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Imagining and staging an urban border: the role of the Netherbow gate in early modern Edinburgh
The significance of the presence of a wall in relation to an urban environment has been extensively discussed, emphasising its role as a dividing element as well as its representation as a join between different realities. At a city gate access inside is negotiated, denied, granted, and at times conquered through violence. This chapter studies one city gate in particular, the Netherbow in Edinburgh during the early modern period, which was a public space heavily loaded with political, social, and cultural undertones. From the earliest records of its existence to its demolition in the XIX century and beyond, to the current times the Netherbow represented a location to negotiate the city’s identity with those approaching it from within and from outside, particularly in the face of the new expectations brought on by the Union and the modern era.
The Netherbow and the significance of civic spaces and urban border
The famous Rothemay map of Edinburgh from 1647 is one of the earliest reliable illustrations representing the organisation of the burgh.
 The Netherbow is the city gate visible at the eastern end of the royal burgh of Edinburgh, a densely built-up area to the left of the map, dominated by the Stewarts’ castle.
 To the right of the map stands the Canongate, a neighbouring but distinct burgh separated from Edinburgh by a tall wall and a gate, the Netherbow. 

The Netherbow – which in 1369 was called arcus inferior –was matched by the Upper Bow or Over Bow standing at the upper end of the burgh and later superseded in its role of frontier by the West Port.
 The Netherbow and the West Port represented the two main access points to the city and the Netherbow, in particular, guarded one of the few ‘carriageable’ entrances into town, and the road to the nearby port of Leith, which represented a major military defence. The so called English spy’s map drawn by English agent Richard Lee in 1544 shows the city from the point of view of an advancing army, and demonstrates particular care in the representation and positioning of the Netherbow. This gate had an emphatically martial appearance: it was rebuilt in 1503, damaged in 1544, and rebuilt in 1573, probably to resemble the Portcullis Gate at the entrance to Edinburgh Castle.
 It was subsequently rebuilt again in 1611 in an elaborate castellated style, with crenellations and gun loops. However, the Netherbow’s role goes beyond that of military defence. I argue that it represented one of the symbols of the urban community’s identity, and the contested ground on which this identity was constantly being adjusted and renegotiated.
According to Max Weber, ‘a full urban community .. must display a relative predominance of trade-commercial relations .. [and] 1. a fortification; 2. a market; 3. a court of its own and at least partially autonomous law; 4. a related form of association; and 5... an administration by authorities in the election of whom burghers participated’.
 As suggested by Arnade, city gates, market squares, and other public spaces where community activities took place, are the locations where civic identity was expressed, authority was legitimised, and privileges were negotiated during the Early Modern period.
 Kostof notices here the potential for an urban paradox, as ruling agencies try to order and control the intrinsically unregulated social spaces where citizens recognise themselves as a community.
 If urban spaces become the physical representation of the city’s identity and communal values, in line with Lefebvre’s ideas on the causative power of space, then altering and unsettling the former has profound consequences on the latter. Lefebvre argues that the architectural code which allows us to decipher reality becomes the parameter by which reality is constructed. This “would allow the organization of the city, which had been several times overturned, to become knowledge and power”. 
 The mutable configuration of cities becomes then a true representation of the Early Modern economic, political, and social transformations. Palazzo Vecchio was appropriated and altered by the Medici family in Renaissance Florence, becoming a visual justification of the change from Republic to Oligarchy.
 In Power/Knowledge, Foucault discusses the transition between architecture as ‘the need to make power, divinity and might manifest’ to architecture being ‘the disposition of space for economico-political ends’.
 ‘..From the great strategies of geo-politics to the little tactics of the habitat’, 
 the control of space and the exertion of power inevitably overlap. Similarly, Bourdieu’s studies of a Berber group shows how the dominant groups in a community maintain their power by shaping spaces that reinforce their authority and embody social order.
  Inferior groups are compelled to remain in their subservient position until they obtain ‘the material and symbolic means of rejecting the definition of the real that is imposed on them’ 
 by the dominant orthodoxy.  
Gaining control of a city’s walls and gates – the boundaries that regulate and differentiate the inside from the outside – questioned and destabilised the community’s perception of citizenship, safety, rights, and privileges. The destruction or alteration of a rebellious city’s urban spaces by the victorious sovereign represented a permanent memento the city’s inability to defend its buildings – as well as the privileges those buildings embodied.
 After all, as emphasised by Isidore of Seville, “.. urbs ipsa moenia sunt” – the city is made by its defensive walls, with the “civitas”, the community living within them.
 Kostof argues that the dialectic between the inside and the outside identities of an urban fortification depicts the story and characteristics of the community living within them.
