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Abstract: This article reads David Hare’s Berlin (2009) as a form of 

posthuman historiography in which memory is no longer anchored in human 
subjectivity but distributed across urban space, material traces, and perceptual 
experience. Rather than dramatizing the Fall of the Berlin Wall as a moment of 
political closure, the monologue foregrounds its afterlife, staging Berlin as a 
layered archive in which historical divisions persist in spatial form. Drawing on 
philosophical posthumanism and spatial theory, the article argues that David 
Hare displaces the human observer as the primary bearer of history and instead 
constructs the city itself as a dynamic site of memory production. The 
monologue’s essayistic form, characterized by a single reflective voice and the 
absence of dramatic action, reinforces this shift by privileging perception over 
representation. Ultimately, Berlin reveals how geopolitical rupture continues to 
structure experience not as narrative resolution but as distributed, material 
memory embedded in the urban environment. 
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Introduction 
The late twentieth century marked a decisive reconfiguration in how 

history, space, and subjectivity are understood. The end of the Cold War, 
often symbolized with the Fall of the Berlin Wall, appeared to inaugurate a 
new historical condition in which ideological division gave way to narratives 
of convergence and liberal-democratic triumph.1 Yet such narratives of 
closure have proven increasingly unstable. Rather than signaling the end of 
geopolitical antagonism, the post-1989 period has revealed the continuation 
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of division in altered forms: spatial, economic, and epistemological. In this 
context, the question is no longer how history concludes, but how it 
continues to inhabit space after its supposed resolution. Contemporary 
theory has responded to this shift by rethinking the relationship between 
subject, history, and material environment. In this respect, philosophical 
posthumanism challenges the humanist assumption that meaning and 
memory are contained within autonomous subjects, instead locating them 
within distributed networks of human and nonhuman relations.2 

The posthumanist framework, while introduced in general terms, 
draws on several distinct theoretical approaches that require further 
clarification in relation to this analysis. The perspectives associated with 
Barad, Latour, and Hayles, though often grouped together under the rubric 
of posthumanism, operate through different conceptual emphases that 
inform the reading of Berlin in specific ways. Barad’s notion of intra-action 
foregrounds the relational emergence of phenomena, where subjects and 
objects do not pre-exist their encounter but are constituted through it. 
Latour’s actor-network theory, by contrast, emphasizes the distribution of 
agency across human and nonhuman assemblages, shifting attention from 
entities to the networks that produce effects. Hayles extends this 
displacement of the human subject by locating cognition within distributed 
systems that include both biological and material processes. Together, these 
perspectives do not form a unified theory but provide complementary tools 
for understanding how memory, perception, and spatial experience in 
Berlin emerge through relations that exceed the human subject. 

It is within this conceptual horizon that David Hare’s Berlin (2009) 
becomes a vital site of critical inquiry. First performed at the Royal National 
Theatre, the monologue departs from Hare’s more familiar documentary 
dramaturgy, exemplified by works such as Stuff Happens (2004), 3 by 
abandoning multi-character structure and political reenactment in favor of 
a single, reflective voice. As Richard Boon notes, Hare’s theatre has 
consistently engaged with political reality through evolving formal 

 
2 R. Braidotti, The Posthuman, Cambridge: Polity Press, 2013, pp. 55–60; N.K. 

Hayles, How We Became Posthuman: Virtual Bodies in Cybernetics, Literature, and 
Informatics, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999, pp. 2–4; D. Haraway, Simians, 
Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of Nature, New York: Routledge, 1991, pp. 149–
181. These works provide the conceptual basis for philosophical posthumanism by 
challenging the humanist model of the autonomous subject, and instead foregrounding 
distributed agency and relational ontology. Braidotti formulates a posthuman ethics 
grounded in interconnectedness, Hayles examines the shifting boundaries of embodiment 
within cybernetic discourse, and Haraway reconceptualizes the human through the figure 
of the cyborg. Together, they inform the present article’s understanding of memory as a 
distributed and more-than-human phenomenon embedded in spatial and material 
relations. 

