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ABSTRACT
One aspect of how cities are arranged and configured, from structures of communication networks to
land division, programme distribution, and location of functions, monuments, and other urban objects
is directly related to questions of power and representation. While sometimes more explicitly
discussed regarding buildings or historical cities, as by Thomas A Markus and Kim Dovey, it is a
present inquiry in a lot of syntax research. This article will engage explicitly with this inquiry through
the filter of the city as a pedagogical device encoding and communicating priorities, values, and roles
in society through built form and its subsequent effects on individual and collective use. From this
perspective, centrality, and who is given space centrally, becomes a question of power and values as
centrality for something (or someone) comes at the expense of something (or someone) else. Who this
someone is might not always be obvious in terms of concerning a person but could be a type of
amenity, a process, a kind of actor, or more symbolic means. It is a means by which one can remind
others of one’s right to take up space, and the importance for the generic public to be aware of and
relate to oneself. But power also operates through other means in displacing and relegating to the side
or periphery, by claiming exclusivity through seclusion, or by imposing presence through other means
such as being located in central viewsheds while physically not located centrally. This article draws
on earlier studies to construct an understanding of how power can be read as manifest in the material,
spatial structure of Gottsunda outside of Uppsala in Sweden, a suburb considered a particularly
challenging area from a segregation perspective but where local variations of how the area is
experienced are significant, suggesting that questions of ‘who’ or ‘what’ is Gottsunda are of interest to
examine, and where specific aspects of the spatial systems allow local acts of control and dominance
which then contribute to the image of the area as a whole. Such power structures and identity
formations are analyzed in part by constructing how symbolic/visual and material/practical presence
and absence of various actors and functions are configured to build an understanding of
importance/unimportance and other types of power structures ‘ground-up’. The article thus—in
addition to the particular study of Gottsunda and Uppsala—both advances and refines how power can
be analyzed and understood through spatial configuration.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Power and spatial configuration constitutes a complex and wide spectrum of questions, where too
readily reading one in the other is hazardous as power, overall, is a social practice (e.g Foucault, 1977;
Bourdieu, 1991). This is not to say that space does not exercise power by setting limitations and
offering opportunities, by dividing and connecting, by supporting, generating, making difficult or
enabling different social, cultural and economic practices, or by lifting forth, showcasing or hiding.
One reason that space exercises power is that architecture in itself is a social practice. The way space
is configured is an expression of, exercise in, and extended practice of power both symbolically and
socially, not the least in how it structures freedom and control of inhabitants, visitors, and others
making use of the space in question. It is, of course, also something that has been discussed from early
on in syntax studies (Hillier and Hanson, 1984; Hanson, 1996; Markus, 1993). However, it has
arguably been less in focus lately compared to studies of use, cognition, wayfinding, communication,
and a wide range of urban social and economic processes tested and developed through, primarily,
statistical correlation studies and theoretical reasoning (e.g. Hillier and Iida, 2005; Marcus, 2018;
Hillier et al., 2012; Scoppa and Peponis 2015; Dalton, 2003). This article intends to readdress
questions of power more explicitly on the urban level, in particular in suburban contexts, through
theoretical and methodological discussions based on a case: Gottsunda outside of Uppsala in Sweden.

The study behind this article identified four forms of power possible to develop knowledge of through
its empirical material: temporal-territorial practices of power (where properties of the spatial
configuration are used to exercise power for particular purposes), symbolic-representative power
(where power is exercised through claiming importance via built structures as representative presence),
indirect power through surveillance (where the possibility to surveil and control both in general and
tied to specific places enacts power), and spatio-structural power (where spatial configuration forms
conditions and possibilities of power practices of control and differentiation). Of these four, this
article will primarily focus on symbolic-representative power on the one hand, and temporal and
‘permanent’ territoriality on the other, with the other forms brought in as relevant to these. On this
basis it will then discuss how power and knowledge are tied together in a complex and sometimes
contradictory weave of practices.

The article will focus primarily on theoretical-methodological development, where empirical support
is qualitative and—it must be recognized—from one single suburb. The article therefore further relies
on other studies for its empirical support, which will be brought in as appropriate. Before moving into
the in-depth discussion, however, we will first introduce some reflections of ‘power’, and the study
case.

1.1. Questions of Power
Part of the challenge in discussing power arguably lies in how power is often understood as a problem,
or is equalized with oppression, while it concerns considerably more nuanced and varied relations,
structures, and practices. To start, one can differentiate between power to and power over—concepts
first introduced by Talcott Parsons (1963) to manage the difference in discourse between the capacity
to get things done and forcible coercion or oppression; concepts further developed by for instance
Foucault (1977), Giddens (1984) and in relation to spatial configuration by Markus (1993) and Dovey
(2008), amongst many others. Both aspects are present in almost any social relation and practice, even
if these can be characterized as more concerning one or the other. Markus differentiates them as social
relations of power (relations of power of one over the other) and bonds (relations of shared power to)
based on Gorz (1989). As a simple illustrative example, the relation between teacher and student is
one where the teacher holds power over the student in setting demands, conditions, exercises, rules,
and so on, but also where teacher and student together have the power to establish a productive
learning environment based on mutual respect and constructive alignment (Biggs, 1996; hooks, 2014).
It may be impossible for a single person to build a bridge, whereas joining forces allows the exercise
of power to build it, where the latter can be a result of power over (forced labour) or bonds
(cooperation based on shared goals and gains).

To a certain extent this double shows in the increasing use of the term empowerment, which concerns
providing [citizens] with the power to control their own lives or affect their own environment and
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situation (e.g. Petrescu and Trogal, 2017; Frichot, 2016; Friedman, 1992).1 In practice this tends to
mean ‘giving power’ to people in different ways, either by enabling influence or by transferring power
from someone to somebody else—for instance from municipal officials or planners to direct actions of
citizens (e.g. Metzger et al., 2016). What this discussion of empowerment tends to lack, save in
discussing the right to decide over or directly engage in the production of the built environment, is
how space can condition potential empowerment through structuring freedom, control and
surveillance mechanisms both directly and indirectly.