 Michel de Certeau’s notion that ‘space is a practised place’ 
 suggests the role of inhabitation and its use in the creation of spatial stories. Urban boundaries in particular narrate stories of ‘isolation and interplay’ both literary and figurative. A boundary identifies a subject from its surroundings, mapping patterns of behaviours, obligations, and interactions; it defines a network of movements, differentiating the home ‘within’ from the journey ‘beyond’.
 The different spaces created by the threshold interact with each other creating ‘narratives of exclusion or inclusion, control or comfort … which become inscribed in the daily practice of their use and in turn also influence that use’.
 Discussing the stories created by this constant interplay of forces at and around the Netherbow will become the key to understanding the significance and role of this urban frontier. 
The urban gate is a politicised space, a stage where the city has the right to negotiate with external forces, and with the state authority itself.
 The significance of walls and city gates as representative of civic identity is particularly evident in the case of Edinburgh, which was established as a royal burgh by King David I (1084-1153).
 The city’s rights and privileges, as well as its obligations, were stated by the king in front of witnesses, and recorded on a charter or act. Among other financial privileges, such as a right to hold a market, Edinburgh was granted the right to build a defensive perimeter of stone walls around the city.
 Built with the king’s consent, the fortification of the burgh did not create a competitive political entity but was an expression of monarchical authority. The construction of walls implied and represented the presence of a specific political and social structure; it represented a pact between the prince giving the town the right to build and to raise revenues for that purpose, and the community willing to finance, organise, construct, and defend the walls.
 Within this walled perimeter, a flourishing mercantile community led by powerful Guilds ‘remained dedicated to the mission of preserving the burgh as a fortress of economic privilege’.
 The cohesive role of commercial identity was physically expressed by the encircled urban space: the extremely tall, adjoining tenements’ buildings demonstrate the significance attributed to living within the urban perimeter rather than in the more spacious suburbs. As late as the early modern period, residency was one of the requisites – although not always strictly enforced – of burgess-ship.
 The burgh’s main public buildings on the High Street expressed the city’s right to self-governance: the Market Cross embodied the city’s right to hold a market, the Tolbooth represented civic administration and justice, St Giles Kirk its religious authority, and the Trons were market locations as well as authorised weighing posts. The role of the Netherbow is then not only to occasionally defend the city from military aggression, but to confirm daily and reiterate the burgh’s rights as inseparable and dependant from the extent of its civic space, in opposition to a distinct outer space governed by different rules. The role of an urban portal as a guardian between worlds is perhaps easier to acknowledge when the density of the urban centre is juxtaposed with  the openness of the natural world. In the late 14th-century tale “Sir Gawain and the Green Knight” Sir Gawain, worn out by his adventures in the realm’s wilderness, passes through a sizable border to get access to the longed-for safety of a castle. “The bridge was securely lifted, the gates locked fast; the walls were well arrayed; no wind blast did it fear”.
 The medieval walled city can be compared to a walled garden as a ‘rationally controlled system surrounded by an often amorphous wilderness’. 
 The burgh of Canongate however provided a different representation of otherness. 
King David established the burgh of Canongate as a serving community for the abbey of Holyrood, which he had founded in 1128 to provide goods and services to the Abbey, and later to the Stewart’s own palace of Holyrood.
 As a subservient burgh to the Abbey of Holyrood, Canongate was not entitled to Edinburgh’s defensive and commercial privileges. Its boundary walls were not defensive, but only apt to “answer ordinary municipal purposes”.
  It had no right to hold a market, and did not enjoy Edinburgh’s right to international trade; Canongate’s craftsmen were allowed to work only within the perimeter of their own burgh.
 Their relationship with the sovereigns was also different: while Edinburgh became more and more the centre for royal government, Canongate and Holyrood Palace was the seat of the royal court.
 The Netherbow stood guard to those differences, and physically expressed the boundary between the different urban spaces and identities.
As an opening in an otherwise impenetrable wall, a gateway is permeable and accessible by nature, representing a link between the realities it delimits. Sennet defines a wall as a structure to inhibit passage, not unlike a cell membrane, but also underlines its porous character and its ability to be crossed under certain conditions.
 De Certeau argues that dividing elements – the river, the door, the picket fence – represent as much a frontier as they do a crossing, as they can be passed, opened, or glanced through.
 Gates need then to compromise military impassability and functionality as an urban access, with the additional requirement of architectural monumentality to represent the community appropriately to those approaching from the reign’s highways seeking admittance.
 In the following section I will discuss the different roles of the Netherbow though an analysis of the historical events and narratives that involve it, to understand how the gate’s different identities came together to create a coherent early modern urban frontier. 

