urbanization that rivers may experience; from those in catchments with limited urban
land cover to those in major urban regions, which may bear limited resemblance to any natural
system. Recognition of the novel ecologies of urban rivers raises some important issues regarding
how they are to be both perceived and managed as socio-ecological systems. This may be
particularly relevant given ongoing pressure for urban rivers to be improved, whether to meet
international or national legislation or policy (such as the EU Water Framework Directive) or due
to more localized sociopolitical drivers.
Urban River Interventions
The novelty inherent to urban rivers raises some interesting issues regarding conservation and
improvement efforts. Hobbs et al. recognize that some novel ecosystems, particularly those that
have experienced both substantial abiotic and biotic changes in tandem, may be exceptionally
difficult to restore to historic conditions. This echoes observations made elsewhere in the literature,
and is particularly true for urban rivers: although restoration is theoretically possible for some
urban rivers, particularly those that are at a lower level of urbanization, in heavily urbanized
systems [ the Danube seems be one of them the options are significantly more limited]. Urban
river interventions have primarily been focused around the principles of restoration (aiming to
return a river to a historic and desirable state), and enhancement (improving quality but without
a past reference state in mind).
The limitations of the first two approaches have been abundantly noted within an urban
context. This is partly because of the sheer environmental constraints and economic cost of
modifying a heavily engineered river, and also because of problems resulting from differing
objectives set by various stakeholders, and the complications inherent in trying to recreate
conditions that existed previously while satisfying the many actual users of such multipurpose
socio-ecological systems.
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Altogether, these limitations can make heavily urbanized rivers, as the Danube among our least
restorable ecosystems. It is perhaps not surprising therefore that most interventions focus on the
social aspects of urban rivers, with (for example) any ‘connectivity’ being created mainly in
a societal sense, by encouraging human access to and use of the river and its immediate
environment. This can be important, particularly as an engagement with such rivers can change
perceptions and ultimately increase the values associated with urban ecosystems. But they are of
course more-than-human spaces, and it is vital that ecological improvement should not be
relegated in importance or cosmetic in implementation. Forms of ecological ‘enhancement’ are
therefore the most feasible interventions for actual Danube-related social movements.
Recently, several authors have argued that urban ecosystems should be reappraised, particularly
with respect to the value of the novelty that they may contain, what we can learn from it, and how
this may feed into new ways of humans coexisting with other species in the ‘human ecosystem’.
This applies particularly to urban rivers, with their notable ecological and societal importance,
and relative geographical ubiquity. A key cultural challenge here at the Danube, notably for those
involved in river conservation and management, is letting go of what we feel ‘should be’ present
ecologically (what Trudgill has termed ‘emotional bio geographies’ for ecological communities)
and dealing with both what it present, and what potentially could be.
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DANUBE AND WATERFRONT BUILDING
This chapter reviews literature focused on
waterfront development, globalization, and
place identity. The future Danube related civic
actions are only one of the cases for that. The
purpose of this review is to learn about the
comprehensive knowledge about urban
waterfront development in an era of
globalization and find theoretical basis for the
definition of local identity as one of the place
identities. It stars with an investigation of the
relationship between the waterfront and the
city; reviews the history and current status of
urban waterfront development; explores the
influences that globalization has on urban
development and waterfronts in cities; and
examines the notion of place identity and the
theory of place making.

waterfronts. New transportation options, such
as railroads, reduced the cities’ needs for water
transportation. As a result, the central city was
detached further and further from the water’s
edge. Up to the mid-20 century, the excessive
industrial usage of the waterfront caused severe
pollution. Eventually, the waterfront began to
lo9se its natural attraction and became an
inaccessible and unsafe area, further separating
inhabitants from the water. In the 1960’s to
1980’s ports retreated from urban waterfronts.
The main factors causing waterfront decline
was researched by Tsukio (1984), namely the
expansion of city size, the reforms in
transportation technologies and changes in
industry.
During the second half of the 20th century,
urban revitalization happened worldwide. “A
vast expansion of worldwide trade predicated
on new markets, new forms of transport, new
locations of production, new forms of capital
growth, and new forms of management and
political control have led to the resurgence of
interest in waterfront spaces” (Smith & Garcia
Ferrari, p.9). Waterfronts have been planned
and designed as a prime site to attract people
and capital. Development in the waterfront
aims to re-join the city and the waterfront
physically and functionally. The waterfront has
evolved to be the most recognizable3 urban
form and as being regarded as the gateway of
the city.

Waterfront and the Danube metropolis
The studied waterfronts elsewhere in this paper
are all in a well-established urban context with
a dense population. The urban waterfront or
port is: “any developed area that is densely
populated and is being used for, or has been
used for, urban residential, recreational,
commercial, shipping, or industrial purposes”.
The unique location at the interface of water
and city makes the waterfront an important
urban form. In different periods, the urban
waterfront has changed in response to the
consequences of economic restricting. In the
19th century, waterfronts were the focal area of
social and economic life in many port cities [or
Danube cities with ports], being closely
associated with city cores. It was a time when
water transportation was the most important
factor influencing urban development. During
the 19th to early 20th century, rapid maritime
commerce and industrial growth forced ports
to develop beyond the city boundary. City posts
continued to thrive, with huge warehouses,
railroads and wharves being built. This large
infrastructure became specialized zones,
causing a detachment between city cores and

Urban Waterfront Development
In this paper, waterfront development
encompasses waterfront regeneration (Smith et
al, 2012), waterfront revitalization (Goodwin,
1999), and waterfront reclamation (Chang &
HUANG, 2011). This form of development is
associated with the trends of city revitalization
and globalization, and new commercial
opportunities in downtown areas.
According to Breen and Rigby (1994),
waterfront development originated in North
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America in the early 1960’s. Two major factors
were identified by Gordon (1997) that triggered
waterfront development: urban blight and
economic development. The factors later
emerged with s significant delay in Central
Europe, as well. With the deindustrialization of
waterfronts, derelict waterfronts became
a high-profile affront to civic leaders. Many
waterfront developments were initiated to meet
the need to re-use these abandoned areas. The
displacement of traditional industries from the
core, the concentration of financial and other
business services in the downtown area, and
the increasing demands for entertainment and
recreation urged renewal in the waterfront to
attract investment, talent and tourists.
Waterfront revitalization was initiated in cities
like Baltimore, Boston and Toronto in 1970’s,
and then spread to Europe and elsewhere in the
world. Waterfronts once again play a significant
role in the economic and social health of urban
centres.
Shaw (2001) distinguished three generations
of post-industrial waterfront development. The
first is the early North American experiences
that focused on creating retail and festival
marketplaces, represented by the prominent
Baltimore waterfront. The second generation
happened mostly during the 1980s and spread
around the world. This generation featured
large-scale development and the involvement of
public-private partnerships that incorporated
a large portion of private investment; examples
are London Docklands, Sydney, and Toronto.
The third generation took the developed
elements from the first two generations as the
mainstream of development practice and used
in a range of situations, from small to large
cities. Vancouver and a large number of
developments in Asia, including Shanghai are
worldwide examples.
Waterfronts have been acclaimed b Breen
and Rigby (1994 as the worldwide urban
success story. Scholars have tried to develop
theoretical models, identifying the factors and
aims of successful waterfront development.

