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我们所质疑的并不是墙体本身，而是墙作为一

种独特的防卫方式的僵化且古老的策略。

           —罗纳德·瑞尔，《边界墙作为基础设施》

1 背景

在城市区域的形成过程中，中国历史上已经出

现了几种发展模式：从古老的城市建设到通商口岸

后期的里弄，再到20世纪40年代后期的单位，直到

今天的国际化实践[1]。在这其中，唐代（618-907）

的里坊城市与现代新城市运动（20世纪80年代至

今）或许是城市发展中最为惊人的两个模式。它们

展现了中国都市区域规划中两种不同的方式：一个

遵循严格的层级式网格体系，而另一个则应用了现

代规划实践中的普遍形式。然而，两者的共同点在

于其规划原则都使用了“围墙”—这种将一块土

地转化成城市飞地的方式。

1.1 “飞地之城”的历史模式

1.1.1 里坊城市

在唐代，中国建立了世界上规模最宏大、人口

超过100万的都城长安。这座皇城的规划严格遵循着

“里-坊”的原则—这一原则深刻地影响了社会与
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Abstract ...
In the quest for modernization, China has embarked 

upon the construction of new university campuses. 

These new campuses are often planned in a way similar 

to the ‘Forbidden City’, isolated from the surrounding 

context. Under this model, most of the university 

resources are arranged within boundary walls and not 

allowed to be used by neighboring residents. This type 

of arrangement reinforces the politics of public-private 

separations and produces a discriminating urban policy 

of exclusion. While acknowledging the significance 

of boundary the paper speculates alternatives to the 

traditional master plan of university campus, through re-

examining the current role of boundary in the bottom-up 

process and the production of shared resources. Instead 

of providing one-off design solutions, the alternatives re-

examine a real-life condition as an evolving process and 

dynamic system through a set of strategies by which 

planners, urban designers, architects and landscape 

architects can use in redefining the boundary between 

public and private.  
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摘要 ……
在追求现代化的过程中，中国展开了大

学新校区的建设。这些新校区通常采用一种

如同“紫禁城”般的、脱离于周边环境的规

划方式。在这种模式下，大多数大学资源被

布置在围墙内，而且不允许周边居民使用。

这样的布置方式强调了公私分离的政治管理

体制，产生了一种带有歧视性的城市排外政

策。本文在认识到边界的重要性的同时，也

通过重新审视边界在自下而上的过程中，以

及共享资源的生产中现有的作用，提出了有

别于传统的大学校区总体规划的规划方式。

这些规划方式不是提供一种“一次性”的设

计方案，而是将真实生活状况视为一种不断

变化的过程、一个动态的系统，并制定了一

套可以被规划师、城市设计师、建筑师与景

观设计师用来重新定义公共与私人边界的 

策略。

关键词 ……
边界；渗透性；共享资源；区划

无界之城：
对中国大学校园规划策略的探索
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1 Background

In the making of urban district, China has undertaken 

several models of development throughout its history, 

from the ancient prescription of city building, to the 

“lilong” house during the post Treaty Port era, to the 

“danwei” in the late 1940s, and then to the current 

international practice[1]. Among them, the Li-Fang 

City of Tang Dynasty (618-907) and the New City 

Movement of Modern Era (1980s-present) are perhaps 

the two most astonishing models of city development. 

They suggest two different ways of making Chinese 

urban districts: one follows a strictly hierarchical 

grid system, while another takes the universal form 

of modernist planning practices. What is in common, 

however, is that both planning principles used the 

‘boundary wall’ as a device of turning a piece of land 

into a city of enclaves.

1.1 Historical Models of the City of Enclaves

1.1.1 The Li-Fang City

In the Tang Dynasty, China built the world’s largest 

capital city Chang’an with a population of more than 

one million. The planning of this imperial city strictly 

followed the principle of “Li-Fang”, which strongly 

reflected a social and spatial hierarchy and symbolized 

the absolute power of the emperor. As recorded in the 

Han revision of venerable Zhou Li contained in the Kao 

Gong Ji, the entire city was composed of “Fangs”, and 

each of them further consisted of a number of individual 

houses. These “Fangs” were enclosed by walls and 

arranged in an orthogonal grid system layout. Li-Fang 

was an enclosed-structure approach to city planning, 

whereby residential streets and market areas were 

clearly segregated by a square-grid network of streets[2]. 

Informal social and economic activities could hardly 

take place in the street. Li-Fang planning system was 

used to ensure public safety and oversee cities. Despite 

the extremely controlled living environment, the city of 

Chang’an was in fact the most prosperous and peaceful 

metropolis of the world at that time. The use of the 

boundary wall became a very powerful and effectual 

ruling instrument of maintaining the public order in this 

capital city.

1.1.2 The New City Movement

After almost one and a half thousand years, China is 

undergoing another urbanization process at a scale and 

pace of which the world has never seen. To speed up 

the pace of urbanization, a simple modernist planning 

model was adopted as a formula by government 

authorities. This international planning model is set 

according to a top-down approach in an attempt to mark 

out distinct territories. In virtue of a simplified land-

use zone categorization system, a piece of land can 

be effortlessly turned, in the shortest imaginable time, 

into a city that is made of homogeneous and segregated 

zones. In avoiding noisy, filthy, vulnerable, chaotic, and 

under controlled urban conditions of the old city, the 

adoption of the modernist planning system seems to be 

the quickest way to regenerate the picture of Chang’an 

City of peaceful, clean, safe, spacious, and controllable 

landscapes. Such landscapes represent a return to the 

use of the boundary wall as a mediation of social order. 

With the rising urban population and the growing 

desire for security, social status, quiet and landscaped 

living and work places, the Chinese city is now being 

transformed into a city of enclaves, once again.

1.2 The Rise of Gated University Campuses

The conventional master plan of Chinese university 

campus is dominated with powerful axial arrangement. 

The campus is often planned in a way similar to 

It is not the wall that we are calling into question, but the 

inflexibility and ancient strategy of a wall as a singular means 

of security.