Friendly meetings: Netherbow gate as occasion of dialogue, negotiation, and exchange
As a passable border between two different communities, the Netherbow was frequently crossed by both sets of burgesses for a variety of economic, politic, and social reasons. Although not entitled to a market within their own burgh until possibly the late XVI century, the Canongate burgesses did have the right to use the Edinburgh market freely, and benefited from being in Edinburgh’s market catchment area, as they would legitimately cross the border on their way there.
 The Netherbow was also crossed daily, often illegally, by Canongate traders who disregarded urban borders and spatial significance for personal gain: as reported indignantly by Edinburgh’s Incorporation of the tailors in 1584, their Canongate counterparts stated “daily comes within the freedom of the same and takes forth work, shapen and unshapen, pertaining to the burgesses and freemen of this burgh”.
 Edinburgh burgesses also crossed the urban border for reasons of convenience: until the 1540s the Edinburgh guild of the Hammermen frequently used the great hall of the Dominican friary, located outside and to the east of the Netherbow, near the Canongate’s southwest corner, as a meeting hall.
 The physical border between the two burghs was actually rather blurred, and inevitably some geographical overlap occurred. In 1571, during the Marian civil wars, the King’s party held the so called “creeping parliament” at the Canongate in the house of a William Oikis, which the chronicler notices was “within the freedom of Edinburgh, albeit the samyne was nocht within the portis thairof”.
 Generally, the Edinburgh burgesses established themselves outside the walls for economic reasons such as inferior taxation, absence of duties for town watch and militia, and better living conditions.
 Although these outland burgesses abandoned Edinburgh’s civic space physically, they still claimed the freedoms that were enjoyed within its perimeter. Catholic burgesses of Edinburgh also temporarily removed themselves from their kirk’s jurisdiction after the Reformation, and relocated to the other side of the Netherbow,
 as did Presbyterian burgesses of Edinburgh who refused to adopt the practices enforced by King James VI’s Five Articles of Perth.
 A different reason to cross the urban border would be to take refuge in Canongate’s ‘sanctuary’ area, at the ‘girth cross’, where the right of sanctuary was granted to debtors, making it an alternative to bankruptcy for ruined burgesses.

This panorama shows the Netherbow as an extremely flexible and at times muddled urban border; being crossed frequently, both legitimately and illegitimately by a variety of people. Personal convenience seemed a strong factor in prompting burgesses to ignore the limitations and expectations placed on their conduct by their belonging to one or another urban precinct. While the economic advantages represented by the Netherbow were both defended and coveted, the responsibilities and obligations that came with it and the burgh’s right to interfere with its citizen’s lives were resented. The Netherbow represented then more a permeable access-point than a clear cut separation, and it was seen as both a potential way into a world of privilege, and also a way out for exasperated citizens looking for alternatives. 

A blurred and negotiable urban border often promotes the creation of a grey area, a buffer zone where rules are uncertain and danger is ever present.
 The dissolution of the extramural Dominican estate after the Reformation promoted the creation of an unregulated suburb, the Pleasance. The row of houses built on the friars’ farmland opposite the urban wall became known as “Thief Row”,
 suggesting that the extramural location and in-between status implied a certain degree of lawlessness. The presence of many dangers lurking in the shadows is confirmed by records made at the time. For example in 1708 records show a James Baird waited to settle his drunken fight with Robert Oswald until their coach left them outside the Nether Bow Port late at night, where upon Baird unfolded his sword and mortally wounded his companion before disappearing into the darkness.
 Treacherous enemies could lie in wait in the row of houses outside the Netherbow, ready to invade and threaten the civic order: during the Lord Regent’s siege to Edinburgh in 1571 soldiers came from Leith ‘during the night and conceal themselves in the closes and adjoining houses immediately without the Nether Bow Port … ready on a concerted signal’.
 In 1745 a party of Cameron assailants ‘were ordered to place themselves on each side of the gate’, where a substantial support was stationed ‘in deep silence’ at nearby St Mary’s Wynd…’.
 
Gaining admittance and passing through the urban gateway marks the visitor’s changed status from possible aggressor, or at best unknown entity, to harmless visitor or even friend. The altering characteristics of the urban border are highlighted by the symbolic use of the Netherbow in a tale recorded in Memorials of Edinburgh.
 The story tells of a delegation of Edinburgh’s magistrates who entered into parlay with a group of threatening pirates at the Netherbow, where an agreement was reached with the pirates’ chief requiring the Provost to hand over his son to spare the city. However, on hearing the Provost has a sick daughter, the pirate’s chief softens, offers to heal her and is in turn given access to the city to visit her. He refuses the invitation, and asks instead that the girl joins him and his party in the Canongate. The girl is subsequently returned to her father, in good health and according to a second narration ended up marrying her benefactor and settling with him in the same house in the Canongate where she had been healed. The Moor’s chief reveals himself as an Andrew Gray, initially captive, then confederate and finally leader of the pirates, who had vowed to revenge himself of early wrongs instigated by the magistrates of Edinburgh. A change of heart prompted by his marriage to the Provost’s daughter made him abandon his planned revenge, but he settled in the Canongate because “he had vowed never to enter the city but sword in hand; and having abandoned all thoughts of revenge, he kept the vow till his death, having never again passed the threshold of the Nether Bow Port”.