Success can be assessed from different
perspectives. Hoyle (2001) stated that the
popular sign of success of many waterfront
developments is bringing citizens and visitors
back to the water’s edge, and providing tangible
evidence of the continuing vitality of cities.
Other signs of success that are widely
recognized are image improvement,
infrastructure upgrades, environmental
rehabilitation, tourism opportunities, and
economic revenue generation (Goodwin, 1999).
How to create a successful waterfront has
increased attention from professionals. From
the policy-making level, Smith and Garcia
Ferrari (2012, p. 155) observed that the success
could be achieved by “respectively focusing on
the physical characteristics of place (with
particular relevance to urban design) and the
processes of social interaction (with particular
relevance to planning process)”. Design and
planning play a key role in the success of
waterfront development.
However, waterfront development is
a process full of challenges. The main
challenges include the inaccessibility,
a fragmented and complex structure with
involvement of many jurisdictions and interests
(Wrenn, 1983), and the long duration of
development (Craig-Smith, 1995). The
inaccessibility resulted from the port and
industrial history of waterfronts: crowded
warehouses, railways or highways along the
waterfront, polluted water, and deteriorated
structures. These unfavourable conditions
prevent people from accessing waterfronts. In
addition to limitations on the physical
environment, waterfronts generally have
a fragmented and complex structure of many
overlying jurisdictions and interest groups. The
gap between different interests such as private
investors, the city and local civic actions and
communities is wide. Meticulous planning and
sufficient coordination are required.
Furthermore, most waterfront developments
take decades to perform (Craig-Smith, 1995).
Immense financial investment is demanded.

21

These factors encourage the emergence of
uncoordinated independent projects. In many
countries, waterfront developments are almost
completely left to private investors and market
forces.

1988, p. 252). Similarity appeared along urban
waterfronts with elements like sports stadiums,
international museums and convention centres.
These elements are regarded as key to establish
an international image for the city, providing
a ‘hook’ for the world economy (Olds, 1995).
Along cities’ waterfronts, loss of a sense of
place, ‘local identification’ (Cybriwsky, 1999),
or ‘a sense of local community’ (Chang &
Huang, 2008) has raised increased concerns. As
a planner and researcher, Schmidt (2002)
pointed out that “the challenge for the future is
to determine how this force (globalization) can
pull with it an entire region without
compromising our identity. In other words we
must remain locally anchored in a changing
global world”. Urban waterfronts are crucial
sites in both a city’s history and its current
development. Attempts must be made to
provide meaningful spaces for interaction and
local identification. Chang and Huang (2008, p.
244) suggested a direction for future
development as “the waterfront development
should move on the next stage to develop –
rather than erase or adulterate – landscapes
that encourage a sense of local community,
attachment and place”. This suggestion can be
useful for the waterfront development in many
cities in this increasingly globalised world.

Globalization and urban Waterfronts
Robertson (2003) described three waves of
globalization in which urban development
changed due to economic restructuring. We are
now immersed in the third one, which started
after World War II and was caused by the new
information technologies and the continued
development of infrastructure and transport
connections. It was not until the 1970s and
1980s that changes on urban development
became severe, when cities tried to regenerate
the urban economy and adapt to new economic
roles in hosting service employment and
centres for consumption (Couch et al, 2003).
Local government, together with local civil
society, faces the imperative to foster and
sustain business competitiveness. Actions at
the level of the city to influence competitive
advantage focus on improving infrastructure,
creating image and branding. According to
Muxi (2004), image making in cities primarily
involves regeneration of historical areas for new
uses and iconic buildings designed by star
architects. City branding is the creation of
theme parks, universities, research parks and
the like to generate urban concentration
processes (Zukin, 1991). These actions sustain
cities’ competitive advantages on one hand, and
increased social and spatial fragmentation on
the other hand.

Place identity and Place Making
‘Place’ as a notion related to place identity can
be analysed from various perspectives. It is
regarded as an important element of identity,
whether individual or collective (Jenkins,
2005). Dealing with the collective place
identity, place can be defined as “the
predominantly socio-cultural perception and
definition of space” (Jenkins, 2005, p. 20); as
studied from individual experience within the
field of environmental psychology, “place is
defined by the bonds and shared values created
through perceptive experience of places”
(Ferrari et al., 2012, p. 154). In the planning
and design field, Motloch (1989, p. 231) defines
place as “temporal, an inter-related continuum

“Urban Cloning”
In an overview of British waterfront
developments in the 1980s, Pinder et al. (1988)
also noted a trend toward “urban cloning”.
They explained that it is “safer and far quicker
for a city authority to embark on revitalization
in the type of port area that has been
transformed in other ports, than it is to pioneer
new approaches to the problem” (Pinder et al,
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of space, time and meaning, a collective
consciousness where meaning has both
perceptual and associational aspects”.
Motloch’s understanding of place adds the
dimension of time and highlights key elements
of place as space, time and meaning. Place as
a collective consciousness in this definition is
most related to the place identity analysed in
this research.
When exploring the concept of place
identity by drawing on a literature from
cultural studies and geography, Hague (2005, p.
7) summarized that:
Places are places (and not just spaces)
because they have identity. Place identities are
formed through milieu of feelings, meanings,
experiences, memories and actions that, while
ultimately personal, are substantially filtered
through social structures and fostered through
socialization. Thus place identities for that
place. Therefore, place identities are
encapsulated within power relations and are
likely to be contested.
He concluded that there will be multiple,
contested identities for any one area. Place
identity processes in different scales – national,
regional and local (Amundsen, 2001). The
genius loci were the most frequently used
concept regarding place identity to underpin
planning and design. It implies that there are
essential characteristics that identify a place.
As the major tool for waterfront
development, planning and urban design were
seen as being about place making (Brown et al,
2009; Smith & Garcia Ferrari, 2012), aiming to
construct the identities of places through
manipulation of the activities, feelings,
meaning and urban fabric that combine into
place identity. The built environment, as the
outcome of planning and design, is the
“physical and three-dimensional manifestation
of place identity” (Higgins, 2005, p. 194).
The notion of place making originated in
the 1960s with the appearance of a series of
literature discussing the qualities of place. The
most well-known author is Jane Jacobs (1961)

who highlighted the importance of social space
on the sidewalks and human activities on the
street, seeing cities as a setting for interaction.
In the 1980s, William Whyte (1988) observed
how public spaces were being used and offered
ideas on designing people-oriented cities with
an emphasis on essential elements for creating
social life in public spaces. The study provided
a basis for a move towards proactive placemaking within the field or urban renewal.
After more than twenty years of development,
planning and design came to the age of place
making for people (Brown et al, 2009). New
concepts and ideas appeared in response to
changes and problems in our societies, such as
mixed use, sustainability, smart growth, and
transit-oriented development just to name
a few. Community engagement plays an
essential role in all these new currents of urban
planning and design.
The participatory design process, involving
different interests, has proved crucial in th4e
construction of place identity, especially on
a local level (Hague & Jenkins, 2005; Brown et
al, 2009; Smith & Garcia Ferrari, 2012).
Planners and designers have to be able to
engage with local residents and other members
of civil society, for whom places may have very
different meaning and identities from
politicians and economic interests. Higgins
(2005, p. 186) pointed out. “Design is as much
about process as it is about product, and the
interaction between the two is a powerful
determinant of outcomes”. Focusing on praxis,
successful place making was approached
mainly by focusing on the physical
characteristics of place (with particular
relevance to urban design) and the processes of
social interaction (with particular relevance to
planning process (Garcia Ferrari et al, 2012).