3 D. Hare, Stuff Happens, London: Faber and Faber, 2004 
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strategies that move between documentation and interpretive reflection.4 
Berlin extends this trajectory by shifting attention away from representation 
toward perception, replacing dramatic action with spatial and experiential 
inquiry. The text offers no conventional plot and stages no dramatic action. 
Instead, it unfolds as a sustained meditation on the city of Berlin, structured 
through observation, historical reflection, and spatial movement. At first 
glance, the monologue appears to revisit a familiar historical terrain: the 
division of Berlin, the erection and collapse of the Wall, and the subsequent 
processes of reunification. However, Hare resists narrating these events as 
a coherent historical sequence. Rather than reconstructing the past, Berlin 
attends to the ways in which that past remains embedded in the material 
and perceptual fabric of the city. The Wall, in this sense, is not simply a 
historical object but a structuring absence, one that continues to organize 
spatial experience long after its physical disappearance. 

Although Berlin has received relatively limited scholarly attention, 
existing criticism has identified several important dimensions of Hare’s 
project. Kağan Kaya reads the monologue, by pairing with Wall,5 primarily 
as a form of global political theatre, arguing that Hare examines the social 
and political consequences of the Berlin Wall and the Israeli separation wall 
through documentary observation and humane reportage.6 Ahmet Gökhan 
Biçer approaches Berlin through the framework of psychogeography, 
emphasizing urban wandering, spatial perception, and the subjective 
experience of post-Wall Berlin.7 Cüneyt Özata, by contrast, interprets 
Berlin/Wall through the concepts of biopower and fascism, focusing on the 
ways political structures shape and regulate subjectivity.8 While these 
studies illuminate the political, psychological, and ideological dimensions of 
Hare’s work, they do not address the monologue’s reconceptualization of 
memory as a distributed phenomenon embedded in spatial and material 
relations. 

This article argues that Berlin reconfigures historical memory as a 
spatial and posthuman archive in which the legacy of division persists not 
through narrative continuity but through material traces and perceptual 
encounters. The monologue displaces the human subject as the primary 
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locus of historical meaning, constructing the city itself as a dynamic site of 
memory production. This shift resonates with theoretical approaches that 
emphasize the entanglement of matter, meaning, and temporality. For 
Karen Barad, phenomena emerge through intra-actions that precede the 
distinction between subject and object,9 while Bruno Latour’s actor-network 
theory similarly disperses agency across heterogeneous assemblages of 
human and nonhuman actors.10 From this perspective, Berlin can be 
understood not as a passive backdrop to historical events but as an active 
participant in the ongoing production of memory. The city becomes a 
palimpsestic formation in which different temporal layers coexist, intersect, 
and remain partially unresolved.11 

The persistence of the Wall as an absent presence invites a 
reconsideration of historical rupture. As Jacques Derrida suggests, the past 
does not simply vanish but returns in the form of spectral traces that 
unsettle the present.12 In Berlin, this spectrality is not confined to memory 
as an internal, psychological process. It is externalized in space, embedded 
in architecture, urban planning, and the sensory experience of movement 
through the city. Hare’s monologue thus stages history not as a completed 
narrative but as an ongoing condition of spatial entanglement. By 
privileging perception over representation and materiality over narrative 
closure, Berlin aligns with broader posthumanist efforts to rethink the 
distribution of memory beyond the human subject.13 

 
9 K. Barad,  Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the 

Entanglement of Matter and Meaning, Durham and London: Duke University Press, 
2008, pp. 33-4. 

10 B. Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory, 
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2005, pp. 63-86. 

11 A. Huyssen, Present Pasts: Urban Palimpsests and the Politics of Memory, 
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2003, pp. 7–9; K. E. Till, The New Berlin: Memory, 
Politics, Place, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005, pp. 13–5. Huyssen 
conceptualizes Berlin as an “urban palimpsest” in which multiple historical layers coexist 
within the same spatial field, resisting narrative closure, while Till demonstrates how 
memory is embedded in spatial practices and material environments in the post-
reunification city. Together, these approaches foreground the persistence of historical 
traces in the urban fabric, supporting the present article’s reading of Berlin as a site where 
memory operates through spatial and material entanglement rather than linear historical 
progression. 