                           —Ronald Rael, Border Wall as Infrastructure

1

1.  中国厦门市集美大学诚毅校

区 © Jason Ho
1.  The Chengy i  Campus o f 

Jimei University, Xiamen, 
China © Jason Ho
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空间的等级制度，而且是帝王绝对权利的象征。根

据汉代编修的《周礼·考工记》中的记录，整座城

市由“坊”组成，并且每一个“坊”都包含几栋单

独的房屋。这些坊由墙体围合，排列于正交的网格

系统中。里坊以围合结构方式来完成城市规划，因

此，居住街道与集市区域被呈方形网格的道路清晰

地分割开来[2]。非正规的社会与经济活动很难在街道

上发生。里坊规划体系用以确保公共安全与城市监

管。抛开这种极端被控制的生活环境不论，长安确

实是当时世界上最繁华、最安宁的大都市。在维护

都城的公共秩序方面，围墙的应用成为了一种非常

强大和有效的统治工具。

1.1.2 新城市运动

大约1 500年后的今天，中国正在以一种世界

从未有过的尺度和速度进行着另一场城市化进程。

为了加快城市化的脚步，一种简单而颇具现代主义

的规划模式被政府部门公式化地套用在全国各地。

这种国际化的规划模式按照一种以划定地区范围为

目的、由上至下的方式而制定。依据简单化的用地

区域分类系统，土地可以在转瞬之间被轻易地转变

为一座由一个个同质化且相互隔离的区域组成的城

市。为了避免旧城区嘈杂、污秽、脆弱、混乱、过

度拥挤以及难以控制的城市环境，现代化规划体系

的应用仿佛成为了再现长安城平和、清洁、安全、

宽阔以及可控景观的捷径。这样的景观代表了围墙

作为社会秩序媒介的回归。城市人口的持续增长和

人们对生活与工作环境的安全、社会地位、宁静与

景观需求的不断增加，中国的城市正处于再一次被

改造为“飞地之城”的过程中。

1.2 封闭式大学校园频频涌现

中国大学校园传统式的总体规划以突显的轴

线式排布为主。校区通常采用一种类似“紫禁城”

式的、隔绝于公共生活的规划方式。随着中国高等

教育事业的发展，近些年建成了大批大学校区。由

于城市中缺乏可用土地，众多新校区选址于欠发

达的乡村地区，占据了大量耕种农田。然而，这些

新校园依然遵循着封闭模式，隔绝于周边的村庄，

且无法对变化中的乡村环境作出回应。在中国乡村

地区，高密度大学城的不断涌现造成了大学环境与

其周边乡村环境的差异与隔离。这导致保留下来的

旧有村庄成为了这种新郊区或乡村环境中的“孤

岛”，即“城中村”（图1）。由于界墙缺乏渗透

性，使校园与保留下来的村庄之间可能产生的协同

关系成为了泡影。通过加强私有化，“共享资源”

的可能性消失。在这种封闭式规划模式下，一道界

墙使得包括各种学习与休闲设施在内的大学资源被

限制在界墙内，无法被临近的村民所共享，这种布

局强化了公-私分离的政治管理体制，从而形成了一

种带有歧视性的、隔绝与排外的城市政策。

除了长期以来惯有的生活文化，人们生活在封

闭式社区中也是基于安全与管理的考虑。在2002年

非典、禽流感爆发后，大学校园的封闭模式得到了

公众的广泛赞赏与认可。本文在认识到围墙的重要

性的同时，也通过重新审视边界在自下而上的过程

中，以及共享资源的生产中的现有作用，提出了有

别于传统的大学校区总体规划的规划方式。随后的3

个提议则旨在将关注点从对“边界”的支持与反对

之争及探讨，转移到“渗透性”的概念上。本研究

将位于中国福建厦门的集美大学诚毅校区①作为规划

介入的场地。

2 场地介入

集美大学诚毅校区坐落在厦门市集美区，占地

153hm2。新校园建立在渔湾与一座古老村庄（孙厝

村）之间。该村庄以传统农业和渔业为生，农田中

生长着水稻、果树和蔬菜，湾中养鱼（图2）。在农

田被当地政府征用作校园规划后，数周之内所有的农

田皆被移除，通往渔湾的入口也被永久性地切断。

今天，整个区域被庞大的障碍物—一道具

有管辖权的围墙分成两个区域。在围墙的一侧，生

①

集美大学是福建省重点大学，其设

立多个学科，面向全国招生。现有

全日制在校生共计25 000名。2006

年集美大学在孙厝村临近地区建立

了新校区。现有12 000余名学生在

此校区学习。

2.  孙厝村早期图景 © Jason Ho
2.  The early view of the Suncuo 

Village © Jason Ho

2
Original landscape (before 2001)     
原始景观（2001年前）

Vegetable fields  
菜园

Rice fields                
稻田

Communal space      
公有空间

Rice fields                
稻田

Orchard gardens          
果园
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the “Forbidden City”, which is impermeable to the 

public life. As China’s higher education continues to 

develop, a large number of university campuses have 

been built in the recent years. Due to the shortage of 

available land in cities, most of these new campuses 

were placed in undeveloped rural areas, taking over an 

enormous amount of farmland. However, these new 

campuses are still arranged in a gated way, isolated 

from the adjacent village communities and incapable 

of responding to the changing rural environment. The 

rise of university-ghettos in China’s rural areas creates 

the distinction and segregation between the university 

context and its surrounding village context. As a result, 

old village communities have remained as “islands” in 

new suburban or rural environment, known as “Village 

in the City” (Fig.1). Because of the impermeability 

of the boundary walls, the potential formation of new 

synergistic relationships between the campuses and 

the remaining villages is disabled. By reinforcing 

privatization, the possibility of “shared resources” is 

paralyzed. Under this gated planning model, university 

resources, encompassing all types of learning and 

leisure facilities, are arranged inside the boundary walls 

and impossible to be shared by neighboring villagers. 

This type of arrangement emphasizes the politics of 

public-private separations, producing a discriminating 

urban policy of isolation and exclusion through the use 

of boundary wall.

Regardless of the long-established living culture, 

residing in a gated community has also been significant 

for security and management reasons. After the 

outbreak of SARS and the avian flu in 2002, the gated 

model of university campus was greatly appreciated 

and recognized by the public. While acknowledging 

the significance of boundary, this essay speculates 

alternatives to the traditional master plan of Chinese 

university campus, through re-examining the current 

role of boundary in the bottom-up process and the 

production of shared resources. The subsequent three 

propositions aim at shifting the attention away from the 

support / against debate and the discourse of “boundary” 

onto the concept of “permeability”. The study uses the  

Chengyi Campus of Jimei University, located in Xiamen 

of Fujian Province, as a site of intervention. ①

2 Site of Intervention

The Chengyi Campus of Jimei University is located 

in the Jimei District of Xiamen with an area of over 153 

hectares. The new campus is currently sitting between 

a bay and an old village (known as Suncuo Village). 

The village was formerly a traditional agricultural and 

fishing village, where the villagers grew paddy, fruits 

and vegetables on the farms and fished in the bay (Fig. 

2). After the farmland was requisitioned for the campus 

project by the government, the farms were wiped out 

within weeks and the access to the fishing bay was 

permanently cut off. 