23

IDENTITIES: BACK TO THE HEIMATS AROUND THE DANUBE
Local Identity
When studying place identity on a local and
regional level, Amundsen (2001, p. 10)
identified four elements typically present, as
follows:
1. Spatial qualities that distinguish the place
from others – e.g. location, but also
infrastructure, communication and
architecture;
2. Characteristics or qualities of the
inhabitants that distinguish them from
inhabitants of other places – e.g. values,
customs, physical appearance;
3. Social conditions and social relations
between the inhabitants;
4. Culture and/or history, seen as a unifying
element that again connects the
inhabitants to tradition and again
distinguishes them from ‘the other’.
In ‘Place Identity, Participation and Planning’,
Hague sees planning for place identity as “a
process writing a narrative. it is a selective way
of imagining, acting and communicating about
a place” and “is intimately involved in the
cultural process of creating and disseminating
meaning and modes of perception that help
form collective identities that underpin action”
(Hague, 2005, p. 10). Knowing that place
carries multiple identities, to understand whose
interests define the narrative of local identity is
key to this study.
In his research, local identity can be
understood as a collective narrative of the place
defined by the interests of local people,
presenting place qualities that fulfill their needs
and desires, connecting them to culture
traditions, and creating place attachment
amongst them. In the context of globalization,
waterfront development aims to manifest the
competitive advantage of a city to attract
investments and talents. Two contested powers,
the global and the local, are always discussed
from a city level. Thus, local identity will be
studied from a city level in this paper. Local

identity is also intimately associated with place
identities from community level.
Key aspects in Planning and Design that
foster a Sense of Local Identity
The ‘urban waterfront manifesto’ was issued
by the Center in 1999, setting out basic
principles of waterfront development. This
manifesto incorporates many of the values that
urban designers bring to planning and
designing waterfronts. An analysis of the
principles highlights potential key aspects,
namely functionality, accessibility, culture and
history, and ecological environment. The four
aspects can be seen associated with different
elements that convey local identity.
These key aspects are then confirmed by
reviewing literature on place identity in
waterfront development and linked to the
specific aspect if it was mentioned in the
literature as being linked to the construction of
place identity. Figure depicts the result of this
focused literature review.
Key Aspects Present in Literature on Place
Identity in Waterfront Development
Functionality, accessibility, culture and history,
and ecological environment are four aspects
that are supported by literature related to place
identity in planning and design.
a. Functionality. The functionality of the
waterfront refers to land uses or activities
provided by the site. International experience
and literature pointed out that mixed-use is key
in the success of urban waterfront development
(Gospodina, 2001). The needs of local people
are varied in this increasingly diverse society;
a sole function or dual term such as ‘commerce
and entertainment’ might result in low use in
a specific time or season, or an absence of
a specific event. A mix of retail, recreational
and cultural activities will attract people of
different backgrounds, incomes, and ages. This
helps to create places of universal appeal
(Brown et al, 2009).
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However, the local community usually
desires recreation opportunities. Paumier
(2004) suggests that urban waterfronts can be
considered as a vital open-space opportunity
because water edges are natural magnets for
people and can become valuable recreational
and visual resources.
Employment opportunities are also needed
for local communities. Otto (2004, p. 110)
regards riverfront revitalization as a “jobmaking enterprise” and recommends, “job
creation in construction and commercial
businesses.. can be targeted to low-income
communities and inner-city residents”.
Waterfront development offers urban residents
opportunities to get training and experience in
a new field or to start a business.
On tourism-oriented waterfronts, tourismrelated amenities and activities tend to
dominate, often resulting in bad traffic
conditions, inadequate parking, lack of privacy,
and commercial intrusion into neighbourhoods
(Krausse 1995). Some local communities
benefit from increased property values,
successful historic preservation, and
participation in tourist-related events and
amenities from waterfront development.
The functions of urban waterfronts should
also be considered at the bigger scale, creating
functional connectivity to the rest of the city.
A linkage to the city core is an emphasis in
many waterfront reclamations. Attracting
people to the urban core can be a huge boon to
downtown service industries (Otto, 2004). Thus
waterfronts can obtain the character of being
a lively connection between the city and the
water.
Accessibility. Bass Warner (1993) suggests
that the spatial and social disconnections in
waterfronts contribute to fragmented interests
and a lack of identity. Improving accessibility
in an imperative to return waterfronts to local
people. Accessibility in this study includes
physical access to waterfront amenities, visual
access to the water edge and access to the water
itself. Physical and visual access helps create

lively, diverse places that encourage a sense of
community and an appreciation for nature
(Otto et al., 2004).
The unique location of waterfronts offers the
possibility to connect them to other parts of
the city by waterborne transportation. This
takes away some pressure from streets and
presents a pleasant kind of transportation
experience. Therefore, the possibilities to
establish waterborne transportation should be
fully exploited.
Pedestrian promenades along the water edge
can be seen in many successful waterfront
developments.
Visual access is also an important concept
in waterfront development. Preserving and
providing additional view corridors allows for
visual permeability from the waterfront into
the inner areas. The visual links create
opportunities for people in the inner city to
enjoy waterfront views.
Culture and History at the Danube
Built history is part of human cultural history.
Preservation of our built historical fabric is
important for the construction of place identity
(Marshall, 2001). On urban waterfronts, some
common heritage buildings include military
installations, industrial buildings, markets and
trade centres, shipping terminals, warehouses,
fishing facilities, and municipal building
(Wrenn, 1983). Preserving the architectural art
with the introduction of new uses is a widelyused strategy in urban development including
waterfronts. These buildings can again serve
the surrounding communities when
incorporating uses such as live theatres,
galleries, retails, cafes/restaurants and the like.
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HEIMATS AT WATERFRONTS
In recent years, urban waterfronts have become attractive sites for alternative community-based
approaches to public history. As such, they present an opportunity to chart the evolution of public
history in the context of broader redevelopment strategies and assess their potential for a more
meaningful social attachment to landscape and place. Arguably, no component of the urban
landscape has been subject to more explicit historical interpretation in the service of
redevelopment goals over the past fifty years. As many older port facilities, warehouses, and
factories became obsolete after World War II, cities pursued renewal strategies that transformed
their decaying waterfronts into vibrant economic and social spaces. In one city after another in the
United States, as well as in other parts of the industrialized world, these areas were recast as
historic districts, places imbued with perceivable references to the past. Rhetoric surrounding
heritage-based redevelopment projects promised to recover the close relationship between city and
waterfront that had lapsed with the decline of waterborne commerce and crowded social
environment that would contribute to a more exciting and livable city, planners, policy-makers,
and developers looked to the past for inspiration. By the 1970s, they had gone a step further,
actively promoting the preservation and reuse of historic structures. Refurbished warehouses, old
sailing ships, and heritage museums served to lure sightseers and shoppers to the waterfront and
remind them that something important once happened there.
Rehabilitated in this fashion cultivated a celebratory version of the past that was consistent with
their emphasis on tourism and consumption. Typically, references to social conflict were muted,
and the industrial era was ignored in favour of attention to a more remote pre-industrial past.
Although many of the mass consumer-oriented waterfront revitalization projects have proven
themselves successful from a financial standpoint, they have often compromised the goal of
reintegrating the waterfront into the fabric of civil life.
Very recently, however, alternative waterfront development strategies have arisen to
accommodate a very different use of history, one oriented less toward tourism and consumption
and more toward the needs and agendas of local communities. Continuing population flight to the
suburbs and the dissipation of civic identity due to suburban fragmentation and sprawl have
legitimized waterfront revitalization strategies that seek to create a sense of place and sites of social
engagement for people who live and work in the city. Where history has been incorporated into
these strategies, it has, to a greater extent than ever before, addressed social conflict and brought
people of color and members of the working classes to the front and center of narratives.
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DANUBE-BASED OR RELATED COMMUNITIES: PLACES FOR PARTICIPATION
The view that art should be a social practice
working towards the greater good of the people
is not a new one. Faced with increased slums
and poverty due to rapid industrialization the
upper classes of the Victorian age responded
with public intervention in the planning of
cultural facilities, such as the People’s Palaces.
These were intended to bring higher culture to
the depraved East End of London for the
purpose of the moral improvement of, what
they deemed the degenerate population of the
slums. As a similar response, thinkers such as
William Morris and John Ruskin believed that
the arts and culture were instrumental in
initiating a moral change in society. They were
affiliated with the birth of the Arts and Crafts
movement which promoted the belief that at
increased awareness in design and the revival
on the countryside and traditional handicrafts
would lead to the improvement of a life
suffering from the adverse effects of
industrialization. It has now become common
practice to measure art, in particular public art,
in terms of its social context, its use or its role
in urban regeneration. This results in an
increase in demand for works which can be
easily identifiable as such. However, works
which attempt to address issues of sociopolitical injustice do not necessarily bring
about real political or social change. To give art
added value by ascribing to it a social function,
such as an educational instrument or tool for
change, makes art easily understood. It is
a tactic deployed by both the government and
cultural institutions in order to gain popular
support. To bring art to places and peoples
which have been marginalized or overlooked
does not guarantee an improvement in their
conditions.
This focus on the social function of art often
results in works in which the main goal is
audience participation. This is used as
a method, or indeed an excuse, to secure public
funding. In many cases the work does not live