The Netherbow is presented as a place where outsiders seek admittance, and the insiders pose conditions, on which terms are discussed. In many literary works, such in the Knight’s Tale’s narration of Theseus’ approach to Athens, the liminal space outside of town acts as a buffer zone, protecting urban harmony from conflict.
 Spatial conventions are strictly respected while negotiations take place, with each party sticking to their allocated spaces, discussing with counterparts across the physical barrier. While access is obviously refused to a party of invaders, once the Moor declares he is willing to cure the Provost’s daughter he is invited to cross the threshold as a guest. Each time the girl crosses the threshold, her status changes; from coveted upper class girl to potential hostage, from sick to healed, and finally from maid to married woman. The pirate chief also undergoes momentous changes at the Netherbow; from threatening moor to friendly moor, from his original ‘Andrew Gray’ identity, to established married citizen – but interestingly he does not cross the city border, afraid of the Netherbow’s power to enact his own vows and turn him into the avenging assailant he swore he would be. At the Netherbow a visitor’s altered status is acknowledged, and change becomes visible and public: in 1662 a group of newly consecrated bishops walked in procession – formally dressed and in full view of the whole city who witnessed their changed status – from the Netherbow to the Parliament, where they were honourably received.
 Notwithstanding its urban surroundings, in this novel the Netherbow does partially fit the topos of the gateway between the security of urban life and the mystery and dangers of outside wilderness. The urban frontier is the space where extraordinary events – meaning extra-ordinary, out of the normal conventions and rules of daily life – take place. Here mysterious drops of fresh blood from the desiccated head of Gurhrie permanently stained the coach of his nemesis General Middleton passing the Netherbow.
 The unexpected and the mysterious – an enigmatic enemy moor with an “elixir of wondrous potency” 
 – meets the conventional, the sickened young citizen of a crowded city often stricken by contagious illnesses.
 
The prodigious transformative power of urban thresholds is also evident in the role of the city gates and other civic landmarks during triumphal entries. Early modern urban processions in Edinburgh touched all of the city’s administrative and commercial public structures; the rulers were welcomed at the West Port, preceded through the Over Bow and arrived at the Butter Tron. They then moved down the High Street into the core area of Market Cross/St Giles Kirk/Tolbooth, down again past the Salt Tron and exited the city at the Netherbow. From there the procession continued through the Canongate and reached the royal palace of Holyrood. These locations represented specific aspects of the Edinburgh’s identity, and the privileges and rights the ruler’s ancestors had granted her. While a sovereign conquering a city was a humiliating appropriation of politically significant urban spaces, during triumphal entries here these meaningful locations are emphatically lent to the rulers as an act of loyalty in celebration of their majesty.
 They become relational spaces where two different sets of values and social orders apply – courtly and civic – and it is where the different people they represent come into contact.
 In particular, the gates represented a city’s right to allow or deny access to visitors, and to defend herself against enemies, so willingly opening the urban perimeter to the visiting monarch was a sign of trust and loyalty.
  
In Edinburgh the ruler was emphatically received at the West Port as the burgh’s munificent patron where he would receive the city’s keys and other symbols of loyalty and welcome.
 At the end of the ceremony, the Netherbow bid goodbye to the departing monarchs, showing the city’s wishes and expectations for the continuation of their rule. The triumphs for James VI in 1579 and for Charles I in 1633 were staged with astrological themes, which represented the favourable conjunction of planets at the time of the King’s birth.
 At the Netherbow in 1590 Queen Anne of Denmark saw the spectacle of a serene ruling couple surrounded by ministers and courtiers, wishing her own marriage stability and happiness.
 The dragon shown here to Mary Queen of Scots in 1561 also represented a prediction for the queen’s future as it was interpreted either as the beast challenging the biblical maiden giving birth to a great king or, as the beast from the abyss accompanying the whore of Babylon, a dark prediction of the consequences of the queen’s Catholicism.
 The symbolically charged messages delivered throughout the entrances aimed to transform the ruler into the benevolent patron the burgh wished for. The Netherbow represented the climax of this transformation, and released into the outside world a persuaded and captivated monarch, who would protect the interests of his capital.
The lack of official triumphal stations outside of the Netherbow underlines the different characteristics of the two urban spaces, but the occasional overspill of the ceremony into the Canongate questions the perception of the Netherbow as both urban border and farewell location.
 For example, in 1560 a delegation of burgesses from Edinburgh went past the Netherbow accompanying Mary Queen of Scots to her rooms in Holyrood Palace, where they presented her with a gift.
 In 1579 James VI heard a speech at the Canongate Cross regarding making the mass illegal,
 and in 1617 in the palace’s Inner Courtyard James VI accepted the homages of a group representing the recently founded Edinburgh College.
 However the symbolic importance of the Netherbow as a frontier was emphatically reintroduced in 1617, when at the Netherbow King James VI knighted the Edinburgh Provost William Nisbott before the Edinburgh dignitaries passed over to “the Baillies of the Cannongait … with their company” ,
 who escorted him to the Palace of Holyrood. The event conveys a sense of acknowledged equality between the two communities, and the complexity of the event suggests some form of coordination between the burghs’ authorities: the Netherbow acted both as an ‘exit’ from Edinburgh and as an acknowledged ‘entry’ into Canongate.
 