Today, the entire area is split into two distinct locales 

by a formidable barrier — a jurisdictional boundary 

wall. On one side of the wall, the area where the paddy 

and fruits were grown has been turned into a large-

scale master planned “University City” with spates of 

privatized facilities and amenities, including an up-

scale square, a shopping mall, a cinema, a food court, 

a library, a medical center, an indoor sports center, 

and an outdoor stadium. On the other side of the wall, 

nevertheless, the remaining village is suffering from 

a severe scarcity of civic facilities, open public space, 

and economic opportunities. After losing the farms and 

the fishing business, and denial access to the university 

resources, the living condition inside the village 

continue to worsen.

Rather than being completely closed from the 

campus’ jurisdictional boundary, the current situation of 

the Suncuo Village through its symbiotic relationship 

to the Chengyi Campus demands the new campus site 

to be open. The project embarks on questioning the 

current master plan of the Chengyi Campus and asking 

how the reconfiguration of the campus and the boundary 

can promote permeability while still offering a sense of 

security and privacy for the university students living on 

the campus. 

3 Three Strategies: Thickening, Implanting and 

Shuffling

The current master plan of the Jimei University 

Chengyi Campus comprises three singular zones: the 

Living Zone, the Learning Zone, and the Activity Zone 

(Fig. 3). They are linked by a central axis, which is 

① 
Jimei University, one of the key 
universities in Fujian Province, is 
a multi-disciplined university with 
students from all over the country. It 
has a total enrolment of more than 
25,000 full-time students. In 2006, 
Jimei Universi ty opened a new 
campus right next to the Suncuo 
Village. Today more than 12,000 
students are studying on this new 
campus.
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长着水稻与果树的地区被规划成为大尺度的“大学

城”，其中拥有众多私有设施与服务机构，包括一

个上规模的广场、购物广场、电影院、美食城、图

书馆、医疗中心、室内运动馆和室外体育场。围墙

的另一侧，保留下来的村庄严重缺乏市政设施、开

放空间和经济发展机遇。失去了农业与渔业收入，加

之无法获得大学资源，村民们的生活每况愈下。

与诚毅校区有着共生关系的孙厝村的现状需要

新校区对外开放，而非完全被阻隔在校园管辖边界

之外。本文对诚毅校区的整体规划提出了质疑，并

寻求对校区及边界进行重新设置，以实现为在校学

生创造安全感和私密氛围的同时，亦增强校园与边

界的渗透性的目标。“加厚”策略促使两个社区的

边缘地带成为一种共享空间，大学设施与服务机构

可以设置于此，以供公共使用；“植入”策略对场

地上的原始景观与农田，以及新的大学建筑进行了

重新讨论；“重组”策略着眼于如何重组这两种不

同的环境，以创建一个包含不同空间和活动的综合

体，从而促进新机遇的产生。

3 三种策略：加厚、植入与重组

集美大学诚毅校园当前的规划包括3个独立区

域：生活区、学习区与活动区（图3）。它们由一条

中央轴线串连，成为了一条将所有具有象征意义的

大学设施连结在一起的主导视线。大多数不那么引

人注目的建筑，比如学生宿舍，则被安排在校区与

村庄的边界上。当前的总体规划策略过多地关注于

为新校园营造强烈的安全感、独特感与归属感，而

忽略了边界的潜在价值，无视现有村庄的存在。

接下来的提议是基于校区当前规划而进行的重

组排布。按照干预的轻重程度，我们提出了3种模

糊、转移与消除边界的策略，以创造出新的、具有

不同渗透程度的大学校园类型。

3.1 加厚策略

封闭式生活模式通过围墙加强了城市资源的私

有化。在当代设计实践中，边界已逐渐发展并演变

成了一种独立的边缘形式，其对工程建设和人类活

动造成了极大的阻碍。但是，不同社区间的边界是

否可以扩大成一种空间或一个区域，用于建筑共享

或公共利用？因此，加厚这一策略的出现挑战了将

边界视作一条线的传统认识。“加厚的边界”这一

观点由意大利斯托克②和以加利福尼亚为主要实践区

域的建筑师罗纳德·瑞尔—他曾经不断地探索并

扩大边界的概念—等人提出。

斯托克的“转化边界”装置（螺旋形铁丝网）

是将传统的边界结构转化为一个宜居的可穿越性空

间（图4），为潜在的互动、会面及公共对抗提供机

遇。[3] 这种城市介入基于破坏性边界构筑，建立了

一个社交性基础设施，可使人们自由地穿越边界，

而不是将边界清除或取代。这一装置的控制线从而

转化为崭新的、安全的且能够促进活动多样性与通

行自由性的城市空间样板。近几年，瑞尔仔细研究

了美国-墨西哥之间的边界墙，并提出了“边界建筑

化”的概念。瑞尔为美国-墨西哥边界墙提出的挑

战性设计之一是他将位于诺加利斯的一段墙体转化

为一个跨国图书馆。居住在边界两侧的居民可以通

过墙体本身进行书籍交换、交流与讨论。在他的构

想中，这座“跨国”图书馆的墙体不是一条“分隔

线”，而是促进人们交流的“协调员”，是可供不

同的群体和生活方式共存的社会场所。[4] 无论是斯

托克还是瑞尔，这一空间类型可以被理解为一种加

厚的当代城市边界，虽然仍起到分隔作用，但是具

备某种程度的渗透性。

将这样的理解应用到校园总体规划中，加厚

边界的策略构想出一种新的校园模型：将一定数量

的大学设施与服务机构安置在边界附近，从而实现

“区域共享”与“资源共享”。因此该策略考虑的

是如何将大学中具有象征意义的设施与服务机构从

“中心”转移到两个社区交会的“边界处”。通过

与当地村民的合作，以及诸如读卡系统等出入管控

②

“斯托克”是对与意大利罗马第三

大学有着密切关联的建筑师和研究

人员的集体称谓，他们于20世纪90

年代聚集在一起。2002年，斯托克

成立“城市行动小组”研究网络，

由参与实验性工作的、投身于创建

自发组织性空间与环境的建筑师、

艺术家、活动家及研究人员组成。

3. 诚毅校区当前规划示意图 © 
Jason Ho

4. “转化边界”装置 © Stalker
3. The current master plan 

of the Chengyi Campus © 
Jason Ho

4. Transborderline installation 
© Stalker

3
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the dominant sight line that organizes all the symbolic 

university facilities and amenities. Most of the not-

so-notable programs like the student dormitories are 

located along the edge between the campus and the 

village. The current master plan strategy focuses too 

much on providing the new campus with a strong sense 

of security, identity and ownership, while dismissing the 

potential use of the edges and disregarding the existence 

of the remaining village. 

The following propositions are thus evolved from 

the current campus master plan through restructuring. 

The intervention moves from light to heavy as it 

speculates three different strategies of blurring, shifting 

and dissolving boundaries, working to generate new 

campus typologies with varied degrees of permeability. 