12 J. Derrida, Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning and 
the New International. Translated by P. Kamuf, New York and London: Routledge, 1994, 
pp. 10-2. 

13 J. Bennett, Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things Durham, NC: Duke 
University Press, 2010, pp. 3–5; T. Morton, Hyperobjects: Philosophy and Ecology after 
the End of the World Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013, pp. 58–62. 
Bennett foregrounds the vitality and agency of material forms, challenging the distinction 
between inert matter and active subjects, while Morton develops the concept of 
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What Berlin ultimately foregrounds is not the historical event of 
division itself but the conditions of its ongoing presence. The monologue 
does not reconstruct the past as a coherent narrative; rather, it registers its 
ongoing presence in the spatial and perceptual organization of the city. In 
doing so, it shifts the understanding of historical memory away from a 
human-centered act of recollection toward a distributed condition 
embedded in material and urban form. Within this framework, Berlin can 
be read as a site where history remains active, not as representation but as 
spatial experience. Within this framework, Berlin emerges as a site where 
history remains active not as representation but as spatial experience, a 
condition that becomes legible through its formal structure, its treatment of 
division, and its reconfiguration of memory as distributed and material. 

 
Form and Perception 
In Berlin, David Hare replaces dramatic action with a mode of 

perception structured through movement, observation, and temporal 
disjunction. The monologue opens not with an event but with a spatial 
return: “Here I am, I’m back in Berlin, and as usual I can’t get the hang of 
it.”14 The sentence establishes instability at the level of both position and 
understanding. “Here I am” signals presence, yet this presence is 
immediately unsettled by the admission of return. “I’m back” implies 
repetition, but repetition does not produce familiarity. Instead, it leads to 
the recognition that the city remains resistant to comprehension. The 
phrase “can’t get the hang of it” suggests not a temporary difficulty but a 
ongoing failure of orientation. Berlin is not simply unfamiliar. It cannot be 
stabilized as an object of knowledge. From the outset, the monologue 
displaces the expectation that experience will unfold into a coherent 
narrative. What emerges instead is a perceptual condition in which presence 
does not guarantee understanding and return does not produce mastery. 

This instability is reinforced through the monologue’s emphasis on 
movement as a condition of experience rather than a means of orientation. 
The speaker observes that “every morning I’m driven from the hotel… and 
we seem to take a different direction. Or rather, more subtly, each of the 
innumerable suburbs seems to be rebuilt daily in a different place.”15 The 
uncertainty here is not limited to the route taken. It extends to the apparent 
reconfiguration of the city itself. The suburbs do not remain fixed. They 

 
“hyperobjects” to describe phenomena that exceed human perception and temporal scale. 
Together, these approaches extend posthumanist thought by relocating meaning and 
agency beyond the human, supporting the present article’s understanding of memory as 
distributed across material environments and perceptual encounters rather than contained 
within human consciousness. 

14 D. Hare, Berlin. In Berlin/Wall, London: Faber and Faber, 2009, p. 3. 
15 Hare, Berlin, p. 4. 
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appear to shift, as though spatial continuity could not be maintained. The 
phrase “rebuilt daily” does not describe literal reconstruction. It captures a 
perceptual experience in which repetition fails to produce stability. Each 
journey repeats the previous one yet never confirms it. Movement does not 
lead toward familiarity. It continually displaces it. The city cannot be 
secured in memory because it does not present itself as stable in perception. 
Spatial knowledge emerges not as accumulation but as interruption. 