In syntax studies, as noted above, there is of course research into power questions both explicitly and
implicitly, although it arguably is easier to find done explicitly concerning buildings (Hanson, 1996;
1998; Markus, 1993; Huang, 2007; Koch, 2007; Psarra, 2009) whereas for urban environments it
tends to rather show in other discussions such as concerning safety and security (Greene and Greene,
2003; Hillier, 2004; van Nes et al., 2016) or segregation (Legeby, 2013; Vaughan, 2015; Donegan and
Trigueiro, 2016; Carpenter and Peponis, 2010), but it is worth noting further how—as will become
clearer later in the article—it is also tied to knowledge in both cases (e.g. Markus, 1993; Peponis,
2017). We will draw from many of these in the coming discussion

1.2. Introducing Gottsunda
Gottsunda is a suburb southwest of Uppsala, north of Stockholm, Sweden.2 It was predominantly built
in the 1960s and -70s and constituted part of the Swedish Million Homes Programme.3 It follows the
SCAFT-principles of planning (Statens Planverk, 1968) recognizable through distinct traffic as well
as functional separation, with a center servicing clusters of housing areas. As many suburbs of the era
it today faces challenges concerning social, economic and ethnic segregation, with low employment
and educational levels as compared to Uppsala as a whole, and is defined as a ‘particularly vulnerable
area’ by the police in 2017.4 These challenges are not evenly spread throughout—employment and
educational levels can, as an example, differ radically from subarea to subarea.5 It should also be
noted that while there are parts which would be recognized as ‘typical’ Million Programme suburb
architecture of large scale multi-family housing estates— although this recognized type is in fact not
the majority of housing built in the programme—the area also has villa and row house areas, as well
as later additions from the 80s and 90s. As most suburbs of the time, the area is also relatively
spatially segregated in the city as a whole (Figure 1).6

1 Large portions of this discussion builds on Lefebvre’s works (1991; 1996), developed in-depth as concerns architecture by
Stanek (2011; further Koch, 2018) and urban planning by Goonewardena et al. (2008) or Leary-Ohwin (2018), but recent
developments also incorporates feminist and queer theoretical research to a considerable degree.
2 In this article, we use the term Gottsunda as it is used for “Gottsundaområdet” (‘The Gottsunda Area’) in the planning
programme (Uppsala Kommun, 2018a), which formally includes the majority of the formal districts of Gottsunda and Valsätra,
but which arguably are what is considered in the everyday use of the term “Gottsunda”.
3 The Million Homes Programme was an initiative to construct one million housing units within ten years between 1965 and
1974 in order to meet the extreme housing shortage that resulted from rapid urbanisation in Sweden.
4 In the report Utsatta områden: Social ordning, kriminell struktur och utmaningar för polisen, Nationella operativa
avdelningen, Underrättelseenheten, juni 2017. The Police has identified vulnerable areas as “…a geographically delimited area
characterized by low socio-economic status where criminals have an impact on local society.” (2017, p.4; translated by paper
authors).
5 The employment level is 64% for the administrative area of Gottsunda as compared to 75% for Uppsala as a whole. In
“Bandstolen” the employment level is 49%. 18% of inhabitants in Gottsunda lack high school level education or beyond
compared to 10% in Uppsala as a whole, but differences are large: in the block ‘Blomdahl’ 25% lack high school education and
29% have post-high school education, while for the area Besmanvägen 0% lack high school education and 85% have post-high
school education (Uppsala Kommun, 2018a).
6 In this article we make use of a manually drawn axial map covering pedestrian accessibility, where accessibility of a space is
considered as where there are formal walking paths but where the lines follow material boundaries of the space of movement
rather than the exact edges of the walking paths. Roads formally meant exclusively for cars are thus not included.
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Figure 1. Integration map (axial lines, radius 100) of Uppsala Municipality with Gottsunda marked in the south west.
Integration shown in nuances of black, and buildings in orange.

However, it is these challenges that made Uppsala municipality to together with the research project
Decode: Community Design for Conflicting Desires focus on Gottsunda, since parallel to the research
project planning processes were ongoing. The overarching question of the research study concerned
what has been termed ‘societal presence’ (Legeby et al., 2015a; b); how society (services, institutions)
is present in the urban fabric in everyday life, where aspects of power was one question specifically
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further developed. The research has predominantly used existing data from the municipality, with
added information gathered in workshops and seminars drawing from the extensive knowledge of
municipal staff and reports produced in preparation for forthcoming plans (Uppsala Kommun, 2018a;
b; c). Coming references to qualitative understandings of the area builds on what has come forth in
these different research activities and documents, whereas further studies would need additional
concrete empirical material.