The strategy of “thickening” is to further transform the 

edge between the two communities into a shared space 

where potential university facilities and amenities can 

be placed for public use; the strategy of “implanting” 

revisits the original landscape of the site and works on 

the cohabitation of the agricultural farms and the new 

university programs; the strategy of ‘shuffling’ looks at 

how the two different contexts can be shuffled to create 

a mixture of different spaces and activities to promote 

new opportunities to emerge.

3.1 Thickening

The gated living model imposes privatization 

of urban resources through the use of the boundary 

wall.  In contemporary design practices, the boundary 

has generally been perceived and constructed as an 

independent edge that is deprived of architectural 

programs and human activities. But can the boundary 

between different communities be enlarged into a 

space or a zone for shared programs or public uses? 

The strategy, thickening, thus emerges to challenge the 

traditional appreciation of boundary as a line. The idea 

of “thickened boundary” is originated from the Italian 

architectural collective Stalker ②and others, such as the 

California-based architect Ronald Rael who has been 

constantly speculating and expanding the notion of 

borders. 

Stalker’s Transborderline installation is set to 

transform a conventional border structure (a spiral of 

barbed wire) into a habitable and crossable space for 

potential interaction, meeting, and public confrontation 

(Fig. 4).[3] This urban intervention constructs a social 

infrastructure out of a destructive border structure that 

allows it to be freely crossed and transcended without 

being wiped out and replaced. The line of control in 

the installation is thus turned into a new prototype of 

urban space, which is capable of not just providing 

safety but also promoting a diversity of activities and 

freedom of passage. In more recent years, Rael has also 

critically examined the U.S.-Mexico border wall and 

developed the idea of “Border Wall as Architecture”. 

In one of Rael’s provocative design propositions for 

the U.S.-Mexico border wall, he transforms a portion 

of the border wall in Nogales into a bi-national library 

where people on both sides of the border can come to 

exchange and communicate through the wall itself. This 

bi-national library wall in his concept is not seen as a 

negative divider, but rather a facilitator for exchange 

and a social space that connects different communities 

and lives together. [4] This type of space, according to 

either Stalker or Rael, may be understood as a thickened 

form of contemporary urban boundary, which still 

functions as separating element but with some degrees 

of permeability. 

To further apply this understanding in the master 

planning process of a campus, the thickened boundary 

strategy envisions a new campus typology with allowing 

a certain number of university facilities and amenities to 

be placed on the edge to enable the operations of “shared 

zone” and “shared resources”. It is thus thinking about 

② 
Stalker is a collective of architects 
and researchers connected to the 
Roma Tre University who came 
t oge the r  in  the  mid -1990s .  In 
2002, Stalker founded the research 
network Osservatorio Nomade (ON), 
which consists of architects, artists, 
activists and researchers working 
experimentally and engaging in 
actions to create self-organized spaces 
and situations.

4
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技术的运用，可以对共享的大学设施的出入进行管

理。随着学生与村民经过或者在这些共享空间中活

动，校区与村庄之间的管辖边界开始模糊、转移，

抑或消失。反过来，这些共享的设施与服务机构也

提升了邻近区域潜在的土地价值，创造了工作机

会，提高了当地村民的生活质量（图5）。

加厚策略公开地对将边界作为一种防卫性的、

密闭式的边缘形式的概念提出了反对之声，并开始

将其视为一种可在社会、文化、教育、娱乐或商业

层面上共享的基础设施。该策略对公私分离政策提

出了质疑，并将边界视为“线”的概念重新理解

为一种具有厚度的居住社区空间。[5]两个不同社区

之间的分隔线最终发展成为一个“交错带”—一

个“共享空间”，来自两侧的人们可以为了这种相

互依存的关系而进行交流与协商。如果在更大范围

中—例如一座城市—应用“共享空间”的概

念，则有可能会改变我们在当代中国城市中所进行

的土地利用规划方式。

传统方式中，对于边界的干预措施只出现在

土地利用规划完成之后。那它为什么不能发生在土

地利用规划阶段呢？在《网络城市》一书中，以上

海作为主要实践区域的建筑师詹姆斯·布里尔利看

到了不同用地类型之间的边界的空间价值，他认为

这些边界具有极大的设计干预潜能。城市中，这样

的空间可以让事物变得模糊、暧昧、重叠、不受限

定。[6] 然而，当前的区划体系并没有为区域边界上

的土地利用规划提供指导方针。布里尔利将这一现

象的症结理解为：设计师与规划师如何在城市规划

阶段发挥这一潜力？无论是瑞尔在美国-墨西哥之间

设立的“跨国”图书馆界墙，还是斯托克在意大利

和南斯拉夫之间构想的“转化边界”装置，它们都

主张用一种合理的新方式对边界进行设计，而不仅

仅用于解决设计问题。那么，如何将“共享区域”

的理念融入到规划层面中来，以对抗当前这种偏向单

一化、私有化、大街区化发展的土地利用区划方式？

纵观中国目前的发展，现代规划理论严重影响

了当前中国城市规划的现状，导致功能单一、区域

各成一体等问题的出现，从而形成了用地隔离—

这种与我们日常生活息息相关的“隔离”现象。目

前的土地利用政策很少从系统上去关注我们生活环

境的动态变化，而是根据规划师桌上的抽象信息进

行程式化的区划：图纸上，各种用不同颜色标记的

土地利用地块相安无事地排布在一起—然而，在

现实中它们彼此隔离（图6）。[7]这就是为什么越来

越多的中国城市在夜间成为“死城”的原因（产业

园区与办公园区是两个代表性案例）。

在中国，所有的土地利用隔离现象都是城市

总体规划下的产物。这些规划并没有真正了解边界

在我们不断变化的生活环境中所具有的利用潜能。

传统的规划者在其教育背景中已养成了将区域划分

成隔离且均一的地块的惯有思想；而摆在景观设计

师面前的是这些空间和利用形式都受到严格限定的

既定区域。在不同用地间，没有一个区域可供灵活

的、混合式的、多样化的“共享空间”发展。在某

些特定场所中仍存在私有边界（我们必须在中国文

化语境下对其进行理解），并不是所有的场所都需

要进行综合利用区划。比如，两个同质区域间的某

些边界地带可能会“膨胀”，并成为新型的空间和

活动场所。不同的商业和休闲项目、基础设施可视

其周边环境，被引入这些“共享区域”。为了实现

6

5.  加厚策略示意图 © Jason Ho
6.  厦 门 市 集 美 区 土 地 利 用 规

划图（1997年） © Bureau 
o f  Planning and  Design, 
Xiamen

5.  The Thickening strategy © 
Jason Ho

6.  Land  Use Map o f  J ime i 
District (1997), Xiamen © 
Bureau o f  P lanning and 
Design, Xiamen5Thickening  加厚策略

Shared zone
共享区域  
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how the symbolic university facilities and amenities 

can be possibly pushed from the “centre” to the 

“edge” where the two communities meet. By means of 

cooperation with the locals and the use of access control 

techniques, such as a card reader system, the admission 

to the shared university facilities can be regulated. As 

the students and the villagers go through and move 

around the “shared zone”, the jurisdictional boundary 

line between the campus and the village becomes 

blurred, shifted, or dissolved. These shared facilities and 

amenities, in turn, have the potential to increase adjacent 

property values, create job opportunities, and improve 

the quality of life of the local villagers (Fig. 5). 