The organization of historical reference follows a similar logic. The 
monologue moves across temporal layers without establishing a clear 
sequence, collapsing past and present into a single perceptual field. A 
recollection of watching a production of Waiting for Godot appears not as a 
developed narrative episode but as a fragment embedded within broader 
reflections on the city.16 Its significance lies not in its narrative coherence 
but in its coexistence with other, equally partial moments. History does not 
unfold through causal progression. It accumulates through juxtaposition. 
Temporal markers remain visible, but they do not organize experience into 
a stable chronology. Instead, they function as traces that remain alongside 
one another without resolution. Berlin emerges as a site in which different 
historical moments remain simultaneously active, not as a sequence but as 
a layered field of perception. This instability of perception becomes explicit 
in the speaker’s observation: 

It’s one of those cities which people say is very alive, but when I 
look I can’t see anything moving. Is it me? People tell you all the time 
that it’s very young, but in my hotel everyone seems to be pulling 
their suitcases round on wheels and getting out at the wrong floor. 
Also, the arts are thriving. ‘Why do you love Berlin?’ I ask when 
people say, ‘I love Berlin.’ ‘Oh, the arts,’ they say. ‘And the clubs.’ It’s 
a great city for clubbing.17 

 
What replaces dramatic progression is a form of spatial cognition 

grounded in limited and uncertain perception. This is articulated in the 
speaker’s observation that “when I look I can’t see anything moving.” The 
force of the statement lies in the disjunction between expectation and 
perception. Berlin is described as “very alive,” yet this vitality remains 
imperceptible. The problem is not the absence of movement but the failure 
of visibility. The speaker’s question, “Is it me?”, shifts the uncertainty 
inward, suggesting that perception itself has become unreliable. This 
instability is reinforced by the accumulation of minor, inconclusive details: 
people “pulling their suitcases round on wheels,” “getting out at the wrong 
floor.” These observations do not cohere into a larger pattern. They remain 

 
16 Hare, Berlin, p. 3. 
17 Hare, Berlin, pp. 3-4. (Italics original). 
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incidental, disconnected, resistant to synthesis. Even claims about the city’s 
cultural vitality, reduced to “the arts” and “the clubs,” appear formulaic 
rather than experiential. What emerges is a perceptual field in which 
significance cannot be secured. The city is described through fragments that 
fail to produce a coherent image. Perception does not reveal Berlin as a 
unified space; it registers its dispersal across partial and unresolved 
encounters. 

This condition is intensified by the disappearance of the city’s most 
recognizable landmark. Hare notes that “Berlin is harder than it used to be 
because the most famous landmark has gone […] the dedicated tourists who 
go looking for Berlin’s distinguishing feature can’t find it.”18 The absence of 
the Wall produces not clarity but disorientation. The landmark that once 
structured perception has disappeared, leaving no stable frame through 
which the city can be organized. The difficulty is not only historical but 
perceptual. Without a central reference point, Berlin cannot be read as a 
unified space. The city becomes legible only through localized encounters 
that fail to cohere into a larger whole. What remains is not an open field of 
visibility but a condition in which orientation must be continually 
renegotiated. 

In this sense, the monologue transforms theatre into a mode of spatial 
attention. The stage does not represent action. It organizes perception. The 
spectator is positioned alongside the speaker, following his movement 
through a city that resists stabilization. This is made explicit in the reflection 
that “there’s a rhythm to walking, so that walking itself becomes the point.”19 
Movement no longer serves as a means toward narrative development. It 
becomes the structure of the experience itself. The absence of dramatic 
action is therefore not a limitation but a formal strategy. It allows Hare to 
foreground a mode of engagement in which space, rather than plot, becomes 
the primary medium through which meaning is produced. Spatial 
experience does not resolve into narrative. It remains open and contingent, 
shaped by encounters that never fully cohere into a stable whole. In this 
respect, perception in Berlin does not organize the city into a unified object. 
Instead, it registers it through fragments that resist synthesis. It emerges 
through shifting encounters, recalling accounts of spatial experience in 
which meaning arises not from fixed structures but from relational 
configurations that remain in flux. 