2. SYMBOLIC REPRESENTATIVE POWER: TO CLAIM SPACE AND BE VISIBLE
In ‘old’ Uppsala—and to an extent still today even if the city has grown considerably and it is not
quite as distinct—three actors were clearly present in the everyday life of citizens by virtue of being
visible. All three have large buildings with a formal expression and relation to their surroundings that
signal prestige and importance (Figure 2). The King’s castle lies up on a hill without buildings
surrounding it. The University Library (specifically Carolina Rediviva) lies at the end of
Drottninggatan (the ‘Queen’s street’) and forms a visual motif at the end of one of the formal main
streets of the city. Uppsala Cathedral lies at what historically has been one of the city’s very central
points at S:t Eriks Torg. The Cathedral and the castle are also through size and height visible from far
away beyond direct street links, and past other buildings. These were also three of the main societal
institutions around which Uppsala was built and developed: the monarchy, the university, and the
church. But, there are also communicative differences to be found. The castle is visible but largely
inaccessible or physically distant from most citizen’s daily life, whereas the library while at the end of
a street still is part of the general urban fabric, and the Cathedral in addition to being visible also is
located right in the middle of daily practices of Uppsala’s inhabitants. All are signaled as important
for people to know and recognize, but the modes of recognition differ; are they part of daily life, how,
for whom, can or should they be visited, by whom, how often, and so on. The buildings express—and
participate in maintaining—a kind of symbolic-representative power, concerning the right to possess
land, the importance in society of holding that power, as well as the importance of being constantly
present and thereby constantly remind of one’s own existence in urban life and thereby society.
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Figure 2. Historical map of Uppsala from 1858. Courtesy of Uppsala Municipality, via Uppsala City Archive.

This is of course simplified, but the aim is to introduce principles of symbolic-representative power in
the city, which can be summarized as the expressions that grow forth of what is allowed to claim
space and visibility, which concerns several aspects including ‘how much’ (how large, often, seldom)
and where (centrally, from the main street, from far away, for those who can find). It can come from
deliberate, strategic claims of power—a way to assert one’s own, someone’s, or something’s
importance in society—or as grown forth over time in response to local or semi-local decisions
responding to norms and values shifting over time, space and culture. In this respect, architecture
contributes to maintaining and communicating a ‘memory’ of earlier priorities and status relations.
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The city thereby forms both a material negotiation and a kind of pedagogical structure that
communicates what is important as well as in what way it is so (see Zukin, 1995; Peponis, 2017). We
can, to some extent, therefore turn the question around from describing how traditional power
structures act as in the introduction above to looking at the built environment as it stands today and
ask how it describes values by how it structures presence and centrality, and further what is visible
from or located at these locations (see figure 3). Or more concretely: what does the built environment
communicate as important in Gottsunda?

Figure 3: Simplified principles of how expressions of power, role or status relates to relative degrees of exposure and
accessibility (from Marcus and Koch, 2017, derived from Koch, 2007).

The structure of buildings, roads and spaces that constitute Gottsunda does not only describe what is
important and unimportant, but also indirectly who is, in who is given space, who’s interests is given
priority, and who’s problems and prioritisations have been given precedence (Zukin, 1995). It is
important to keep in mind that the type of symbolic-representative power we speak of here is not
‘inherent’ in specific buildings. It depends on acceptance—often unspoken and thereby more resilient
and pervasive than an explicit contract—of not only what they express in terms of power, but in the
interpretation of what they symbolize and how (e.g. Bourdieu, 1991; Barthes, 1986). If such
agreements shift or change then also the understanding of claims of power change with a following
reinterpretation of what they might symbolize (Eco, 1986; Markus, 1993; Weiner, 2004). Thereby
power is not only a spatial practice in terms of the acts of structuring and building, but through
interpretation and use.

To go deeper into this question, and not end up in a somewhat simple correlation between integration
and location of things—even if this is an important aspect—it is important to differentiate between
centrality and depth on the one hand, and continuity and differentiated areas on the other. The first
concerns the difference between what emerges as central through use over time in the spatial structure,
and that which is presented as one moves into the area. The second concerns how such a
differentiation is structured through spatial configuration. The first difference is perhaps more easily
recognized in buildings, in for instance how Hillier and Hanson state that “A building may therefore
be defined abstractly as a certain ordering of categories, to which is added a certain system of controls,
the two con-jointly constructing an interface between the inhabitants of the social knowledge
embedded in the categories and the visitors whose relations with them are controlled by the building.”
(1984, p.147)

This also shows in for instance apartment layouts: which space is central can differ from which space
is shallow from the entrance. What is central in a library can be different for a visitor and an employee,
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since they have access to different parts of the building. For visitors depths has a decisive impact,
whereas for those who use a building over time and make use of different parts without exiting and
returning, centrality grows in importance (e.g. Hillier and Hanson, 1984; Koch, 2013).

That this difference is easier to see in buildings than in an urban fabric depends on the second
difference above: in a more or less continuous urbanity ‘entrances’ to and from areas do not quite
exist; visitors move in different ways into, out of, and through even if there are statistical probabilities
that some paths are used more than others. Configuration supports patterns, but do not control them to
specific choices to the same extent as buildings generally do, such as typically in public libraries but
also for instance shopping malls where there are limited numbers of entrances into otherwise quite
complex structures. Even if formal entrances and exits do not exist in Gottsunda, one can find a
structure where some roads have similar functions. The existence of entrance-like situations—
common in a lot of the planning of the time—makes depth from these ‘entrances’ and thoroughfares
significant for visitors—which is additionally strengthened in the cases in which a visitor needs (or
perceives themselves to need to) return the same way from which they came (Penn, 2003), such as the
parking lot or the bus stop they arrived to.

However, perhaps counter to expectations on a ‘modernist suburb’, the pedestrian network, when
studied a bit more closely, is a finely grained network. Rather than a tree structure, or the impression
of a series provided by the thoroughfare, it is within the area in parts dense and well-connected. For
those who know and make use of this network, Gottsunda therefore is likely to have another character,
where integration form a different impression than the arterial and access roads (Figure 4). That is,
Gottsunda looks quite different for a ‘visitor’ and an ‘inhabitant’. Even if it is somewhat simplistic to
sort people into ‘inhabitants’ and ‘visitors’, one can understand the relational structure of person-
person and person-environment relations (Guattari, 2000; Markus, 1993) as a continuous process of
differentiation them in-between: inhabitants and visitors in Uppsala, inhabitants and visitors in
Gottsunda, inhabitants and visitors in a housing area in Gottsunda, inhabitants and visitors in a
building, et cetera. When arguing this, it must be noted that ‘inhabitant’ and a ‘visitor’ are not set or
predefined by home address, but by knowledge, sense of belonging, and relations to the different areas
and spatial configurations—the inverse aspect of Hillier and Hanson’s arguments of how inhabitants
and visitors relate to a home. In extension, this contributes to relations of self-to-self as belonging in
or visiting various areas (and gradients thereof) including Gottsunda and Uppsala as a whole.