While triumphal entries placed an emphasis on civic spaces and urban borders, parliamentary and religious processions did not emphasise the Netherbow’s role as frontier. Parliamentary processions, or ‘Riding of the Parliament’, marked the opening and closing of the Scottish Parliament; the riding group included representatives of the monarch and of the estates, and escorted the honours of Scotland from the palace of Holyrood up the Canongate, past the Netherbow and up to the High Street to the Parliament house.
 The burgh’s perimeter was not relevant during this supra-local ceremony, where Edinburgh acted as national capital where monarchy and country at large came together. Nevertheless, the burgesses themselves used the Netherbow to determine the spatial extent of their involvement. During the Ride of the Parliament in 1633, “at the Nether Bow, where he entered the bounds of the city, the king was saluted by the provost, who attended him closely the rest of the way”.
 In 1594 the citizens refused to make way for the king’s own guard of horsemen, ‘by reason of their priviledge to guarde the king’s person in tyme of parliament, till he depart the toun’,
 the burgh’s area being defined in an article of law forbidding the shooting of firearms as ‘within the ports’.
 The overarching symbolism of religious processions through town also superseded the Netherbow’s role as a civic border; in John Knox’s records of the yearly St Giles procession from St Giles to the Canon Cross and back, no particular ceremony or event is recorded in connection with this double passing the Netherbow.

The Netherbow represents the frontier of Edinburgh’s freedoms, and the border between a privileged inside and an undetermined outside. The Netherbow has proved itself to be a permeable and flexible border, where significant exchanges – of ideas, goods, people and civic significance through spatial overspills between inside and outside takes place – both legitimately and illegitimately. For the troubled burgess, the mysterious pirate and the visiting monarch, the Netherbow is a source of change and of significant personal alteration. However as a permeable barrier the Netherbow can also let danger in: its role as a vehicle of violence and vulnerability will be discussed in the following section. 
Hostile meetings: Netherbow as a site of aggression and violence
To people with illegitimate business, the Netherbow represented a physical obstacle, as the legitimacy of the passer-by’s business and movements would here be checked by booths and sentinels. This scrutiny was to be avoided through deceit and trickery: in 1689 convicted Lord Burleigh was discovered at the Netherbow while trying to escape his sentence by smuggling himself out of the walls hidden in a box.
 Again in 1742, two chairmen were discovered here trying to bring a dead body in in a sedan chair.
 A more complex relationship, with the Netherbow as guardian of rightful civic behaviour takes place in 1567 in connection with the now infamous plot to murder Queen Mary’s husband Lord Darnley at Kirk O’ Field. The use of civic space and urban borders by the plotting party in these circumstances is quite telling. On the night of the murder, Bothwell returns to Holyrood with the Queen's train from nearby Kirk O’Field, before sneaking out of the palace’s gardens and through the South Gate in the small hours, disguised as a servant and with a group of associates. After being let in at the Netherbow under a false identity, they headed for Darnley's house.
 Their way back after the explosion is more tortuous, and is explained in detail as ‘they ran down to the Cowgate, through the Blackfriars gate, and ascending by different closes, crossed the High-street to a broken part of the town wall in Leith Wynd which Bothwell was unable, or afraid to leap'.
 Bothwell's legitimate activities in town take place in plain sight and on the main roads, crossing gates and borders with the authority of a respectable courtier in the Queen’s train. On the contrary, his nocturnal escapade –especially in the commotion after the explosion – sees him thinking and moving like a criminal, rushing in disguise through tortuous routes of back alleys and narrow lanes, avoiding public spaces and main roads. The most challenging space of all is now the unavoidable and now alerted Netherbow, which stands between Bothwell’s party and the safety of the Palace. By planning to get out of the burgh by a broken section of the wall, Bothwell is trying to avoid the gate's inquisitive and challenging gaze, finding an alternative and unofficial way out of the guarded civic space. Interestingly, Edinburgh’s frontiers holds strong and even the broken wall proves too hard to climb – the Netherbow is confirmed as effective city guardian when the party is forced to go through it with the help of a concerned and observant gate keeper.