 
The Wall as Trace 
In Berlin, the Berlin Wall rarely appears as a stable object of 

description. Instead, it persists as a structuring absence that continues to 

 
18 Hare, Berlin, p. 4. 
19 Hare, Berlin, p. 17. 
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organize perception long after its physical removal. This becomes evident in 
Hare’s description of the city as “a city of polarity, of East and West, of 
democracy and communism, of fascism and resistance.”20 The force of the 
sentence lies in its construction. Rather than presenting the Wall directly, 
Hare articulates Berlin through a sequence of paired oppositions. The 
repetition of “of” produces an accumulative rhythm in which each term 
exists only in relation to its counterpart. East is inseparable from West, 
democracy from communism. The city is structured through binaries that 
remain intact even after their material basis has disappeared. In this sense, 
the Wall is displaced from object to structure. It no longer appears as a 
visible boundary, yet its logic continues to organize the terms through which 
Berlin is perceived. Division operates not as architecture but as a framework 
of understanding. 

This logic becomes visible at the level of spatial encounter, where 
historical sites are embedded within the ordinary surface of the city and 
remain initially indistinguishable. Hare describes how one “notice[s] 
something in the distance […] a glass disc […] So that’s where the Nazis 
burnt the books.”21 The hesitation built into the phrasing is crucial. The site 
is first encountered as an anonymous object before its historical significance 
emerges. Recognition depends not on immediate visibility but on proximity 
and interpretation. The past does not present itself directly. It must be 
inferred from fragments embedded in the urban surface. In this sense, the 
site functions as what Pierre Nora terms a lieux de mémoire, a point where 
memory crystallizes precisely because it is no longer sustained by lived 
continuity.22 What is encountered is not a continuous historical presence 
but a localized and mediated trace that requires an act of recognition to 
become meaningful. What is at stake here is not simply the coexistence of 
historical layers, but their uneven legibility. As Andreas Huyssen suggests, 
the urban palimpsest is not a transparent layering of past and present but a 
structure in which historical traces remain partially obscured, requiring acts 
of interpretation to become visible.23 Hare’s Berlin exemplifies this 
condition: memory does not appear as a stable inscription. It emerges only 
at the moment of recognition, when an otherwise ordinary surface is re-read 
as historical. The city does not display its history; it withholds it, revealing 
it only through contingent encounters that never fully resolve into a 
coherent whole. 

A similar logic governs the representation of the Wall itself, which 

 
20 Hare, Berlin, p. 22. 
21 Hare, Berlin, p. 12. 
22 P. Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire’, Representations, 

26, 1989, p. 12. 
23 Huyssen, Present Pasts: Urban Palimpsests and the Politics of Memory, pp. 9-12. 
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continues not as material presence but as mediated necessity. Hare notes 
that “they’re planning to project a hologram of the Wall, to get over the 
inconvenient fact it isn’t there.”24 The phrasing reveals a shift in the function 
of the Wall. What is “inconvenient” is not its former existence but its 
absence. The city appears to require the Wall to remain intelligible. In this 
sense, it depends on the continued visibility of its own division, even if that 
visibility must be artificially produced. Yet what is proposed is not 
reconstruction but simulation. The hologram acknowledges the 
disappearance of the object while attempting to restore its perceptual 
function. At the same time, it does not simply represent the Wall; it 
organizes the perceptual field in which it appears. Its visibility depends on 
the position and movement of the observer, requiring a specific alignment 
between body and projection. The encounter is therefore not one of 
detached observation but of participation in a system that produces the 
conditions of visibility. The Wall functions not as a stable object but as a 
configuration that actively structures perception. Its effect depends on its 
continual re-inscription within the perceptual field. In this sense, Berlin 
does not simply remember the Wall; it reproduces the conditions under 
which it can still be perceived. 

Hare’s reflections on movement through Berlin further complicate the 
notion of historical rupture. The speaker moves across spaces that appear 
continuous, yet are marked by invisible thresholds that separate different 
historical and ideological formations. These divisions are not explicitly 
marked but are registered through shifts in atmosphere, architecture, and 
spatial organization. As Brian Ladd argues, Berlin’s urban landscape is 
shaped by the persistent presence of its past, which remains embedded in 
the city’s material fabric and continues to structure how space is 
experienced.25 At the same time, Karen Till observes, urban space in post-
reunification Berlin is shaped by “haunted” geographies in which 
unresolved histories continue to structure everyday experience.26 Hare’s 
monologue registers this condition not through explicit narration but 
through the accumulation of spatial impressions. The Wall has not 
disappeared so much as it has been redistributed. It no longer divides 
territory in a visible manner. Rather, it continues to shape the ways in which 
space is organized and encountered. What appears as continuity is 
structured by underlying discontinuity. 