Figure 4: Integration map of Gottsunda’s pedestrian system (axial lines, manually drawn, radius 30) in intensities of black (left),
and a map showing the main car traffic system in thicker lines and pedestrian in thinner, as defined by the municipality,
complemented by Open Street Map data (right).
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As inhabitant here is someone that ‘feels at home’ in an area, who knows and understands the area and
how to move around in and make use of it, it is possible for a person living in Gottsunda to be
‘inhabitant’ in one housing area and the center, but a ‘visitor’ in all other housing areas—or for
someone not living in Gottsunda to be ‘inhabitant’ in one or several parts of Gottsunda (or even the
whole area). However, the latter is something the configuration makes difficult, as there are clear
breaks in this continuity structured by the spatial system especially when the ‘visitor system’ is
considered. Housing areas are separated, and the transition between arterial road network and
pedestrian paths is sometimes unclear: Gottsunda communicates an enclave structure where groups of
houses ‘turn their back’ on visitors, with impediments in-between, suggesting or implying an insular
social structure and a culture of difference—at least without knowledge of the secondary pedestrian
system. The less one knows of the area, the more this character dominates, as it grows more
prominent the more one turns to the main roads and public transport. Still, while internally well-
connected, the pedestrian system is not by default well-linked to the arterial road network. We can
compare the layout of Gottsunda to how Julienne Hanson (1998) describes the configuration and
practices in Coleshill: “Though well integrated, the lobbies, passages, and corridors of Coleshill are
designed to institutionalise avoidance. Movement within the interior, particularly the domestic
routines of the servants, is programmed by rules governing conduct which ensure that the spaces
designed for efficient movement remain empty for most of the time.” (p.193)

In a similar manner, the principal road network—and parts of the pedestrian network—in Gottsunda is
arranged so as to facilitate efficient movement between goal points, and as a consequence there are
few present in these spaces. The very purpose is, after all, just as in Coleshill to facilitate people not
being on streets and paths but at their different goal points. As Gottsunda—similar to Coleshill—also
keeps the roads frequented by visitors and passersby empty of local population, since they are likely
to move a lot more in the fine mesh of the pedestrian network, there is also little to facilitate meetings
and providing an interface between different actors (Legeby, 2013; Peponis et al., 1997). In principle,
this holds true for most urban areas, but there are differences in how clearly different groups are
separated, and how clearly an understanding of an area is separated between those who are ‘visitors’
(or only know the most obvious, easily accessible places) and those who are ‘inhabitants’. The
interfacing spaces are thereby limited to a few pre-assigned places such as the center. In a situation
where media and press communicates ‘Gottsunda’ in a quite different way from how most inhabitants
perceive the area, this is of course added challenge that, arguably, serves to underpin and support this
difference (see further Vaughan and Griffiths, 2015, p.28-30).

This means that Gottsunda consists of at least two Gottsunda (although in practice a myriad of
different Gottsundas, neither of which are likely to correspond to statistical or geographical area
divisions): In the first case the thoroughfare and anchoring points become defining for what the image
of Gottsunda becomes, and in the latter a continuously growing notion constituted by a multiplicity of
locations. For ‘inhabitants’, this is likely to include a number of shared or individually meaningful
places that a ‘visitor’ would not know existed—and might not think they could. Somewhat
simplistically, we can make a parallel to Coleshill and speak of the “Public Gottsunda” and the
“Shared Gottsunda”, where the former is shaped by arterial roads, parking spaces, and public transport
nodes and the latter is formed through centrality patterns and networks utilized by ‘inhabitants’. That
is, for ‘inhabitants’ centrality forms a core around which additional locations and characters are added
to form the various ‘Gottsundas’ existing. Gottsunda for those who only visits or passes through and
Gottsunda for those who move around in and inhabit the area in everyday life. Concretely: For those
who visit Gottsunda, what is communicated as Gottsunda is enclaves distanced from visitors by
impediments and unclear paths of access, and a large center with a huge parking lot—where the parts
of the center that shows itself for most visitors is the commercial center, whereas for those who are
‘inhabitants’ integration points out another structure running alongside the center down to a park. The
Incentives for ‘visitors’ to enter this path are few—it doesn’t show from the arrival points and there
are few suggestions inside the center there is a point to exiting any other way but back to the bus stop
or car where one arrived. For ‘visitors’ Gottsunda center is a point, whereas for ‘inhabitants’ it
operates somewhere in-between a line and a field (see Allen, 1999; McMorrough, 2001; Legeby et al.,
2017).

This difference in symbolic-representative identity becomes more significant when one notes that this
aforementioned pedestrian path pointed out by the integration pattern binds together the commercial
service with a larger maintained public park to the south, and is constituted in the configurational
sense (Hillier and Hanson, 1984) by Kulturpunkten (a ‘culture house’), Gottsunda library, Gottsunda
church, Gottsunda compulsory school, a preschool, a swimming hall, a sports hall, amongst other
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things including housing. What constitutes the center, and what is central, in and for Gottsunda, is
thereby quite different for inhabitants and visitors not only for the area as a whole but also for the
more focused and limited area that forms Gottsunda Centrum. In addition, while for an outsider it
might appear to be monofunctional housing enclaves, quite a few of them have schools integrated in
them in a double sense: from a local perspective, schools (pre- and primary) are generally in locally
integrated locations within the enclaves communicating an importance for local inhabitants while
invisible for the passing eye.