The Netherbow stood strong against criminal and unacceptable behaviours seen as incompatible with civic life, and here physical exclusion for the culprits from the urban precinct was enforced. Ordinances were frequently set for the removal of beggars and other unsightly people from within the urban precinct for urban ceremonies and triumphal entries.
 Gateways become the markers separating the ideal city created for the ruler – prosperous, clean, well-organised, and beautifully decorated – from the unappealing reality of day-to-day life in a metropolis. By refusing to abide by the burgh’s law criminals, delinquents and traitors had placed themselves metaphorically and physically outside of the community of honest citizens. ‘Upon the Netherbow was a spike of iron, upon which the heads of traitors and others were exhibited’,
 ‘the offenders’ remains are removed from the civic spaces, and guard the urban perimeter warning those who approach.
 
Interestingly, this treatment was not for military criminals, as men of the king’s militia were executed not in the urban location at the Grassmarket, but at the Leith Links, outside the city walls.
 This underlines the army’s justice being seen as ‘something else’ from the burgh, not subject to the same rules and spatial bounds.
 The army’s otherness to the burgh’s civic spaces is evident in their dealing with compulsory conscription in town: burgh’s magistrates themselves rounded up the eligible men within the urban perimeter, and handed them over to the army officials at a meeting tactfully arranged outside the Netherbow.
 
While removing undesirable people did protect the integrity of the community, the Netherbow was not always successful in defending the urban frontier. In May 1544 the civic authorities failed to bargain an honourable and safe surrender with an invading English army. The magistrates’ offer of the keys of the city acknowledges the English army’s superiority, but it also ascribes some form of negotiating power to the burgh and the right to demand safety for the urban spaces they are accessing. On the contrary, the English commander’s haughty refusal marks his aggressive intentions towards the city and its inhabitants; The Netherbow was ‘blew open by dint of artillery’,
 an intentional violation of the urban frontier which anticipates extensive pillaging and destruction.
 