The thickening strategy defies the idea of boundary 

as a defensive and hermetic edge and starts conceiving 

it as a shared social, cultural, educational, recreational 

or commercial infrastructure. It challenges the politics 

of public-private separations and reformulates the 

idea of boundary as a line, into an understanding of 

it as thickness — “a space of living community”.[5] 

What appears to be a separation between two different 

communities can eventually evolve as an ‘ecotone’ 

— a “shared zone” where people on both sides can 

intermingle and negotiate for mutual reliance. To 

further apply the idea of “shared zone” in a much larger 

context, such as a city, it may possibly change the way 

we plan land use in contemporary Chinese cities.

The conventional boundary intervention only comes 

after a land use plan has been established. Why cannot 

it come with the land use plan at the planning stage? 

In Super-zoned Cities, Shanghai-based architect James 

Brearley looks at the edge between different land uses as 

a space of maximum potential for design interventions. 

This is a space in cities where things can become 

fuzzy, vague, overlapped and unframed.[6] However, the 

current zoning system does not address or set guidelines 

for planning land uses on edges between zones. The 

question becomes, as Brearley goes on to explain, how 

designers and planners can engage with this potentiality 

in the stage of city planning? In both cases of Rael’s 

bi-national library wall on the US / Mexico border and 

Stalker’s Transborderline installation along the border 

between Italy and Yugoslavia, they all tend to promote 

new ways of designing border walls at a reasonable 

scale, instead of resolving design problems. How can 

the concept of “shared zone” engage at a planning level, 

challenging the current land-use zoning methodology 

that benefits homogeneous, private, and mega-block 

development?

Throughout the development of the present China, 

the modernist planning theory is the one that heavily 

influences the current planning of Chinese cities to have 

mono-functional and singular zones, defining a land use 

of segregation, an apartheid of everyday life. Current 

land-use policy of China has systematically little 

concerned with the dynamics of our living environments 

by advocating orthodox code regulation based upon 

abstract information rendered at the planners’ table; 

various land-use plots in different colors are safely 

located adjacent to one another in a zoning map — 

though in reality, of course, they are typically far apart 

(Fig. 6).[7] This is why more and more cities in China 

become dead at night (Industrial and Office Parks are 

two great examples).

All the segregation of land use in China initially 

began with the master plan of the city that did not 

actually acknowledge the potential use of boundary in 

our dynamic living environments. Traditional planners 

are taught to make segregated and homogenous zones. 

When it comes down to the landscape architects, they 

are already given a specific zone with strictly contained 

spaces and uses to work with. There is never a zone 

between different land uses that could allow a “shared 

space” that is more flexible, hybrid and heterogeneous. 

As certain places still need to have their private 

boundaries (we have to respect this in the Chinese 

culture), not all places require mixed-use zoning. For 

example, some of the boundary edges between two 

homogenous zones may possibly “swell up” and become 

thickened with new spaces and activities. Different 

commercial and leisure programs and infrastructures can 

now be placed in the “shared zones” depending on what 

is adjacent to them. To enable this thickening to occur, 

planners cannot just zone development blocks based 

upon simple land-use zone categorization. Instead, 

they must think of how zoning “edges” between mega-

blocks can also create other potential uses and promote 

negotiation tactics. 
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这种加厚效应，规划者不能仅依靠简单的土地利用

区域分类来划分发展区域。他们必须考虑如何区划

大型街区之间的边界，从而创造出其他利用潜能，

并提出拉锯式的空间变化策略。

局限性：即使为了实现空间与资源共享，新的

边界线不再具有管辖意义，但是校园的其他地方仍

是阻碍村民前往渔湾和其他公共基础设施—比如

附近的快速公交换乘站—的巨大屏障。在这个提

议中，由于校园的尺度过于庞大从而很难获得更大

程度的开放性、可达性与联系性。加厚策略仅仅关

注项目的重新排布，对校园场地的原有环境关注较

少。因此，当地村民的农耕传统与渔业依然需要依

靠其他策略才能保留下来。

3.2 植入策略

在中国当下地毯式与白纸式外拓发展的影响

下，大量的传统耕地被占用和毁坏。这些地区中

的大部分都变成了尺度巨大的高密度大学城。失去

了工作和收入，大多数村民离开了村庄，迁移到城

市。乡村文化和生活几近消失与外拓式蔓延将成为

中国当今城市化发展弊端重重的收场方式之一。[1]