What we arrive at is that symbolic-representative power is a complex set of relational constructs,
where positions shift depending on who’s perspective is taken, but where these differences are also
dependent on configurational character. An observation which arguably must be brought into wider
studies of representation. A wider study, however, necessitates both theoretical and methodological
development of analysis: as ‘visible from’ or ‘hidden from’ become key qualifications, there is no
obvious way to draw this data from existing geoinformation, or through digital tools available. As
‘visible from’ also includes questions of from which streets or segments over how long a stretch, it is
difficult to manage using either segment or isovist analysis. The split between vision and access forms
not only a qualifier in itself (such as for the King’s Castle), but for the analytic purpose of what
structures pedestrian use of space, and what is seen from these spaces (accessible or not; Hanson,
1998; Koch, 2010). In Gottsunda, for the most integrated paths (the integration core) this split is
comparatively small, why we here have been able to focus on the difference between networks, but in
other cases it might be quite distinct (Psarra, 2018). However, as this differentiation between ranges of
‘inhabitants’ and ‘visitors’ forms such an important component in the discussion, it is in need of
further elaboration.

3. TEMPORAL-TERRITORIAL POWER: THE RIGHT TO USE, INCLUDE, EXCLUDE,
AND SUBJECT
When discussing temporal-territorial power, we will focus on two specific examples where ostensibly
similar structures contribute to two rather different social outcomes. They are chosen because their
configurational characteristics are in many aspects similar, where dissimilarities ought—based on
suggestions from syntax research—to drift in the opposite directions of what they do. We do not do
this to invalidate such previous research, but to better be able to go deep into the complexity of the
issue. The first case of temporal-territorial practices of power concerns one of the places that have
contributed to the Swedish Police listing the area as a ‘particularly vulnerable area’, a concept that is
largely (but not solely) defined in terms of crime and policing challenges. When doing this it is
important to be careful so as to not further add to stigmatization of an area which is already poorly
perceived and represented in press and which holds social and economic challenges. However,
important aspects of territorial tactics are possible to discuss in the first case as a result of the specific
challenges the police are facing with criminal acts and organized crime, and the second is reportedly
appreciated and safe.

3.1. A Particularly Vulnerable Area
The area concerned, which according to the Police is the focal point of a relatively limited set of
places in Gottsunda in which they see these problems, is the road “Bandstolsvägen” and its
surrounding neighbourhood (often referred to by the street name, or as “Bandstolen”). Here, two of
the types of criminality the Police presents, take place in a remarkably limited area, more or less a
sub-portion of the short road itself.7 We should of course note how such a localized challenge comes
to give ‘public image’ to the area of Gottsunda as a whole through media and through the act of
pointing to the administrative area as particularly vulnerable, in something akin to a metonymic
situation (Augoyard, 2007). We do not intend to belittle the challenges, but to simultaneously describe
the very limited locality of criminal acts and understand that crime and criminality is not limited to
the particular locations of particular criminal acts but form parts of strings of action (Borrion, 2013) as
well as—especially in the organized form—social networks. It is furthermore not the case that these
places are constantly hosting criminal acts, which is of further importance to understand territorial
tactics. Arguably, they serve the criminal actions best by not being used for that purpose most of the
time. Effects, however, go far beyond the particular instances of these acts both in perception and

7 Such as at the Decode workshop September 6 2017 in Uppsala, Kulturpunkten “Comfort and safety promotion measures”.
Presentation by Kim Nilvall, the Swedish Police, and Per-Olof Hallin, Malmö Högskola. See further the municipality’s
compilation of citizen dialogues (Uppsala Kommun 2018c).
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adjustments to behavior and action—as most forms of use, activity, or events do (Augoyard, 2007;
Koch, 2017).

With this taken into consideration, our main point of inquiry is how this relates to spatial
configuration. This is not a question of understanding the environment as causing crime, but as to see
what particular configurational characteristics enable the types of territorial power practices that form
both aspects of and conditions for the criminal acts themselves. Acts that are results of actors
balancing intentions, risks, possibilities, and many other factors in terms of if, where, how, how much,
how often, and so on, where spatial conditions is one of many interacting variables (Clarke and
Cornish, 1985; Ceccato, 2017; Wikström et al., 2010).

The two criminal acts named by police and municipal employees, are (1) fencing, selling drugs and
other illegal trade, and (2) gangs luring people into the (for cars) cul-de-sac from the thoroughfare and
blocking their exit with a car while robbing them. The spatial conditions concern the local access road
from Hugo Alfvéns väg-Gottsunda Allé—lacking buildings and constitution along its entire stretch
through Gottsunda—that quickly transitions into cul-de-sacs or small local tree structures for car
traffic. The local access road in question is bordered by a mix of parking lots, commercial or public
land uses, or housing depending on which section of the local road structure one looks at. Such a
location enables, in the first instance, control and blocking of (car bound) entry and exit from a single
point in the subsystem. At the same time, it is fairly easy to keep track of whether any challenges to
the activity is approaching: stakeout is easy both locally through a blend of overview and relatively
hidden viewpoints, and structurally by the limited number of roads through which others might arrive
(by car) meaning that in principle, keeping lookout can be done from quite far away. At the same time,
the area is as above introduced characterized by a fine mesh of pedestrian paths forming an integrated
network for those who know how to navigate it and—not the least—that it is there. This forms a
combination of—depending on knowledge of the area and propensity to, worst come to worst, drive
on pedestrian paths—a limited and easily controlled system in one sense, and a quickly branching out
and diversifying into a somewhat labyrinthine set of ‘escape routes’ should things go awry;
characteristics that tend to be used for a range of criminal acts with more than one actor involved.
That is, the possibility to control a location, to keep lookout if anything interrupting is approaching,
and to escape should it be necessary (see e.g. Branthingham and Brantingham, 1993; Day, 1999;
Borrion, 2013).