While the destruction of a gate was seen as an acceptable act of war which could prevent the city from posing a threat again, it also implied a lost source of revenue and damage to one’s newly acquired property.
 The Netherbow was more often conquered through cunning rather than brute force, for example, in 1571 a party of James VI’s soldiers disguised as millers leading loaded horses planned to hold the gates open with their meal sacks long enough for their comrades to rush through the gate.
 Furthermore, during a  Jacobite attack to the city in 1745, one of Lochiel’s men tried to gain admittance at the Netherbow disguised as the servant of an English officer ‘in a riding coat and hunting cap’ but the sentinels refused to open the gate for him.
 The Highlanders had several barrels of gunpowder with them to blow up the gate, but decided instead to lie in wait and stormed through the gate when a carriage passed out.
 In 1745 losing the Netherbow to the Jacobites was instrumental in losing control of the city, and the accounts from the city authorities and of the Castle garrison on how it happened blame each other for carelessness.
 The importance of the moment was also well understood by the entering Highlanders, who make a parade of the event: ‘.. the whole clan Cameron advanced up the street, with swords drawn and colours flying, their pipes playing “We’ll awa to Shirramuir, And haud the Whigs in order”. 
 The bagpipers’ playing ‘in spirit-stirring tones’ 
 in the civic spaces celebrates the taking of the port and of the whole city, ‘..while the magistrates retired to their houses, aware that their authority was ended.’ 
 Similarly in 1582 exiled Minister John Durie was welcomed back into the burgh by a cheering crowd, and ‘..At the Netherbow they took up the 124 Psalme, “Now Israel may say,” &c.’ 
 Psalms and bagpipes, anthems of victory  and battle tunes move the hearths of those singing and hearing it, emphasising the crossing of the urban frontier.
The Netherbow is not a neutral background, but a politicised object which takes the part of those who are controlling it, declaring and embodying the city’s affiliations and sympathies. When in 1654 General Monk came to Edinburgh to declare Oliver’s union of England and Scotland ‘the provost and bailies in their scarlet gowns met him at the Nether Bow Port, the hail council in order going before them’.
 On the contrary, in 1715 the citizens of Edinburgh shut the Nether Bow to William Mackintosh of Borlum and his army, taking a clear stance against the Jacobite cause.
 Again in 1736 the part the Netherbow gate had in aiding an angry mob gaining control of the urban space -and the perceived misuse of the city’s right to fortify and defend herself- almost led to the gateway’s destruction. This complex and politically relevant episode, known as the Porteous incident, will be now discussed more in detail.
The story is as follows;
 in September 1736 while a Captain Porteous of the City Guard was imprisoned in the Edinburgh Tolbooth awaiting trial, an angry mob took control of the town by closing the city gates. In particular, the barricading of the Netherbow efficaciously prevented the king’s army quartered in the Canongate from entering the city and intervening, and the mob successfully assaulted the jail and summarily hanged Porteous. Alarmed that this violent demonstration of defiance could represent the beginning of uprisings by Jacobite supporters and threat the good management of Scotland, in February 1737 a Parliamentary enquiry condemned the episode and discussed a punishment. Given the impossibility to identify the individuals composing the mob, a Bill was proposed imprisoning and disgracing the negligent Provost,
 abolishing the town guard, and ‘for taking away the gates of the Nether Bow Port of the said city, and keeping open the same’.
 Destroying the Netherbow was clearly a punishment intended for the whole urban community and it addressed the symbolic importance of the Netherbow as urban landmark. 
The heated discussion during Parliament between the MPs supporting the Bill and the Scottish representatives negotiating for the Netherbow’s survival well represent the Netherbow’s political and symbolic role. Interestingly, during the uprising there was never an argument about the king’s troops cut off in the Canongate to forcibly violate the city’s urban perimeter. One of the witnesses remarked during the investigations how ‘had the troops forced their way into the town by demolishing one of the gates, without a legal authority, your grace would soon have had a terrible complaint from the magistrates’.
 The militia’s unwillingness to destroy the Netherbow suggests some awareness of the symbolic significance of such an act: achieving possession of and altering one or more civic spaces meant appropriating the narrative proclaiming the city’s past. However after the incident the taking down of the Netherbow became key part of the punishment, and reminded of the traditional breaking down of gates, walls, and other defences as a highly symbolic punishment inflicted on cities that had rebelled against their rightful rulers
  In the case of Edinburgh, 'taking down the gates of the Nether-bow Port, that a communication might be opened between the city and the suburbs, in which the King’s troops were quartered' 
 might sound a sensible solution against further uprising. The taking of the Netherbow had indeed led to the mob’s unlawful and unauthorised control over the city space, and the Parliament’s suggestion to retaliate by taking down of the Netherbow to avoid a reoccurrence could then have practical foundations. However the supporters of the Bill pointedly downplayed –or it is possible they honestly misunderstood- the significance of the removal of the gateway.  One of them declared that “the town-guard .. never can be reckoned among their ancient and immemorial privileges. Nor can I see how either the demolishing of a gate, or the keeping it open, can affect them”
. However the Scottish MPs vehement protestations showed their awareness of the Netherbow’s historical and cultural significance
. Practical reasons were invoked; the financial use of the checkpoint, the defensibility of the road narrowing in general with or without the Netherbow itself, the option to enlarge the army’s barracks in the Castle to give the army easy access to the city.
 More importantly, the legitimacy of such an act was questioned. The Duke of Argyle argued that “we may determine the Properties of private Persons, and may adjust the Privileges of Communities, we cannot infringe the Rights of Nations”. He also added that “The Nation of Scotland, in all the Proceedings at the Time, treated with England as an independent and free People”, and in the Treaty of Union “the Privileges of the Royal Burghs ... were put upon the same Footing with Religion, that is, they were not alterable by any subsequent Parliament of Great Britain”.
 Given Edinburgh’s history of royal privileges, the suggestion to lay a proudly walled city bare and unprotected decision interfered with Edinburgh’s sense of self and meddled with rights and prerogatives which had defined Scotland’s burghs’ identities for five hundred years
. 
The taking down of the Netherbow takes a much higher significance than a discussion of military accessibility or economic inconvenience. The aftermath of the 1707 Union saw the controversial dissolution of the Scottish Parliament as independent entity, and the continuous threat to the Hanoverians’ rule posed by Jacobean uprisings in Scotland supporting Stuart pretenders. The demolition of the Netherbow became then a fighting ground between Scottish threatened sense of identity and self-determination and English expectations of conformity and uniformity across a newly unified Great Britain. It is quite telling then that the amended version of the Bill which was finally approved, containing a hefty fine being imposed on the city but sparing the Netherbow, was disparagingly considered inadequate and stingless by those who had supported its earlier version
. 