Such a configuration invites a reconsideration of what it means for a 
historical event to end. If the Wall has disappeared materially yet persists as 

 
24 Hare, Berlin, p. 5. 
25  B. Ladd, The Ghosts of Berlin: Confronting German History in the Urban 

Landscape, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997, p. 2. 
26 Till, The new Berlin: Memory, politics, place, p. 13. 
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an organizing principle, then its status as a concluded event becomes 
unstable. In this respect, Hare’s monologue recalls Derrida’s account of the 
trace, in which the past survives not as presence but as something that 
continues to structure the present without fully appearing.27 The Wall in 
Berlin occupies precisely this position. It is neither fully present nor entirely 
absent. It remains as a condition that shapes perception without becoming 
directly visible. At the same time, this persistence is not confined to memory 
as a subjective or cognitive process. It is embedded in spatial arrangements, 
architectural residues, and mediated representations. As N. Katherine 
Hayles suggests, cognition is not located solely within the human subject 
but distributed across interactions with material environments.28 The trace, 
in this sense, is not simply temporal but spatial, distributed across the 
perceptual and material field of the city. 

What emerges, therefore, is a conception of Berlin as a space in which 
history operates through dispersed and material forms. The Wall is no 
longer an object that can be pointed to. It becomes a condition that must be 
navigated. Its persistence is registered not through direct representation but 
through the polarity, fragmentation, and perceptual instability that 
structure the city. In this sense, Berlin does not depict the Wall. It stages the 
experience of its afterlife. This displacement from object to condition 
anticipates a broader reconfiguration of memory, one in which historical 
meaning is no longer contained within the subject but distributed across 
spatial and material relations. 

 
Berlin as Posthuman Archive 
If Berlin displaces narrative in favor of perception and reconfigures the 

Wall as a structuring absence, it also produces a more fundamental shift in 
how historical memory is located. The monologue does not present memory 
as something possessed by subjects who recall and interpret the past. 
Instead, memory emerges through the interaction between bodies, spaces, 
and material traces. The city is not simply remembered; it remembers. This 
condition is already implied in the speaker’s admission that he “can’t get the 
hang of it,” a formulation that marks not a temporary confusion but a 
structural inability to stabilize the city as an object of knowledge. In this 
sense, Berlin operates as an archive, but not as a stable repository. It is a 
dynamic and distributed system in which historical layers remain active 
within the material and perceptual organization of space. 

This becomes visible through Hare’s sustained attention to 
architectural detail and urban arrangement. Buildings and reconstructed 
sites are not presented as neutral backdrops but as carriers of historical 

 
27 Derrida, Specters of Marx, pp. 10-12. 
28 Hayles, How we became posthuman, pp. 2-4. 
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tension. Spaces such as Tempelhof, described as resembling “a fascist 
railway station”29 where “so much authoritarian space”30 serves so little 
function, register the continued presence of past regimes within present 
forms. The encounter with Tempelhof does not simply invite interpretation. 
The scale and emptiness of the space impose a specific mode of perception 
on the speaker, constraining movement and directing attention. The 
building does not function as an object to be read but as an environment 
that actively shapes the conditions under which perception occurs. In this 
sense, the experience is not produced by the subject alone but emerges 
through the interaction between body and architectural form, recalling 
Barad’s account of intra-action in which agency arises through relational 
entanglement rather than residing in discrete entities. The description thus 
registers how political history remains embedded in spatial form, not as a 
recoverable narrative but as an active condition of experience. 
Reconstruction does not erase the past but produces juxtapositions in which 
different temporalities coexist without resolution. What is encountered is 
not a coherent narrative but a spatial field structured by discontinuity. The 
speaker’s movement through Berlin is therefore less an act of interpretation 
than one of navigation. He does not decode the city but moves within a field 
of already active meanings that exceed individual comprehension. 