This structure can again be likened to buildings and how Julienne Hanson (1998, p.192-193) notes
how English estates developed a differentiation between public and private portions of buildings
where everyday life was lived isolated from the public parts, where different groups of the household
were isolated from one another, but where spatial configuration allowed a range of informal meetings
and relations for those who knew to navigate the complex structure of secondary and tertiary links
within otherwise well-controlled systems. A contributing factor is how Gottsunda is planned so that
just as in these estates ‘locals’ spend most of their time away from spaces frequented by ‘visitors’,
which enables a certain range of actions in these parts of public space. It is not necessary that the
group taking advantage of these conditions know why it works in configurational terms, it is enough
that they know that they can, where, and how—that is, that they hold non-discursive spatial
knowledge (Hillier, 1996).

However, the understanding of modernist suburbs as tree networks is powerful, and even the
municipal planners tended to call the area around Bandstolsvägen for a cul-de-sac or a tree structure
although for pedestrians it clearly is not. We can demonstrate what is going on through a small set of
figures (Figure 5) that first simplifies the structure to ‘main roads’ and the entrance to the particular
local area as a cul-de-sac (which is true, for those driving a car) (a). Second, there is a finer mesh of
pedestrian paths forming a network making it a highly interconnected and integrated system (b). But
thirdly, this pedestrian system is ‘scrambled’ so that its network character is made unclear as it is not
visible or readable without actually walking through it (c). This difference in systems is also quite
abrupt, so the very ‘public’ roads for visitors are unpredictably connected directly to the scrambled
systems of the inhabitants without gradients or transitions, and in addition, in most cases it is not even
clear that there is a pedestrian path leading elsewhere but to the closest building at all, and when it is
visible, it is unclear if it leads anywhere or if it is an access path to nature (or if it is easy or difficult to
find one’s way once on it). This poses a distinct power difference between people who know the
pedestrian system and people who don’t, where the power difference is largely from this
environmental knowledge allowing not only different affordances in practice, but different relations of
self-to-environment. At Bandstolsvägen, this has formed a challenge in that those committing criminal

11



Proceedings of the 12th Space Syntax Symposium

acts tend to have more power-through-knowledge than victims, and a more direct, intimate
understanding than sometimes police do.

a)

b)
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c)

Figure 5: Principle diagrams of the spatial system in Gottsunda depicting first the arterial roads / car system in principle (a),
followed by adding in a local network structure that indicates its connectivity (b), and how the latter is scrambled (c). Black
dots represent ‘stakeout points’ from where one might keep track of if anyone were to approach the cul-de-sac from the outside.

In other situations, it should be noted, the same type of knowledge difference and configurational
complexity is rather perceived as safety, when those perceiving themselves as potential victims feel
they can ‘get away’ and lose any pursuer by virtue of better knowing how to navigate the system (Day,
1999).8 Who such knowledge and power difference favors is thus not intrinsic to the configuration,
but in how it is inhabited and made use of and by whom.

However, in order to understand why territoriality with emphasis on temporality (e.g. Kärrholm 2017),
it is important to recognize that part of the particular area in question is fronted by commercial and
public activities, and some parts even by housing and thus in part provided with ‘eyes on the street’ as
described by Jane Jacobs (1961) to generate ‘natural surveillance’, or comparable to Julienne
Hanson’s description of streets bordered by building entrances as forming a ‘doorstep culture’ (2000,
p.115; see further Palaiologou et al., 2016). This means that we are not only looking at spatial
conditions and knowledge of spatial configuration, but how the activities taking place in the area work
over time. That is, when it is possible to make use of the situation. In the sociotope mapping (Ståhle,
2006) of Gottsunda performed by Spacescape (Espmark et al., 2006) more than ten years prior, one
can note that the same specific area was not particularly noted as unsafe compared to other areas and
the stores just by the arterial road was noted as frequently used by several groups. Perhaps of
particular note, a group of youths reported that they had stopped hanging out there because the
landlords had removed the benches and improvised skateboard ramps and jumps they had established.

Similar spatial structures also enable other types of temporal territorialisations of places, something
that is not always a problem and definitely not something that constitutes criminality. It can be such
simple things as allowing kids to play freely because one can easily keep track of the few entrances
and exits. If it further enables seeing from a distance if a family member, friend or acquaintance one is
expecting is coming from afar it can work even better. It can be to allow dogs to run free while being
sure another dog is not approaching. It can be experiential qualities of winding paths and labyrinthine
environments providing a closer experience of nature and a perceptual distanciation from ‘urbanity’
within a short stretch in meters. Temporal terriotiralisation is not intrinsically negative, but it is
always a kind of exercise of spatial power, be it through a picnic blanket, positioning cones for a game
of rounders, or anything else that marks the spot ‘here and now’ as belonging to someone or a group.

8 “Take, for example, the confusing CES Science Building. Women who understood its illegible layout identified this building
as particularly safe, because offenders could be easily lost in twisting corridors and changing levels. Women confused by its
layout identified this building as unsafe; they feared being lost, attacked, or trapped here. Thus, fear is conveyed by both
objective physical design and by one’s understanding of it.” (Day 1999, 299)
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It is important that public places can be temporarily territorialized since many activities in public
space depends upon it (Kärrholm, 2005; Minoura 2016). Somewhat simplified, it can be said that it
becomes more problematic the more the practice is excluding others, the more time it takes, and how
much space there is to share for similar practices.9 But also depending on if it concerns places where
reasonably everyone should be able to be (almost) any time, if they are locations that block passing
considerably, or if there are no alternative places for others to be. Especially problematic is, of course,
if the territorialisation is specifically to exclude others for oppressive or criminal actions.