up to this criterion. These kinds of works or
event easily become patronizing and derogative
by dictating the means for participation. Art
should not be based on a presumed harmony or
a mythic community, but on revealing conflict
which is what sustains democratic principles.
Democratic spaces are open to conflict because
without the possibility to debate opposing ideas
there exists only the imposed consensus.
Furthermore, inherent within all art works is
the potential for participation and engagement
through unlimited possible readings. When
considering the audience for contemporary art
it is important to pressure a socially aware and
engaged viewer capable of independent
thought, not a passive spectator who is coerced
into participation by the artist’s brief.
Participatory practices can be criticized for
giving the structure, to involve the viewer,
more importance than the actual contents of
the work. This reaffirms the authority of the
author as the arbiter of meaning. Assuming
a harmonious subject from within
a harmonious community is naïve idealism. Of
greater relevance are those art works which
resist incorporation into the surroundings and
instead rely on discomfort and friction with the
dominant order.
The term site-specific was introduced to
describe works which engaged directly with
a chosen site with the intention of creating new
spaces of presentation. These spaces would
question the role of the gallery and its
concomitant ideological frame. Often cited
examples of these forms of work are Robert
Smithson’s Spiral Jetty in Utah (Land art) and
Daniel Burein’s Within and Beyond the Frame
which sought to expose the limits of
institutionalized conventions. Two influential
artists concerned with merging art and life are
Allan Kaprow and Joseph Beuys. Kaprow’s
Hooppenings and Environments sought to
keep ‘the line between art and life…as fluid,
and perhaps indistinct, as possible. His
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Environments sought to bring art out of
a specialized art cone into everyday life. Beuys
advocated a social idealism whereby art could,
or indeed should, bring about social change.
His notion of social sculpture was based on
th4e incorporation of the ‘invisible materials
used by everyone, such as speech and thought.
For Beuys, everyone was an artist who could
contribute to society as ‘a sculptor or architect
of the whole social organism’, not merely as
a producer of art objects.
From the debate over what art should do
two opposing discourses on the nature of
public art have emerged. The first attempts to
define public art in emotive terms. Weary of
the disengagement they considered to be
evident in many public art works, practitioners
and critics in the mid-nineties wanted the
isolated modernist artist to move into
a community and produce socially-engaged
work. The term new genre public art was
coined to distinguish this new art, which took
into account the need for communication and
dialogue with the audience, from previous
forms of public art. It looked towards a selfreflexive artist attuned to the interactive
character of reality. A radical relatedness was
introduced in the idea of connective aesthetics.
Here, modernist art was criticized for isolating
art from society which ‘crippled art’s
effectiveness and influence in the social world.
The most recent manifestation of this line of
argument can be found in the concept of
relational aesthetics which maintains that art
must take into account the realm of human
interactions and its social context. This leads to
an upheaval of the aesthetic, cultural and
political goals introduced by modern art.
Relational aesthetics claims to have a political
agenda because it encourages art which
produces positive human relationships, not the
kind of art which invites mere contemplation
of an art object.
Critics of relational aesthetics oppose the
naïve use of the terms democracy and dialogue,
which do not represent a unity. Instead both

terms should be understood as sustain in
conflict, which in fact is the prerequisite for
a true democratic space. His convivial art
denies the public the ability to engage in
independent thinking, reserving this
exclusively for the artist. The problem with this
kind of art is that, in complete contradiction to
what it claims to do, it places the artist at the
centre as a facilitator or negotiator of an event.
Another criticism is that this kind of approach
creates user-friendly, complacent art. Instead,
the importance of a disruptive use of space is
emphasized as important in revealing the true
diversity of the public sphere. The continual
demands for the social benefits of art and the
widening of access to the arts through
participatory events encourage the proliferation
of art which relies on a false harmony between
the viewer and the maker. There are many
contemporary projects which emphasize either
a process-based or open-endedness in art,
instead of creating objects for consideration.
These approaches ‘actually foreclose “openended” readings since the meaning of the work
becomes so synonymous with the fact that its
meaning is open.
An alternative way of viewing public art is
as part of a wider urban discourse. To view art
in terms of an urban paradigm is to emphasize
that art is also an integral part of the city and
its occupied spaces. To understand how art
functions it is necessary and the experience of
the city itself. Spaces are not self-contained and
coherent but are embedded with conflict and
social exclusions. Art in the city can act as an
accomplice to detrimental urban programmes
whose main purpose is to reassure and
humanize the built environment, or it can
function as a disruption to the prevailing
hegemony. Different models of public art
co-exist. In the eighties art in the public sphere
was general criticized for not being genuinely
engaged with the public. Therefore art works
were developed which became integrated with
the physical site. This requires negotiation with
the public and local authorities, and use of
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various bureaucratic methods, such as
competitions and selection from proposals.
These pieces were to offer sustainability and the
possibility for communication and interaction
with a non-art audience. Good public art was
concerned with creating harmonious
surroundings and a sense of shared space. In
contemporary practices the site is argued to be
a discursive site separate from the physical
reality, and one that is endlessly open and fluid.
In this site the artist is converted from being
a maker of aesthetic objects to one who
provides services, as an educator, a facilitator
and a co-ordinator. This often results in art
lacking in critical meaning whereby sitespecificity ‘has come to represent criticality
rather than performing it.
One of the main differences between sitespecific public art and interventionist art is that
an intervention is ‘given’ to the place and
becomes inseparable from it. It is the
intentional engagement with a site. Whereas
a site-specific work is superimposed onto a site,
an interventionist piece is activated by the site
and immersed in it. Intervention implies acting
in space. It avoids the problematic of ‘public
space’ by seizing space. Public space is not
simply passive space, but constructed space
which is often privately owned. Acts of
international interruption work in ways which
offer a critique of the legibility of urban spaces,
the construction of the city and its inhabitant’s
engagement with it. Interventions exist outside
allocated art space and should be read as
inseparable from everyday life. They form part
of the reorganization of our experience.
Ownership has a short time span in so far as
once the intervention has been executed; the
maker or doer, no longer has the authority over
it. It could be used in a way not considered, its
appearance might be altered, something might
be added to or removed from it or the whole
piece might be dismantled or destroyed. There
is, of course, the financial and bureaucratic
aspect. An intervention can be carrie3d out
with no regard for planning permission or

budgets and without the negotiation and
collaboration required for public art pieces.
The question is how is it possible to be
radical in today’s pluralist culture in particular
when the traditional radical approaches have
been assimilated by the mainstream? The
adversarial practices working outside the
cultural establishment developed by artists in
the sixties and seventies have now become
well-integrated into the contemporary art
world. Planning and funding are inextricably
linked with censorship, licensing and control.
By not relying on state patronage, interventions
transcend the demands to tally with
governmental criteria. There is often
a discrepancy between the statements made in
artists’ briefs advocating participatory practices
and the true nature of the work which is
lacking in real critical engagement. As a result
the distance between academic discourse and
the actual art works is widened. By engaging in
interventionist practices it is possible to reduce
this gap between theory and practice. This is
because interventions engage critically with
notions of public space, the built 4environment
and public art programmes in the form of jest,
displacement or through cultural interference
techniques. Intentionally intervening in the
city is always a political act by virtue of its
occupation with contested spaces; abandoned
spaces neglected by the regeneration
programmes or dangerous spaces which are
difficult to access due to physical or political
circumstances. Interventions might also
function simply as an act of decoration,
emphasizing the aesthetic value of art above
the demands for a social purpose. These works
which occupy the streets suggest alternative
places for participation.