在俞孔坚教授著名的沈阳建筑大学校园项目

中，他与他的景观设计师团队在一片被毁坏的农田

中重新构建了崭新的网格状稻田网络，成为校园中

可耕种的生产性农业景观。学生们取代当地农民，

承担了水稻种植的全部农事，在封闭的飞地内俨然

形成了一派乡村景观。中国第一位获得普利兹克建

筑奖的建筑师王澍同样在他的中国美术学院象山校

区的设计中应用了相似的方法。有别于将场地上的

原有农田进行保留，原始景观曾遭到破坏，随后又

得到重建。不同于俞孔坚的设计构想，少数农民依

然在该校园中进行耕作。

这两个规划后的校园原来都为耕地，后因场地

清理而遭破坏。因此，为了延续场地的文化特征，

两位设计师都力求描绘一幅体现中国逐渐消失的乡

村景观的怀旧画卷。可能有人会问，为何不保护原

有农田，然后将其转化为学生与农民的“共享景

观”，从而延续濒危的乡村文化？然而，上述两个

项目中存在的真正障碍是规划中的校园规模。开发

的巨大尺度通常是导致方案无法进行灵活组织的原

因。鉴于中国城市中飞地不断增加的现象，金·多

维教授认为，这些飞地引发的灾难是，它们已经发

展成如此大的规模，但其正式形态却无法与之相匹

配—每一个发展地块都成了城市结构中巨大的、

私有化的死胡同。[8] 根据多维的研究，乡村地区中

封闭飞地超大规模的地毯式发展，可能已经成为对

乡村生活与乡村文化最严重的威胁。

第二个策略是“植入”。与重建不同，该策略

旨在保留诚毅校区内以稻田和果园为主的原始景观

并将其纳入新校园之中。相较于目前白纸式规划方

式，需要在并未遭到大量拆除的原有场地肌理上，

将校区的新建筑小心谨慎地植入农田中。为了给保

留下来的农田提供空间，需缩减现有的校园规模。所

有的学习设施与生活设施混合在一起，形成一些尺度

较小的综合区。通过缩减尺度，场地的可达性与开

放性可以提供比“加厚”策略更大程度的渗透性。

其他上规模的大学设施与服务机构，例如购物

商场、电影院以及医疗中心，可以设置在这些散布

的综合区之间—与被其包围不同，这些设施坐落

在综合区外部，可转化为对公众开放的公共或半公

共资源。保留下来的稻田与果园同样也不再是封闭

校园中乡村景观的怀旧景象，可以由学生与村民共

同经营。当村民能够更加便捷地通往农田，他们就

可以继续耕作，渔民将可以到渔湾继续日常的捕捞

活动。乡村文化与生活可在这些地带中得以延续，

并最终提升村民的生活质量（图7）。

7.  植入策略示意图 © Jason Ho
8.  重组策略示意图 © Jason Ho
7.  The Implanting strategy © 

Jason Ho
8.  The Shu ff l ing strategy  © 

Jason Ho7 8Implanting  植入策略 Shuffling  重组策略

Elevated walkway system 
(students and permit ted 
vendors only)  
抬升的步行通道系统（只许
学生及被许可的摊贩进入）

Designing 
conditions    
设计区域



61

A
rticle

景 观 设 计 学    Landscape Architecture Front iers

Limitations: Although the new boundary line has 

been withdrawn from the jurisdictional line in order 

to allow the operations of shared space and shared 

resources, the rest of the campus still functions as a 

huge barrier preventing the villagers from accessing 

the fishing bay and other public infrastructures, such 

as a nearby Bus Rapid Transit Station (BRT). In this 

proposition, the scale of the campus is far too large to 

achieve greater degree of openness, accessibility and 

connectivity. The strategy, thickening, limits at only 

focusing on the rearrangement of the programs, with 

less emphasis on the original conditions of the campus 

site. Accordingly, the farming tradition and the fishing 

business still need another strategy to be retained for the 

local villagers.

3.2 Implanting

Under the carpet-like and tabula rasa model of 

China’s current peripheral development, an enormous 

amount of traditional arable land has been eradicated to 

welcome new developments. Most of them are mass-

scale university ghetto-cities. Without alternative jobs 

and salaries, many of the local villagers left the villages 

and migrated to the cities. Rural culture and rural life 

are reaching extinction and the peripheral development 

stands as one of the most problematic ends of China’s 

recent urbanization.[1]

In his renowned work for the Shenyang Architectural 

University Campus, Landscape Architect and professor 

Kongjian Yu reconstructs a new grid network of paddy 

fields on a wrecked cropland site, which functions as 

an operational and productive agricultural landscape of 

the campus. Instead of the local peasants, the students 

are now taking full responsibility for the rice farming, 

displaying a picture of rural landscape inside a gated 

enclave. The first Chinese Pritzker Prize-winning 

architect Shu Wang applies the similar method in his 

proposal for the Xiangshan Campus of China Academy 

of Art. Instead of conserving the original farms of the 

site, the original landscape was destroyed and then 

recreated again. What is different to Yu’s proposal is 

that a small number of peasants are still able to access 

the campus to continue farming.

Both sites of the proposed campuses were originally 

arable farmland that was demolished during the land-

clearing process. So as to maintain the cultural identity 

of site, both designers strive to reinvent a kind of 

nostalgic image of China’s disappearing rural landscape. 

One may ask why the original farmland cannot be 

preserved and turned into a “shared landscape” for 

both students and peasants, in such a way to retain 

the endangered rural culture. However, what really 

appears to be a hindrance in both projects is actually 

the “size” of the proposed campuses. The large scale 

of the development is usually the reason of causing the 

inflexibility of programmatic arrangement. With regard 

to the rise of gated enclaves in Chinese cities, professor 

Kim Dovey argues that the damage caused by them 

is not “linked to the formal type so much as the scale 

to which they have developed — each development 

has become a giant privatised cul-de-sac in the urban 

fabric”. [8]This super-scale blanket development of 

gated enclaves in rural areas, according to Dovey, has 

probably become the most serious threat to rural life and 

rural culture.

This second strategy, ‘implanting’, is thus not to 

reinvent but to reserve the original landscape of the 

Chengyi Campus site, mainly the paddy fields and 

the orchard gardens, as parts of the new campus. As 

opposed to the current tabula rasa method, the new 

programs of the campus need to be carefully implanted 

into the farms without massively demolishing the 

original tissue of the site. In order to make room for 

the preserved farms, the scale of the campus must be 

downsized. All the learning and living facilities are now 

being mixed and grouped into a number of smaller-scale 

compounds. Through downsizing, the accessibility and 

openness of the site can offer much greater degree of 

permeability than that in the “thickening” strategy. 

Other up-scale university facilities and amenities, 

such as the shopping mall, the cinema, and the medical 

centre, might then be situated in-between the scattered 

compounds. Rather than being contained, these facilities 

located outside the compounds can be turned into 

public or semi-public resources open to the public. 

The remaining rice fields and orchard gardens also no 

longer work as a nostalgic image of the rural landscape 

of a gated campus. They can be operated together by 
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局限性：植入策略要求消除界墙的管辖意义，

从而获得更多的校园渗透性。事实上，两个社区间

的界墙在催化微观经济、促进非正规的交换与社会

交往中起到了非常重要的作用。如果我们消除管理

边界，或将边缘地带变得过于开放、可达、暴露，

我们同样也会毁掉潜在的微观经济、非正规活动以

及邻近村庄的生活质量。因此在植入策略中，将所

有的围墙移除可能并非最好的选择。不同环境中的

一些边界依旧需要保留，但必须得到加厚。

3.3 重组策略

现代用地类型区划是为了建立并分隔不同的或

不协调的用地类型，从而通过防止放任发展带来的

负面影响，保护有保障的资产价值。空间的用地性

质区划产生了脱离于较大景观网络的、单一的、孤

立的生活环境。边界的强化使得不同环境之间潜在

的共生与合作无法实现，从而导致自发的社会与经

济生活很难持续发展。在此背景下，重组这一策略

关注于两种不同环境如何融合的可能性，从而创造不

同的活动与空间，以萌生新的机遇。

重组策略提出的问题是如何对诚毅校区的部分

项目与孙厝村的部分建筑进行重组和并置，从而创

造出不同环境之间的融合，展示“乡村中有大学，

大学中有乡村”这一景象。为了给大学建筑提供空

间，一些村舍需要拆除或在校园中重新安置。在这

两种不同的环境中，这种融合在多个位置形成了边

缘地带。例如，在场地B中，两栋大学教学楼和一栋

学生宿舍楼被安置在空隙中，与现存的村落房屋融

合为一体，从而形成一个小规模的校园建筑群。这

3栋楼可以根据空隙的尺度与形式，以及参考新社

区的空间特征，进行不同的规划设计。通过在边

界上安置不同的大学设施与服务机构，可能在大学

建筑群与周边村落之间产生不同的加厚边界的类型

（图8）。

第三种策略提出了多层次步行通道体系，进一

步模糊了公共与私有、市政与个人之间的空间。这

一公共步行通道系统激活了大学建筑与村落房屋中

可利用的屋顶空间，为学生与村民提供了一种新的

日常空间（菜园、运动场、小商铺等）。不需要进

入私有的大学建筑中，公众便可直接由外部楼梯来

到屋顶—潜在的、供市民活动或共享的大学设施

可设置于此。如此，大学内建筑的通行可以得到控

9
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the students and the villagers. With greater access to 

the farms, the villagers can continue to graze cattle and 

sheep and the fishermen would be able to re-access the 

fishing bay and carry on their everyday fishing activities. 