3.2. Filtering Strangers
If we instead turn to another section of Gottsunda, along the smaller arterial road that binds together
the housing areas west and south of Gottsunda Centrum and links to Bandstolsvägen and indirectly
further on, Musikvägen-Orkestervägen, we find some of the housing areas that have fewer challenges
in terms of income and educational levels and employment rates. These housing areas are constituted
by a subset of smaller housing groups forming clusters of ‘blocks’ with entrances through a
‘courtyard’, with a distance between the blocks and the arterial road. We chose this area because one
of our informants live there and explained that it feels safe and pleasant and that this is shared
amongst all inhabitants this person knows (a common trait for several areas in Gottsunda, despite
being listed as an area of high criminality; Uppsala Kommun, 2018b; c).

We can note here how this means that largely, the transition between housing and arterial road is less
constituted than at Bandstolsvägen. At the same time, one should be careful with direct comparison as
scale and design differs in several aspects. However, one can note that this distanciation of housing
groups from arterial roads is something that has been reported as positive; it forms a sort of buffer
against the rest of Gottsunda. We can note that choices have been made in the design of these blocks
that make them points in the urban system; there are neither notable passages leading through them to
form lines nor connections reaching out to connect them into a field (Legeby et al., 2017; Allen, 1999).
Interaction with other parts of Gottsunda is not a given, and thereby identity can be construed based
on choice parts more clearly than if there are transitional zones or structures that provide overlaps or
unclarity in where specific areas begin and end—what Yang and Hillier (2007) call ‘fuzzy
boundaries’ (further Peponis et al., 1997)—or where the structure makes possible and probable to in
daily life pass through other areas than ‘one’s own’ and assigned meeting places or centers.

The spaces providing an interface between visitors (via bus or parking) and inhabitants more or less
form atria, where the walk from the entry to these atria to the apartment one is visiting is exposed to
most of the apartments. The housing is grouped into enclaves around common ‘courtyards’ which are
highly constituted as a result of the lower buildings not having stairwells but each apartment having
its own entry. As entrances are turned towards the courtyard the building clusters ‘turn their back’ on
the surroundings—including the common and public spaces leading to the enclaves. These courtyards
thereby form a surveilled intermediate zone between public and private, something that in much
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) literature is described as a good strategy
to create safety and to limit the risk of crime. This line of reasoning, which is also problematized in
the field (Gibson, 2016; Borrion and Koch, 2019), builds on a combination of Newman’s “Defensible
Space” (1972) and Jane Jacobs’ “eyes on the street” (1961), and ideas of territorial gradients of public
space (Crowe, 2000; Ekblom, 2011) that has resulted in a delimitation into public, semi-public, semi-
private and private space, with recommendations that these territories should be given clear physical
form between street and home. In many ways, the areas in question follow Newman’s territorial
principles diligently: from the arterial road there is a transition into semi-public space (which consists
of a parking lot and garages), which transitions into a semi-private space (‘courtyards’) which leads,
finally, to private space (indoors). As Eva Minoura (2016) shows, this territorial understanding is
highly problematic in how it leads architectural thinking as concerns spaces for social life. Still, the
formation and indirect surveillance apparatus serve to limit the range of probable actions and may
cause certain ranges of actions to never be realized—perhaps even before they are thought of.
‘Strangers’ are easily recognized, both since spontaneous passing-by is uncommon and the space
surveilled from many directions, and since the limitation to entry and exit points to the courtyard
express clear boundaries for when someone is ‘inside’ or not. Thereby, they are places that are
intentionally segregating in that they are not for spontaneous meetings between ‘strangers’, but
intermediate interface zones to differentiate ‘us’ and ‘others’.

9 Minoura (2016, 100-103) suggests a matrix where activities can be rivalrous or non-rivalrous on the one hand, and use of
space be excludable or non-excludable on the other forming the categories Public, Common, Club and Private goods, which
offer a richer nuance to territory-space relations tied to form and configuration.
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In this configuration inhabitants survey each other (like a Benthamian panopticon). It is relatively
easy to understand one another’s daily routines, including deviations therefrom. It is difficult to ‘sneak
away’ or to receive visitors without ‘everyone’ seeing—and the limited number of homes makes it
relatively easy that social bonds grow where deviations or visits become common knowledge without
anyone ‘tattling’. We can see how surveillance and control created through configuration,
organization and structure produce risks or possibilities of self-regulation in both inhabitants’ and
visitors’ behaviours (e.g. Foucault, 1977). A decision to enter this ‘semi-private’ space actualizes the
question of the right and reason to be there: a query that even if seldom spoken outright is latent in the
spatial formation. Since there are few direct reasons to enter without visiting or living in one of the
apartments, there are few ‘reasonable answers’ to such a query for a stranger while the situation
combines this with a representational reminder of the risk of the question being put, which can
promote pre-emptive self-regulation (Butler, 2005; Foucault, 1977; Bourdieur and Darbel, 1971), and
understanding of oneself as ‘inhabitant’ or ‘visitor’ (as a dichotomy) is enforced. One might note that
self-regulation is neither negative nor positive ‘as such’—it is one way through which norms and
values are negotiated and maintained (Zukin, 1995; Hanson and Zako, 2007)—but can become
problematic for both inhabitants and visitors even if the transition between controlling-excluding and
welcoming can be sudden as soon as certain social thresholds are passed (e.g. Hillier, 1988).

