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 “A Historical Opportunity”: Landscape, Statism and Competition in the Creation of the `Walls of Jerusalem National Park`.

Dvir, like other members of the Israeli community of architectures and planners, was well acquainted with the British plans for the area around the Old City walls – the demarcation in the landscape of a green belt which would serve a buffer between the modern city and the sacred space. The British, who viewed Jerusalem as a visual concept – given to them to safeguard – included in each of their five master plans for Jerusalem a green belt which emphasized the Old City walls and prevented spillover of modern planning into the Old City.
The special visual planning regime instituted by the British in the Old City and its surroundings was underpinned by the model of urban design common to colonial cities. This design was rooted in a binary division between old and new – between the native, historical city, which represented the authentic and the timeless, and the dynamic, modern areas where the Europeans settled. Between these two parts of the city were often found open buffer zones, green belts which ensured a spatial distinction between the natives and colonialists. 
In Jerusalem, the green belt had a special character. It was not the spatial-ethnic distinction that concerned the planners, but rather the sacred and historical status of the city within the walls. The British aspired to protect the historic basin since this was where the sublime urban image of Jerusalem – where sanctity and beauty intertwine – was most prominent. The British, who saw themselves as guardians of the monotheistic world, aspired, in the name of universal enlightenment, to establish it as a space of sanctity and authenticity. However, the plans for the “most sacred park in the world”, as Patrick Geddess put it, were never implemented. During their 59-year rule, in spite of the master plans drawn up enthusiastically by various planners, the British refrained from destroying structures adjacent to the Old City walls which lay within the planned park area. When Israel took over the area in question, the state took advantage of the war’s aftermath and embarked upon a large-scale operation to tear down structures in the former no-mans-land and in the areas around the Old City walls. By mid-July 1967, most of the planned destruction and clearance – all carried out with the cooperation of  Mayor Teddy Kolleck and the military – had been completed. 
 This operation was part of the dream of the Mandatory green belt. The British conceived the lofty dream, but it was Israel who implemented it. “I was told that the British … 	Comment by Judith Loebenstein: במאמר הציטוט נלקח מתוך ספרו של קולק שהוא בעצמו תרגום לגרסה האנגלית של הספר. אקח את הציטוט מהמקור – לא הגיוני לתרגם חזרה ציטוט ישיר לאנגלית כשהמקור זמין
Kolleck harnessed the asthetic-spiritual ideal of Jerusalem to create international legitimacy for the unification of the city, a move which drew harsh international criticism. The green belt, which protected the character of the Old City of Jerusalem, positioned the Israelis – like the British before them – as being concerned with cultural values of the highest level and as the worthy guardians of the city’s universal spiritual assets. The implementation of the Mandatory dream enchanted the Israeli public. The concept was a spatial expression of the symbolic essence of Jerusalem and spoke to collective Israeli sentiments. 
Dvir: The ecological revolution and the Biblical-pastoral space
The collective longing for the realization of the British dream presented Dvir with a mission: how to turn the Mandatory vision of the park – a lofty but detached colonial ideal – into a statutory national park which would bring both parts of the city together and convey a powerful sense of identity and belonging? How to redefine the timeless values of the “most sacred park in the world” in a modern city as a space which bestows upon the entire city a history which is experienced as a day-to-day reality, in the heart of an urban area rich with different usages and interpretations?
Dvir’s professional outlook transpires as the key to deal with these challenges. From a chronological point of view, the background to Dvir’s development were the ideological-cultural ideas of the first generation of local-born architects, who began their professional endeavours after the establishment of the state. From the end of the 1950s, these native Israelis began to challenge the precedence given to the development approach in the institutions in charge of planning. These young architects, the architectural equivalent of the first generation of Israel’s native-born authors and artists, were in search of a new spatial definition of an Israeliness which would be sensitive to location. Unlike their modernist immigrant predecessors, the native-born architects wanted, through their architecture, to tell the story of the local-born Jews in the Land of Israel, of a Hebrew culture strongly influenced by Canaanism, and of a direct relationship between people, and between people and nature. Dvir’s biography, like those of his contemporaries, passes through the strongholds of urban socialism: a childhood in Mandatory “Little Tel Aviv”, attendance at “Tichon Chadash” school, and after that at the Kadoorie School, years that he described as “a formative part of my character”, and military service in the Nahal at the beginning of the 1950s.
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