The rural culture and life can be adapted as part of the in-

between space and thus prolonged, and the quality of their 

lives of the villagers can be eventually improved (Fig. 7). 

Limitations: The implanting strategy requires the 

erasure of the jurisdictional boundary wall to gain 

the greater permeability of the campus. However, by 

looking closely at the existing conditions, the boundary 

wall between the two communities actually plays a 

very important role in catalysing micro-economy and 

facilitating informal exchanges and social interactions. 

It starts to become clear that by fully taking away or 

removing the administrative boundary wall and making 

the edge too open, too accessible and too visible, 

we may erase or diminish potential micro-economy, 

informal activities, and close-knit village qualities. So 

in the implanting strategy, erasing the boundary wall 

altogether might not be the best option. Some of the 

boundaries between different contexts still need to exist 

but have to be thickened. 

3.3 Shuffling

The idea of modern land-use zone categorization is 

to establish and keep apart dissimilar or incongruous 

uses to protect safeguarded property values by 

preventing negative effects attributable to laissez-faire 

development. This one-dimensional land-use zoning 

produces monotonous and isolated living environments 

disconnected from larger networks of landscape. 

By reinforcing boundaries in modern land-use zone 

categorization, potential synergies and cooperation 

between different contexts are disabled. Spontaneous 

social and economic life, as a result, can be hardly 

sustained. Against this backdrop, the strategy, shuffling, 

focuses on how two different contexts could be possibly 

mixed to create different activities and spaces, in such a 

way to promote new opportunities to emerge.

The shuffling strategy interrogates how some 

programs of the Chengyi Campus and some programs 

of the Suncuo Village can be shuffled and juxtaposed 

to create a mixture of different contexts, presenting 

an image of “the university inside the village and the 

village inside the university”. In order to make room 

for the university programs, a number of village houses 

9. 综 合 建 筑 体 模 型 示 意 图  © 
Jason Ho

10. “如何运作？”—综合建

筑体管辖机制示意图 © Jason 
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9. A hybrid building typology © 
Jason Ho
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Jason Ho
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制。在这一概念中，不仅一些大学设施可以用来举