The courtyards, finally, are small. This, as Minoura (2016) notes, tends to lead to the apparently
paradoxical situation that the sense of ownership of the courtyard is high, whereas use (in terms of
spending time there) in practice is low. Arguably this is true also here, and contributes to the
tendencies as discussed above. Scale, configuration and expression of the courtyard-semi-private-
intermediate space is one that speaks of territorial ownership but not of interaction. One might here
note again, that many inhabitants find most of these properties including the buffer positive; they form
a kind of ‘filter against strangers’ maintaining a sense of community and safety. One might also note
that while there for visitors might seem like there is only one entry to these courtyards—at visiting
them it at first appears to literally be the case—there are secondary entrances/exits through hidden
passages through the block, which lead further to a pedestrian network into the surrounding green area
and perhaps especially to the large sports- and recreational area between Gottsunda and Södra
Gottsunda. Even more so than in Bandstolen, there is a difference where secondary connections are
hidden, even if the secondary network is here less interconnected and leading to fewer other places
(Figure 6). Still, if there is a general layout questioning why one would enter, it is also a layout that
ensures that entering to pass through is only feasible for those who already know one can pass through,
as those who do not would rather perceive it as a cul-de-sac and likely instead find another route.

Figure 6: Gottsunda as simplified in Figure 5, but with the areas around Musikvägen added (lower left).

4. SPACE, KNOWLEDGE AND POWER
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The two discussions above regarding symbolic-representative and temporal-territorial questions may
seem as different. However, tying them both together is knowledge (e.g. Foucault, 1982), and perhaps
even more so, how space structures, filters, and orders knowledge—the city as a pedagogical device
(Peponis, 2017). Rather than suggesting there is one aspect here, we point to how there are several
different ways through which knowledge about society, culture, the area, and space is mediated,
where two important ones have been discussed. One is power through representation—i.e. through
importance to know of—and one is power through structuring, controlling and filtering not only
behavior, but behavior through knowledge. We can again turn to the discourse on buildings and how
Hanson (1998, p.6) states that “Every building is therefore at least a domain of knowledge, in the
sense that it is a spatial ordering of categories and at the same time a domain of control, in the sense
that it is a certain ordering of boundaries, which together constitute a social interface between
inhabitants and visitors.” This reasoning, we argue, can productively be expanded to urban
environments.

The discussion further concerns how knowledge becomes territorial power potential; it is not space as
such that is ‘safe’ or ‘dangerous’, but space in relation to knowledge difference concerning space, in
addition to formal power, direct and indirect control of access, and many other factors. This is not an
argument that the unknown is dangerous but that knowledge enables and restricts exercise of power,
be it by territorializing and controlling, the sense of right to use, or the sense of ease of finding
alternatives (e.g. Koch, 2016). Whether such power difference constitutes unsafety must rather be
subscribed to other factors, where what spatial configuration can provide is potentials. Similar
configurations can offer, as we have argued, a sense of safety or being unsafe.

But be it safety or, for instance, sense of community, the processes leading towards these ends are
intrinsically tied to power, where power is not only in the direct territorial-performative manner, but
in how society communicates itself and its values through its reification into built form. That is, the
performative and representative, if considered as different aspects of built form, are closely
interconnected as it comes to discussing power relations. Just like constitution can suggest degrees of
publicness, so can institutions such as schools, libraries, and other public amenities (see Legeby et al.,
2019) but also other land uses or, we argue, architectural form. Even ‘power over’, here, becomes a
means to enable ‘power to’; the question is power for whom, when, and in what situation. The
question is also how to balance the fact that, to a certain extent, it is power over that enables power to,
and in spatial practice, one could argue that enabling power to gain power over to gain power to—
which may sound tautological but is not—become important aspects of built form, where part of this,
as Zukin (1995) notes, incorporates the symbolic and representative possibilities, as temporal
territorialisations depend on both temporary and permanent representational acts as well as
representation and representational allowances in built form and expression (Koch et al., 2017).

As a pedagogical structure, it is not only about ‘having’ knowledge or ‘communicating’, but in how
such communication is structured. One might argue that secret places and discoveries are important
possibilities in an urban fabric—but one can also ask where, how, when, and to what extent need of
knowledge should be differentiated, how drastically such need is imposed at particular locations or
transitions, and, not the least, how cities and suburbs can be (or should be) structured to facilitate a
continuous learning process where knowledge difference come in gradients, which arguably is
facilitated by degrees of continuity and prevented by enclosures and buffering. We extend this to not
only concern knowledge of space but knowledge of ‘others’ and thereby indirectly of wider society—
of encountering difference not only through people in public space, but different spaces and their
different inhabitants and visitors in daily life.

5. CONCLUSION
As noted in the introduction, discussing power often leads towards discussing power over. To an
extent, this has been the focus also in this article. To an extent, we have allowed ourselves to do this
because there is more syntax writing on ‘power to’, in the sense of writings on affordances (Legeby,
2018; Marcus, 2018; Gibson, 1977) as well as social segregation. However, when working with
planning and design of urban environment we do not only exercise both forms of power, but structure
potentials for others to do the same, and we perceive a comparative lack in the discussion of the
former on an urban, structural scale. But, we also wish to extend this discussion from power practices
in daily life to knowledge practices, which include both knowledge and understanding of ‘society’ and
of ‘environment’, conditioning mental, social and environmental ecologies (Guattarri, 2001). Cities
structure representation, control and affordances and create differentiated textures of knowledge
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configurations and information filters. Pedagogy here becomes an important concept in several
aspects including how the city is pedagogical about its own structure, its own ‘content’, and of society.
Rather than distinct from one another (symbolic versus performative), we argue that through
knowledge and spatial pedagogy, power over and power to are closely related and interlinked, and
filtering information is central to both aspects. We also argue that a full discussion of power on a
structural, configurational level is important to complement existing research, relating both to how it
is an aspect of safety and security queries, and how configurational research allows to study it in
greater scale and complexity than has hitherto largely been done.
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