CONCLUSION
In the early modern period the Netherbow represented the most visible and commodious entrance into Edinburgh. The city’s complex role as a royal burgh, the Stewarts’ capital, and a seat of national government, meant that the Netherbow was crossed, attacked, or defended by a variety of people in many different circumstances. Throughout its history, its importance was recognised as a permeable entry and an impermeable defence, but also as a symbol of traditional identity, embodying one of the burgh’s fundamental privileges, to think for itself and freely distinguish friend from foe.
Its martial and imposing appearance long survived its effective military usefulness, which was severely challenged by the introduction of artillery war. During the siege of 1745 the inhabitants of Edinburgh fled through the Netherbow when the use of batteries and field pieces caused severe destruction to the city, their flight representing their disbelief in the defences’ capacity to protect them.
 Nevertheless Scottish castellated architectural style had been recognised as an intentional reminder of the country’s antiquity and martial past, and the significance of the Netherbow went well beyond its military usefulness.
 As late as 1737, the Parliamentary enquiry into the Porteous incident demonstrated the symbolic role attributed to the gateway in defining the city’s identity. However, at the end of the XVIII century new values of productivity and social and economic improvements changed the organisation of Scottish society, challenging the acknowledged idea of urban community that the Netherbow represented. The Netherbow’s role of urban border was particularly challenged by the construction of a regularized and modern New Town (begun in 1765) facing the overcrowded and old-fashioned Old Town from the other side of the North Loch, and freely accessible through the commodious and newly built South Bridge. Left behind in the isolation of the Old Town backwater, the Netherbow was finally demolished in 1764 as an obstacle to traffic and circulation, and to allow an easier passage to and from the Canongate for both people and carriages
. The increase in the amount of wheel carriage made the Netherbow ‘exceedingly incommodious'
, a problematic relic of a past where circulation was to be filtered and controlled. This is a surprising development, coming just thirty years after Argyle’s passionate defence of the Netherbow, but it also demonstrate Edinburgh’s changed perception of her urban identity. London herself obtained in 1760 an Act of Parliament to remove her own city gates, and the ambitions to compete with London in modernity and stylishness made Edinburgh turn to new constructions embodying the principles of the Enlightenment, such as the New Town, rather than continuing with more traditional stances.
 The Netherbow was not the only victim of the expansion and renovation undertaken in this period, as other civic landmarks were also destroyed such as the Tolbooth taken down in 1817, and the Butter Tron in 1822. These improvements works were not unanimously welcomed: Scottish poet and satirist Claudero (whose real name was James Wilson) laments the loss of the Cross in one of his witty works called ‘the last Speech and Dying Words of the Cross, which was hanged, drawn and quartered on Monday the 15th of March 1756, for the horrid crime of being an encumbrance to the street’.
  
In a similar work addressing the lamentable destruction of the Netherbow, Claudero reasoned that with the loss of the Netherbow the relationships between people and places were altered, creating confusion in the very fabric of society. In the place of familiar activities, busy workshops and slow-paced, friendly neighbourhoods historically connected to and justified by the Netherbow’s very presence, Claudero argues is now the speed but also the impersonality of modernity, represented by luxurious gilded chariots traveling at a dangerous speed, uninterested in and unresponsive to the surrounding urban spaces and their alienated inhabitants
. In Claudero’s poem the city gate is humorously but also sympathetically personified while he presents to the audience its last speech and dying words before demolition
. The condemned port recalls many events of urban history not as an impassive observer, but as an involved and passionate actor lamenting the execution of brave Marquis of Montrose and the public displaying of his severed head, fondly remembering the arrival in town of King James VI, and badmouthing Cromwell the usurper
. As wittily illustrated by Claudero, before being superseded by the unarresting waves of modernity the Netherbow represented an active agent of urban history, influencing people’s understanding of the city and their own perception of self in relation to the urban spaces they moved within.
With reference to the site where the Netherbow stood, not much is left now to commemorate its presence and the major role it had in portraying and defending the burgh’s identity. At the narrowing of the street between Edinburgh and Canongate, brass bricks on the street pavement form the contour of the disappeared gate, while commemorative plates and fragments of cornices and pediments are visible in the nearby buildings. The name of a pub at the very crossroad, the World’s End, commemorates the disappeared frontier between two worlds and it recalls the World’s End Close, ‘ the last alley...that terminated of old the boundaries of the walled capital, and separated it from its courtly rival, the Burgh of Canongate.
 Anxious not to be forgotten, Claudero’s Netherbow wished in his last speech his clock to be removed to a different location rather than destroyed, so that it will forever look down to “the brandy shops below, where large grey-beards shall appear to him no bigger than mutchkin bottle...reflecting the rays of the sun to the eyes of ages unborn'.
 His role as urban frontier perpetuated in the name of a public house - the old Netherbow would have reasons to be pleased. 
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