办公共活动，整座大学还可以向外延伸，创建与邻

近的以及遥远的村落之间的联系与连接。

通过使用多层次的步行通道系统，许多村落

房屋中的室内楼层也有可能连接在一起，从而创建

出一个范围广泛的、构筑与活动交织在一起的网络

（图9）。那些穿过个人空间的抬升的步行通道可被

转变为商业店铺，或成为市政建筑场所。街头摊贩

可以将摊位由地面转移到“空中”。对抬升空间的

激活可以将一些地面活动转移到空中。然而，由于

众多大学建筑与村落始终位于街道层面上，街道生

活不可能减少，但这是地面与屋顶间的重要连接。

因此，需要注意的重要一点是，在不同的群体

间一定存在着一个协商体系，整个系统才能正常运

转。例如，商店的类型和营业时间必须由工商部门

监管，收集垃圾服务则由村委会提供。在这种情形

下，并不强调边界的设计，而更多的是设计或提供

微型基础设施、制定灵活的政策、确定经营框架，

从而改变并模糊空间的界限（图10）。

局限性：在第三种策略中，这种公共与私有、

市政与个人边界的协商并未遵循传统的区划方式，

而是提出了一个三维化、用多色表现的土地利用分

区方法，从而促进了自发性社会与经济活动的萌发

（图11）。然而，由于不同的大学建筑分散在两个

不同的场地中，边界的固有概念不再具有实际意

义，这导致了传统大学校园的象征身份与主人翁意

识在这一模型中的瓦解。将大学环境与另一种环境

融合还会增加对散布设施的维护费用。这要求更多

的安保人员与监控技术，才能确保学生的安全。尽

管如此，由于大学与村落空间交织在一起，共享基

础设施和安全对于村民与大学生的共同利益来说，

都是重要且大有裨益的。然而，当传染疾病暴发

时，这样的校园类型往往很脆弱。这就需要另外一

种应对策略。

4 结论

正如有关安全的讨论不可回避，我们也必须承

认边界的重要性。在《异质大都市》一书中，景观

设计师、理论家查尔斯·詹克斯认为边界作为一种

安全手段，其应用是必要与必然的，这就是它的现

实意义。[9] 詹克斯所揭示的“现实意义”在中国当

下的语境中，可能指的是市场的需求、生存文化以

及社会的不平等性。他更进一步指出，所有安全手

段都可以转化为具有自成风格的艺术，这会将安全

所需的硬质边界材料转化成具有集约美的“模糊标

志”并“传播出去”。[9]基于他的描述，边界必须

保持其特征，即将个人权利和威胁群体分离，从而

对个人权利加以保护。但还可对其加以美化，成为

一种从视觉上很难分辨出的“防御空间”的标志，

这正是奥斯卡·纽曼提出的观点。③上述讨论的3种

策略对边界作为一种安全的、尊重学生隐私的措施

的概念进行了认可。然而，这些策略并不认可分隔

这个概念，也不认同詹克斯所提出的分隔是唯一的

解决方案这一论调。相反，这3种策略中对边界的重

新排布都以“渗透性”作为其主要目标，体现出了

“连接”优于“分离”、“功能”优于“美化”、

“机遇”优于“安全”的设计思想。

因此，正如瑞尔所说，“我们所质疑的”并非

墙体，而是“作为独特防卫方式的僵化且古老的策

略”。[4] 这一挑战是去寻求控制与宽松之间的平衡，

或者更确切地说，什么才是能够被不同群体—学

生、村民、大学行政人员以及政策制定者—所接

受和需求的。这些边界策略促使我们重新审视看待

中国城市的发展方式，从而找到一种与寻常百姓生

活以及看待它的方式更相符的方式。像厦门这样的

界墙之城，公共空间与社会生活都经历着城市化发

展的飞速变革。通过加强边界的“渗透性”，多种

变革策略应运而生。这一角度使得对当代城市边界

进行另一种解读成为了可能。—不再是对其进行

限制与隔离，而是赋予其权利、使其连通。

尽管存在不足之处，这3种策略已经通过促进对

非传统化设计方法的培养，以应对与城市日常生活

息息相关的新兴城市化，为我们提供了思考边界环

境的不同角度，以及参与公-私空间和社会生活的方

式。这些策略对当前一维化的土地利用区划政策提

出了质疑，并建议在中国乡村的大学规划中应用更

多综合的、常见的方式。

不同于提供一次性的设计解决方案，这3种假

设性提议通过一系列可供设计师、建筑师、景观设

计师、规划师和政策制定者，在重新界定公共与私

有、市政与个人空间的边界上使用的策略和参数，

对作为不断变化的过程和动态体系的真实生活环境

进行了重新审视。这同样也是城市化实践的要求，

这样的实践是基于真实的和日常的情况之上，并且

不带有任何偏见。通过人类未来的意识与热情的提

升，以及可持续生活的介入，这可能终将有助于我

们理解那些有关中国城市封闭式社区的发展以及与

之相关的生活环境的实践。

③

奥斯卡·纽曼是一位美国建筑师和

城市规划师，在20世纪70年代早

期提出了“防御空间“的理论。这

一理论指出，当人们在一片社区

中感受到一种主人翁意识和责任

时，这个区域会更加安全。（来

源：http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

Defensible_space_theory）
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need to be removed or relocated to the campus site. 

This mixture generates multiple edges between the two 

different contexts in multiple locations. For example, 

in Area B, two university department buildings and 

one student dormitory building have been plugged 

into the void and blended with the existing village 

houses, forming a small-scale campus cluster. The three 

buildings can be arranged in different ways according 

to the size and the form of the void, and with respect to 

the spatial qualities of its new neighborhood. By placing 

different university facilities and amenities on the edge, 

different thickened edge typologies between the campus 

cluster and the surrounding village might then be 

generated (Fig. 8). 

In further blurring the boundary between public and 

private, civic and domestic spaces, the third strategy 

suggests a multi-level elevated walkway system. This 

public elevated walkway system is to activate the 

underutilized rooftop spaces of the university buildings 

and the village houses, providing alternative everyday 

spaces (vegetable gardens, sports courts, commercial 

bars, etc.) for both the students and the villagers. 

Without entering the private university building, the 

public can be brought directly by an external staircase 

to the rooftop where potential civic programs or shared 

university facilities can be placed. This way, the access 

into the university buildings can be controlled. In this 

concept, not only can some of the university facilities be 

accessed for public events, but the university can also 

be extended outwards, creating connections and links to 

adjacent and distant village houses. 

With the use of the multi-level elevated walkway 

system, many internal floors of the village houses can 

be possibly linked together, creating an interwoven 

network of a wide range of programs and activities (Fig. 

9). Some domestic spaces where the elevated walkway 

is cutting through can be turned into commercial shops 

or become homes for civil programs. Street vendors can 

relocate vending spots from the ground to the ‘air’. The 

ramification from the activation of the elevated spaces 

may take away some of the ground activities. However, 

as many of the university buildings and villages still 

operate at the street level, street life is not expected to 

diminish, but rather, act as important linkage to connect 

the ground and the roof. 

As such, it is important to note that there must be a 

system of negotiation between different parties to make 

this system work. For example, the type of shop and the 

time of operation must be regulated by the Department 

of Industry and Commerce, and the Village Committee 

can provide the garbage collection service. In this case, 

it is not so much about designing boundaries, but it is 

more about designing or providing micro-infrastructures, 

flexible policies and devising an operating framework 

that will shift and blur the spatial boundaries (Fig. 10). 

Limitations: In the third strategy, the negotiation 

of public and private, civic and domestic boundaries 

remains insubordinate to conventional code regulation, 

suggesting a three-dimensional and multi-colour land-

use zoning for promoting spontaneous social and 

economic activities to emerge (Fig.11). However, 

because of the dispersal of different university 

programs over two different sites, the fixed notion of 

boundary is no more practical. As a result, the symbolic 

identity and sense of ownership of the traditional 

Chinese university campus are dissolved in this model. 

Mixing the university context with another context 

may also increase the expenses of maintenance of the 

dispersed facilities. It requires more security guards 

and surveillance techniques to ensure the safety of the 

students. Nevertheless, by interweaving the university 

and the village spaces, the shared infrastructure and 

security are important and beneficial for the common 

good of both the village dwellers and the university 

students. However, when an infectious disease outbreak 

occurs, this campus typology tends to be vulnerable. This 

then requires another mitigation strategy.

4 Conclusions

Just as the safety discussion cannot be sidestepped, 

the significance of boundary has to be acknowledged. 

In the book of Heteropolis , landscape architect and 

theorist Charles Jencks claims that the use of boundary 

as a security device is necessary and inevitable as it is a 

matter of realism.[9] “Realism” as Jencks reveals, in the 

current Chinese context, may possibly refer to market 

demand, living culture, and social inequality. He further 

argues that all the security devices can be transformed 
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into art by styles that would metamorphose hard-

edged materials needed for security into “ambiguous 

signs” of intensive beauty and “keep out”. [9]Based on 

his description, boundary has to be maintained as a 

separation in protecting the rights of individuals and 

threatened groups, but it can be beautified and become 

a visually ambiguous sign of “defensive space”, an 

idea broached by Oscar Newman.③ All the three above-

discussed strategies recognized the idea of boundary 

as a means of security and respected the privacy of the 

students. However, neither of them acknowledges the 

idea of division nor sees separation as the only solution 

as what Jencks suggests. Instead, the reconfiguration of 

boundaries in all the three strategies see “permeability” 

as the primary goal, which precedes “connection” over 

“separation”, “function” over “beautification”, and 

“opportunity” over “security”.

Therefore, it is not the wall that “we are calling 

into question”, as Rael reveals, but “the inflexibility 

and ancient strategy of a wall as a singular means of 

security”.[4] The challenge is to find a balance between 

control and looseness, or more precisely, what is 

acceptable and what is desirable for different parties — 

the students, the villagers, the university administrators, 

and the policy makers. These boundary strategies urge 

us to re-examine the way we look at the contemporary 

Chinese city to better match the way ordinary people 

live and see it. In a city of walls such as Xiamen, public 

space and social life undergoes a deep transformation in 

a fast pace of urbanization. Addressing “permeability” 

in boundary thus cultivates different strategies for 

transformation. It is from this perspective that it is 

possible to envisage alternative interpretations of 

contemporary urban boundary that seek not to limit and 

separate, but to empower and connect.
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