CIVIL ACTIONS OF URBAN RENEWAL IN FORMER
HARBOUR AREAS

From the analysis some conclusions might be
established.
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The first and important one regards the
financing and managing process of these
operations: different interventions in different
realities adopt specific forms in the
development of their operations, meaning that
one can’t establish some processes types as
factors of town integration.
As we saw, opposite integration success and
quality urban areas resulted from both the
private and the public urban planning and
management of the renewal operations.
State ideology, local specific democratic
legislation and practices, attributions of central
government and municipal institutions and
their coordination, local town planning habits
and methods, society’s culture and different
forms and demands of public participation
define specific local contexts under which those
operations are developed.
On the contrary, one must recognise that
each local town planning reality has its local
current practices on urban management,
having specific forms of public participation
and public services coordination.
As an example, both the success operation
of Aker Brygge in Oslo and the disaster of the
Canary Wharf operation, in London, resulted
from private development enterprises, although
in the two cases the process of public
participation was different.
The Dutch operations of Rotterdam and
Amsterdam or the Helsinki Western Harbour
operation resulted from the city’s initiative, all
having acceptable standards of town
integration.
Non-coordinated, isolated or autonomous
town planning actions in these renewal
operations tend to be factors of town
segregation, in the cases that they don’t fail
before start and have the capacity to be
implemented.
Anyway, some common occurrences might
be defined as general factors of town
integration, being synthesised bellow:
(1)- THE CRITERIA UNDER WHICH IT
WAS SELECTED THE HARBOUR AREA AS

A PRIORITY FOR URBAN RENEWAL, being
or not include in the realization of some special
event, such as universal and world exhibitions,
sports events, cultural events and others.
In the selection of the site the general
context of city development supports the
decision, which might corresponding to:
(a) An intentional creation of new
development tendencies and basic
infrastructures generated by the
operation, considered at the town
planning level;
(b) The intention of enlarge the dynamic
effect of the local operation to the
existing urban areas in its surroundings,
inducing their transformation;
(c) The creation of new centralities and the
connection between different existent
parts of the city, or.
(2)- THE INCLUSION OF THE OPERATION
IN THE MASTER AND IN THE STRATEGIC
PLANNING OF THE CITY, therefore being
a part among others of a general coordinated
and global conceptual idea for the city and its
development, integrating the passive and
normative planning of the master plans with
the operative actions of these special
operations, including other simultaneous
renewal operations in other parts of the city.
(3)- THE RENEWAL OPERATION AS AN
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE COORDINATION
OF DIFFERENT MAIN CITY’S
INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS,
independently from the different forms of
coordination adopted in each case.
Several renewal operations allow for the
articulation of different urban planning
actions, frequently managed separately by
different urban management companies,
integrating specific infrastructures.
The public debate for some time of the
possible forms and methods of the renewal
operation, in which main city concepts, urban
design patterns, site characteristics and new
ideas are progressively considered as hypothesis
and jugged by the participated process, tend to
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assure a probable most mature and appropriate
final solution, as we saw on some examples,
such as the Kop van Zuid in Rotterdam, the
Expo98 in Lisbon.

aggressive existent barrier caused by the relieve
through passages within the buildings and
public elevators was a possible form to break
the urban barrier; this initiative might be
a factor of segregation.
(3)- The Marseille Euromediterranée urban
project adopts an original form of site
integration, once the proposed operations,
including the ones in the eastern harbour
territories, are disseminated through the city,
covering a transversal axe perpendicular to the
coast.
The group of operations doesn’t cover,
therefore, a concentrated territory, neither
having a precise regular limit. In that sense it
can be used in the major metropolitan areas at
the Danube. Of course,
In the urban project of Marseille, including
the harbour’s territories operations, the
disseminated form of contact with the existing
urban tissues not included in the interventions
presents a higher capacity of urban integration,
once one can’t clearly establish a perceptible
frontier for those two areas.
(4)- In the Kop van Zuid operation, in
Rotterdam, the plan proposes the continuity of
the southern main road axes, the west-east and
the two south-north roads, one of them
crossing the west-east main road.
With this proposal, the plan assures the
continuity between the existing urban areas
and the new ones, therefore being a factor of
site integration.
(5)- In the Eastern Docklands operation, in
Amsterdam, site integration wasn’t a main
priority, once the area of intervention is almost
exclusively island and peninsulas on the IJ
River.
(6)- As we saw above, it is very difficult to
identify factors of urban integration in the
Canary Wharf operation, in London.
(7)- In the Western Docklands operation, in
Helsinki, a similar situation to the Eastern
Docklands of Amsterdam occurred.
(8)the Port Vell operation, in Barcelona,
complementarily to the factors of town

THE FACTORS OF SITE INTEGRATION

Contrarily to the town integration, extensive
key bibliography on the renewal of harbour
areas covering specific subjects of site
integration does not exist; therefore not
justifying it’s over viewing.
The next lines will directly develop some
case-study analysis, trying to identify which
might be the general factors of site integration
in Danubian cities.
(1)- Contrarily to what could be expected,
in the Expo98 renewal operation, in Lisbon,
site integration was not a reality.
As we saw the area was a special planning
area, developed by a public capitals
development agency, being the accessibility
infrastructures and the detail plans for the
areas in the surroundings developed by the
municipality.
As a result, the areas around did in fact
benefit from:
(a) The improvement of the accessibilities to
the area;
(b) The extension of the network of efficient
public transport systems to the area,
and;
(c) The proximity to the new centrality, its
services, equipment’s and high quality
public spaces.
(2)- The 1998 experimental plan for the renewal
of the harbour area in the south part of Lisbon,
being, as we saw above, and example of
absolute inexistent town integration, tries to
establish some measures of urban design in
order to achieve some site integration –
although the general philosophy for the project
didn’t allow for larger initiatives.
In fact, being the intervention area at the
level of the river, and the existent urban areas
30 metres above, the attempt to dissolve the
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integration mentioned above, also some factors
of urban integration can be observed.
Main Factors of site integration in harbour
areas
Comparatively to the main factors of town
integration, a first conceptual difference can be
established, being a characteristic of the factors
of site integration observed in the analysed
operations of renewal of harbour areas;
Site integration regards directly to the urban
design, being the factors of site integration
options or proposals made by the urban design
projects;
Although, the conceptual abstract definition
of site integration as an objective for the
operation might be considered a factor of town
integration, independently of the final success
of this measure after the plan implementation.
From the analysis developed above, it could
be identified as the main factors of site
integration the following ones:
(1)- THE BENEFIT OF THE
SURROUDING AREAS FROM
INVESTMENTS REALISED IN THE
RENEWAL OPERATION, DUE TO ITS
PROXIMITY AND EASY ACCESS, such as:
(a) Its benefit of the improvement of the
accessibilities to the area, being also
directly served by these new
infrastructures, such as the extension of
the main road system;
(b) The extension of the network of efficient
public transport systems to the
intervention area, such as light urban
train, subway or regional trains, and;
(c) The proximity to the new centrality
created inside the intervention area and
from its services, equipment’s and high
quality public spaces.
All these three possible benefits of the existent
urban areas from the renewal operation depend
directly on the existence of easy pedestrian
access from the surrounding areas to them,
factor without which the geographical
proximity has no effective application to the

reality, therefore not allowing to the these areas
to benefit from these aspects.
These indirect benefits might in some cases
not correspond to intentional site integration
urban design measures, but they can in fact
exist even not programmed, being real benefits.
(2)- THE APPLICATION OF EQUAL
PUBIC SPACE DESIGN QUALITY CRITERIA
TO PUBLIC SPACES INSIDE THE AREA OF
INTERVENTION AND TO THE NEAREST
PUBLIC SPACES OUTSIDE THIS AREA, as
a form of guaranty a continuity between those
areas and dissolve the perception of the
physical limits of the operation.
This urban design measure also means the
extension of the urban politic of high quality
public spaces to the surrounding areas, not
confining the intervention exclusively to the
perimeter of the operation.
(3)- THE GENERAL SUPPRESING OF
THE EXISTENT OR PREVIEWED URBAN
BARRIERS, allowing for an effective
connection between the area of intervention
and the areas on the other side of the urban
barrier.
The existence of longitudinal urban barriers
is a very frequent occurrence in harbour areas,
once these areas were normally limited and
closed areas, which needed to be served by
good road and train accessibilities to connect
to its interland and the be economically viable.
Being closed longitudinal areas, its
perimeter was also the appropriate location for
some urban main infrastructures, which very
frequently duplicate the harbour accessibility
infrastructures, such as:
(a) The closing of city’s beltways by the
water, parallel to the historical
consolidate urban areas, which were
frequently constructed benefiting from
the creation of land extensions on the
waterfront as part of the development of
the harbour areas;
(b) The regional train lines that were created
in the end of the 19th century and in the
beginning of the 20th, having its
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departure station by the city centre, also
benefiting from harbour’s land
extensions on the waterfront, and;
(c) The existence of relieve abrupt barriers
with accentuated level differences is
another type of possible urban barrier,
which might not allow for the
connection of the existent urban areas,
above, to the renewed harbour area,
bellow, possibly on artificial land
extensions to the water.
(4)- THE ESTENSION OF THE EXISTENT
MAIN URBAN AXES TO THE AREA OF
INTERVENTION, integrating the structure of
the new urban area as part of the existent
urban tissues.
The urban design search for continuities and
alignments with existing urban spaces
represents the attempt to mix the new urban
structures in a larger and continuous urban
tissue, therefore being a factor of site
integration.
Those existent urban axes could be from one
of following two types:
(a) Transversal main avenues and streets,
which penetrate into the territory
starting in an existent longitudinal axe,
located immediately outside the former
harbour area;
(b) Longitudinal urban main axes, which
were interrupted or deviated from its
natural course due to the special needs
of the former harbour area, including
interior avenues and waterfront
pedestrian axes.
(5)- THE CONSIDERATION OF THE
ALIGNMENTS OF FACADES OF THE
EXISTENT URBAN AREAS IN THE
DEFINITION OF THE STRUCTURE OF THE
NEW URBAN AREA, benefiting from its
possible architectonic value and creating
specific urban design solutions, such as:
(a) Public spaces esplanades, as a form to
directly connect the existent urban
façade with the waterfront, or;

(b) The duplication of the alignment of
facades as a form to create a new street
or avenue, which should be object of
public space design as a technique to
integrate the two groups of facades.
IV. CONCLUSION: FROM THE FACTORS OF
INTEGRATION TO THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A METHOD OF ANALYSIS OF THE
URBAN INTEGRATION IN THE
OPERATIONS OF RENEWAL OF HARBOUR
AREAS
The developed town planning theoretical
definitions, regarding the urban integration on
the operations of renewal of harbour areas,
consists, at a firs level, the synthesis of a group
of practical experiences, having the value of
questioning the subject for future professional
activity.
Although assuming that each case is a single
case, having its own physical characteristics,
urban management processes, town planning
practices, architectural aesthetics and
technologies, site characteristics, and other
specific aspects, some general questions can be
identified on a comparative analysis of other
case studies.
That might certainly be one of the utilities of
the conceptual framing presented on the lines
above.
But the definition of the two levels of urban
integration and the identification of the specific
factors of town integration and factors of site
integration has also an academic potential.
It consists on the possibility to use these
conclusions as a starting point for the
elaboration of a general theory for the
evaluation of the urban integration in these
operations.
Evaluating, not as a simple evaluation act,
but having the objective of develop comparative
analysis as: (1) a form of better identify the
problems, learning from other experiences,
and; (2) a technique for include urban
integration as one of the criteria of an urban
design analysis of the city’s proposals,
developed in those operations.
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To understand which new city are we
creating today on those new strategic urban
areas, by using extensive comparative analysis,
the use of disciplinary techniques is a must.
As larger it is, comparative analysis must
simultaneously be a more objective and
measurable technique; it will cover more
examples, therefore, not allowing to achieve
such a deep knowledge on each one.
In this perspective, the main question might
be: which questions shall we do to each case?
And that is the moment for the 3 factors of
urban integration to be useful.
By defining at each level the factors of
integration, one could be establish a method,
based on a selected group of questions, which
could be used to verify the urban integration in
an operation of renewal of a harbour area, and
compare it with others.
That means, if we would want to analyse the
urban design proposals of a case study and
include in the analysis the relation of the new
urban area with the existent city, one should
verify, separately:
(1)- The town integration of the operation,
by verifying the following occurrences:
1.1. The criteria under which the harbour
area was selected for urban renewal, being or
not include in the realization of some special
event, and the reasons that lead to the decision
– to induce urban development to that part of
the city or to the surrounding areas, create new
urban centralities, to integrate main
infrastructure investments, to help re-convert
the surrounding areas, to create new waterfront
leisure spaces for the population as part of an
urban network of leisure/environmental/
cultural/touristy spaces, and others -, and the
fulfill of those urban objectives.
1.2. The relation of the urban planning of
the operation with the town planning of the
city/region, by verifying its coordination with:
(a) the regional, master and strategic planning
of the city; (b) other operative urban actions on
the city – other “proyectos urbanos”.

1.3. The coordination of the renewal
operation with city’s major infrastructure
investments, such as accessibility, public
transport, environmental and basic
infrastructures, justifying the opportunity for
its realisation, even if those investments are
done by different urban management entities.
1.4. How did it existed public debate and
public participation in: (a) the major decision of
realising the renewal operation, and; (b) th4e
progressive maturation of urban design ideas,
concepts and physical proposals, progressively
achieving an agreement on some aspects of the
operation (although this 4th criterion might not
have direct implication on the town integration
of the operation).
(2)- The site integration of the operation, by
verifying the following occurrences:
2.1. The benefits of the surrounding areas
from investments realised in the renewal
operation, due to its proximity and easy access,
such as the improvement of accessibilities and
public transports, infrastructure benefits, and
the access to the services provided in the new
central area.
2.2. The existence of pedestrian continuity
with equal high-qualified public spaces, inside
the area of intervention and in the areas
immediately outside, guarantying that the new
urban area isn’t a segregated space.
2.3. The suppressing of existent or previewed
urban barriers, such as main road and train
accessibilities, both for port and city’s use, or
relieve barriers, allowing for physical
continuity between the new urban area and the
existent surrounding areas.
2.4. The logical extension of the existent
main urban axes into the area of intervention,
having pedestrian and car comfortable
continuity, both the transversal and the
longitudinal axes.
2.5. The consideration of the existent
alignments of facades in the new urban
structure, benefiting from possible
architectonic or heritage value by the creation
of: (a) public space esplanades, connection
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again those facades to the water, or? (b) new
urban axes integrating the existent facades
within the new built structure.
2.6. The intentional answer, inside the area
of intervention, to specific needs of the
surrounding areas, apart from the quote of
equipment’s normally affected to a new urban
area, such as un-existent high-quality public
spaces and green areas, health services, schools,
sport and leisure facilities, and others.
The verification of these criteria should be
comprehensive and should attend to the
specific characteristics of the operation,
considering the existent situation and town
planning practices in its evaluation.
Finally, it should be mentioned that urban
integration analysis is only a part of what
might be the development of a general
technique to the analysis of the urban design
proposals in the operations of renewal of
harbour areas.

architect Louis Sullivan, summarizes this
approach. Both of these last two perspectives
view form as their primary concern, as
opposed to the social science approach, but
they see the relation between forms and
function in opposite ways. The Functionalist
approach to urban space has been linked with
a vision of how architecture could reform
society as well as the physical form of the city.
Like the social scientists, Functionalist
assumed that social structure and urban form
were co-dependent, but they reserved the
equation. They believed that a new society
would emerge simultaneously with the new
architecture. This basic flaw of modernist
planning was the fantasy that a universal
architecture would produce the “new man” of
modern life. Form could, they presumed, make
the new society.
This debate has been influenced by the late
eighteenth century split between science and
aesthetics. Alan Colquhoun points out, at the
same time as the split between beauty as
a relative, historical phenomenon and beauty as
an ideal, transcendent category . The first
notion informed Modernism, which regards
architecture and urbanism as the result of
functions and historical conditions that
produce a particular kind of urban space. The
second characterizes postmodern
developments, which argue for the relative
autonomy of form and space from function.
In addition to this distinction between
scientific definitions of urban space, on the one
hand, and architectural usage, it came to mean
abstract, undifferentiated space rather than the
defined, limited space of pre-modern times. We
can understand this difference by comparing
the traditional perimeter apartment block of
most European cities, which encloses
a courtyard inside and defines the street wall
outside, with the modern Siedlung
[SETTLEMENT, ESTATE] type, which consists
of parallel slabs set in open space. They are
buildings in space rather than buildings that
define space.

NEW URBANISM IN DANUBE-RELATED CITIES IN
A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

In historical terms, the relationship between
social life and urban form has taken two
different basic directions. We can think of
these directions in terms of differing
definitions of “urban space”. The first meaning
of the phrase, used by social scientists such as
geographers and sociologists, is “social space”,
the spatial implications and results of social
institutions. From this perspective, the physical
characteristics of the built environment are
secondary or epiphenomenal. the second
meaning, that used by architects, concentrates
on the built space itself, its form, the way it
affects our perceptions, the way it is used, and
the meanings it can elicit. Within the
architectural concept of urban space, there are
two approaches: the first sees forms as
independent of functions, the second sees
functions as determining forms (what we can
call functionalism). The famous motto “form
follows function”, created by American
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We can trace Functionalist urban design to
Le Corbusier’s first urban plan, the
Contemporary City for Three Million People,
1922. This was a total environment in which
man, nature, and the machine would be
brought into harmony, “a city for our times”,
that would separate the past from the future
and create the perfect industrial city. The
efficient linking of the segments of the city was
a critical aspect of the new city for Le
Corbusier. Speed was the essence of his
urbanism – “speed is freedom” he stated,
freedom to exchange, to meet, to trade, to
coordinate. In the Contemporary City, the
transportation systems were elaborately
designed and separated to keep incompatible
speeds apart. He also separated living and work
functions into a business center of cruciform
skyscrapers of cruciform skyscrapers and
high-density housing blocks.
Architecture, for these architects, was placed
on its true plane when it addressed economic
and sociological phenomena, freed from the
formulas of the traditional academies. Town
planning was an additional focus for CIAM.
The first congress defined it as “the
organization of the functions of collective life
… the organization of life in all regions”. Its
essence was functional rather than aesthetic
and divided into three categories: dwelling,
producing, relaxing. Its essential objects were:
division of land, organization of traffic, and
legislation. By establishing the relationships
between inhabited areas, cultivated areas and
traffic, and fixing population densities, the
CIAM founders believed the city could be
controlled in accordance with modern
economic and social conditions.
The CIAM was committed to the rigid
functional honing of city plans, with green
belts between the areas reserved for different
functions and a single type of urban housing,
expressed as high, widely spaced apartment
blocks. While the social housing of the 1920s to
the 1960s was a utopian critique of the
nineteenth century housing block, but it

became essential to the success of twentiethcentury economic centralism in such disparate
countries as Sweden, Japan, and the former
East Germany. The fundamental principle was
that by identifying the functional needs that
form would follow and a particular social
formation would result. Across the world, the
same forms were used for very different social
aims.
The vast infrastructural network necessary
for modern consumer- and media-based
society appears to be in fundamental conflict
both with the individual’s sense of “being at
home” in the modern city and the production
of a modern public sphere with a meaningful
spatial and symbolic vocabulary. Private space
dominates the modern city, with “public space”
often consisting of abstract, ill-defined spaces
between the private buildings. Further, the
abstract space of modern architecture negated
and denied the possibility of meaningful
spatial representation within the city. Instead, it
emphasized function, in keeping with its view
that function would determine the form of the
city and answer modern social needs.
The New Urbanism movement has its
origins in the preservation and environmental
movements. it is part of the postmodern
critique of Functionalism, but it has not
followed Venturi and Scott Brown’s
disassociation of architectural form and social
effect. By contrast with those postmodernists
who believe the architect can and should only
concern herself with design, the New Urbanists
persist in a faith that good design can help
create good social outcomes.
The idea that the New Urbanism can
provide the physical forms that create or
stimulate community is a crucial element in
their program, I believe a leftover of the
modernist program for social reform. But what
do they mean by community? In 1978,
historian Thomas Bender founds that
community had largely positive connotations,
but that an undercurrent of fear accompanied
associated with it. “Modern Americans fear
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that urbanization and modernization have destroyed the community that earlier shaped the lives
of men and women, particularly in the small towns of the American past” (Bender, 3-4).
According to Bender, popular and academic conceptions of American community often looked
to the colonial New England town as a paradigm. This territorially-based definition of community
ignored the historical processes and specific social, economic and political conditions that formed
those communities.
I believe that just this paradigm of the colonial New England town forms the New Urbanism
conception of community. it is linked to the modernist credo that form (in this case the form of
the small town or neighbourhood) creates social relations (early American democracy). This
attitude belies several social realities about the early American town: first, citizens and participants
in the democratic institutions were limited to male property owners, excluding men without
property, women, and minorities (such as slaves). Second, a close examination of early American
history shows that these towns were hardly the harmonious, egalitarian social environments of
popular, nostalgic imagination. Intolerance of religious and political dissent was common, women
were oppressed politically, economic power was dominant, and they were quite racially and
culturally homogenous. If one accepts the premise that urban form generates or helps create social
life, one has to be aware that the small town was a particular, historical social structure, one that
may not correspond to contemporary demographic, political or economic conditions. If one
detaches form the modern link to social determinism, the small town becomes more feasible, but
this is not what the New Urbanists have done.
Bender proposed a different definition of community, one based on social affiliations rather
than a coincidence of territory or locality:
Community, which has taken many structural forms in the past, in best defined as a network of
social relations marked by mutuality and emotional bonds… A community involves a limited
number of people in a somewhat restricted social space or network held together by shared
understandings and a sense of obligation (Bender, 7).
Can architecture and urn form produce this kind of community? Our experience with
modernist experiments in social engineering and functional planning suggest not.
Ironically, New urbanism reproduces many of the assumptions of the modernism it seeks to
replace. As critic Michael Sorkin states, “The basic problem of the New urbanism is that it simply
promotes another style of universality that – like modernism – is over reliant on visual cures in
attempting to produce social effects” (Sorkin, 65). Like modernists, New Urbanists overestimate
architecture’s power over behaviour. The replication of traditional towns and neighbourhoods is
not enough to address the problems of sustainability, environmental degradation, racial conflict,
immigration, economic discrimination and exploration, uneven resource consumption, political
apathy or the other woes afflicting urban life.
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CONSLUSIONS; CIVIC MOVEMENTS ALONG THE DANUBE
VIENNA

“Moving Vienna back to the Danube” elements in the Vienna planning activities emerged from
the 1970-80s. The Urban Development Plan 2005 [STEP 05] for the first time focuses on the right
and left banks of the river and defines them as the “Waterfront” target area.
A bipolar city concept emerged in the 1990s. According to it, the Eastern enlargement and the
ongoing and further expected Eastern migration is a serious burden for the city and the new
arrivals of those masses represent a certain danger for the fabrics of the historical city. That
situation should be molded with the formation of a second additional city center that could be
restablished [or re-established] with the incorporation of already existing new international office
blocks. In that vision Vienna should be re-established as the new international business capital of
the new European East and the new [the Second] city center should be the urban scene for that.
The crises of 2008 and the slow, but internal modernization of the East slowed down the
promotion of that model, but hasn’t killed it. The Center, the urban skeleton was made already
with major Austrian and international infrastructural investments. A new round of development
should already start if and when economic energies are available to it. In that part of Vienna the
riverside motorway is almost ready, construction of the tallest building of Austria is underway, the
highway connection with the U1 is ready, the downtown is within 8 minutes reach from the new
sites. New public buildings and cultural institutions are located or re-located to the new future
centre. The first entity of those, the Strabag Gironcoli Center is ready. Slowly, but other projects
will be completed as well. The DC Towers, the first skyscraper in Vienna comes with a delay, but
the project is not cancelled yet. The first wave of investment moved 7000 jobs [mainly office jobs]
to the area.
About the architectural history of the project. The first projects started in the 1960s, the first
step was the Danube Tower already in 1962. The works on the UNO Tower [VIS Vienna
international Centre] began in 1967 and finished by 1979. The Reichsbrucke with the U-Bahn was
re-opened in 1980, the Andromeda Tower, a large office complex was completed in 1998, in the
same year the Wohnpark Neue Donau, a little later the Wohnpark Alte Donau. A sort of basic
structure of the local future space is this way. Its important that the urban vision was developed by
a Vienna collective, and not international teams. In the 2000s that concept was modified, the key
idea to it came from French architect Dominique Perrault. In it more attention was paid to the
event architecture, the cultural projects and the Danube skyline. Planning of the DC Towers is still
going up [3 high buildings ,one of them with 60 stories, with a height of 220 meters] and it will be
the major symbol of the city. Plans are completed by Perrault with those Austrian studios, which
started here already in the 1960-70s. Due to financial complications there are permanent delays in
the project. After all the first steps with one tower started in 2010. It is ready from the outside but
there are still works until the completion of the tower. In February 2014 it was formally declared
that the building is ready. The works on the next tower will start after the real completion of the
first building.
The projects were planned practically without civil involvement and added-value.
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BRATISLAVA

The first sign of the regime change in 1989-90 was that statues began falling from their pedestals.
In Bratislava the first spectacular example is the demolition [explosion] of the giant statue of the
first left-wing president of Czechoslovakia, Klement Gottwald, followed by the destruction of the
Lenin statue at Jacob Square in the early 1990s.
But the 20th century before was particularly turbulent in this sense. Each of the political regimes
selected a historical figure as a political symbol and the successive regime destroyed and replaced it
with another figure. Among others that was the case with the monument of Maria Theresia in
1921, which was replaced by a lion figure in 1938, which was replaced again by a monument of
Milan Rastislav Stefanik [a Slovak politician] in 1939, which statute was removed in 1954. The
present statue on that place is a monument of Sturovci [heroes of the National Revival in the 19th
century] which was erected in 1973. With the arrival of global culture the concept of localism has
been reflected through specific symbols of the city itself or via national symbols of Slovakia. After
1989 a number of historical buildings, fountains and art monuments were restored in the
downtown area as part of the renewal of the city centre near the Danube. As a minor part of the
local identity-building a statue was erected on the old city promenade to Schoner Naci, an
eccentric character of the 1920-40 Bratislava streets.
Reconstruction of the waterfronts was part of that strategy. However, if localisation was part of
different visions of Europeanization of public life, the waterfront policies were more copies or at
least shadows of American architectural concepts with theme part entertainment, markets, and
leisure shopping. The River Park Project with luxury apartments and a five-star hotel or the
Eurovea Project [upmarket apartments, shopping malls, the Sheraton Hotel] leisure parks that
should extend the historic city centre closer to the banks of the Danube are important elements of
the new development.
The civil movements and actions should not feel any alienation or hostility towards those spaces
but help to take them close to the local society. The old civil discussion among and with local
inhabitants in an other historical part of the waterfront, Vydrica [which was partly destroyed in
the 1960s] should be reactivated, but not with a confrontation of historicism and modernism [as in
that time] but much centred around our concepts of Heimat. Civil formations of that
time[Obnovme Podhradie, SAHI] should be reconceptualised for that.

BUDAPEST

Budapest is the only Danube metropolis where the city’s central axis in the downtown is the
Danube itself. Therefore public debates about conservation, city aesthetics, major entertainment
actions, development of tourism are naturally centered around the Danube. For civil movements
that offers relatively easy ways and forms of integration into those projects, the public opinion as
such is activated and/or sensitive to the Danube problematique.
At the same time the only „American” type re-development in the South-Pest cultural centre
[National Theatre, concert hall, museum of contemporary art] is not fully completed and broadly
criticized, however the major institutions have been fully operational since the last since 10 years.
Other new ongoing big developments in former Danube harbours and other brownfield areas
[in the 13th and 21st districts] didn’t activate serious public debates. Here there is enough space for
public involvement and civil actions.
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BELGRADE

The former port neighborhood of Savamala, an economically rundown part of the city during the
former Yugoslavian era, is undergoing a creative revival. It is located across the Sava river from the
modern Novi Beograd around the Brankov Bridge and is now home to small bars, a well-known
design incubator called Nova Iskra with excellent professional contacts all over Europe and the
city’s Youth Centre.
Following a bike path 4 kilometers southwest from Savamala, you find the Ada Ciganlija, an
artificial lake sometimes called “Belgrade’s sea”, the center of summer recreation of the city with
2-300.000 visitors a day.
In 2011 the Stadtslab, a Dutch think tank of urban planners organized a Master Class for
developing the most intelligent ideas on Belgrade waterfront utopias.
All these projects are of course isolated from each other. Neither the developers of these
actions are integrated with civic reactions, nor do these projects interact or reflect on each
other. The creation of a common interpretation would be a major step in the Danube Hansa
agenda.
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