Such a configuration challenges the humanist assumption that history 
is stabilized through narrative and contained within consciousness. As 
Aleida Assmann argues, cultural memory is not confined to individual 
recollection but externalized across material, spatial, and institutional 
forms that preserve and transmit the past beyond the lifespan of the 
subject.31 Berlin extends this logic by displacing memory even further, 
relocating it within a network of spatial relations in which architecture, 
movement, and perception actively participate in its production. Instead, 
Berlin suggests that memory is distributed across a network of relations in 
which human perception is only one element. This becomes particularly 
clear in the way perception itself is continually displaced. The speaker 
repeatedly encounters surfaces that resist immediate understanding, only 
later becoming legible through proximity or contextual knowledge. In this 
respect, the monologue can be read alongside Karen Barad’s argument that 
phenomena emerge through intra-action, where entities do not pre-exist 
their relations but are constituted through them.32 The city, the observer, 
and the historical traces embedded in material form do not exist as separate 

 
29 Hare, Berlin, p. 6. 
30 Hare, Berlin, p. 6. 
31 A. Assmann, Cultural Memory and Western Civilization: Functions, Media, 

Archives, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011, pp. 36-40. 
32 Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway, pp. 33-4. 
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units that subsequently interact. They come into being through their 
ongoing entanglement. Berlin’s history, therefore, is not something 
observed from a distance but something that emerges through acts of 
movement, perception, and encounter. 

At the same time, the distributed nature of memory in the monologue 
can be understood in relation to Bruno Latour’s account of agency as 
circulating across heterogeneous assemblages rather than residing in 
human subjects alone.33 In Berlin, agency is not located in the speaker’s 
interpretive authority but in the city’s capacity to produce effects: 
disorientation, fragmentation, delayed recognition. Division is not simply 
narrated; it is enacted through spatial organization. Even in the absence of 
the Wall as a visible structure, its effects continue to shape the ways in which 
movement, perception, and interpretation unfold. The trace operates here 
not as a symbolic reminder but as an active component within a network 
that includes architecture, urban planning, and bodily movement. Memory, 
in this sense, is not owned by the subject. It is generated within the 
assemblage. 

What follows from this is a reconceptualization of the archive itself. If 
the archive is traditionally understood as a site where the past is preserved 
and made accessible, Hare’s Berlin presents an alternative model in which 
the past is neither fully preserved nor fully accessible. It endures unevenly, 
embedded in material forms that exert influence without requiring 
conscious recall. The city functions as a posthuman archive: a space in which 
history is distributed, relational, and continuously reactivated through 
perception. The speaker’s inability to “get the hang of” Berlin is therefore 
not simply a failure of understanding but an index of this distributed 
condition. Total comprehension is impossible because memory is not 
centralized. It is dispersed across the city itself. 

In this sense, the archive is no longer a place one consults but a 
condition one inhabits. Berlin does not store its past in a stable form; it 
produces it through ongoing interactions between material structures, 
perceptual acts, and historical traces. What the monologue ultimately 
foregrounds is not the recovery of history but its operation as an active and 
distributed force within the present. 

 
Conclusion 
Berlin does not narrate the history of the Wall, nor does it present its 

fall as a moment of resolution. Instead, it registers the persistence of 
division as a spatial and perceptual condition that continues to organize the 
experience of the city. By replacing dramatic action with movement, 

 
33 Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory, p. 

85. 
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observation, and fragmentary encounter, Hare reorients theatre away from 
representation and toward a form of spatial thinking in which history is not 
reconstructed but encountered. The Wall survives not as a visible object but 
as a structuring trace, one that continues to shape perception even in its 
absence. What appears as historical closure is thus revealed to be a 
transformation rather than an end. 

This shift has broader implications for how memory is conceptualized. 
The monologue consistently displaces memory from the domain of 
subjective recollection and relocates it within the material and spatial 
organization of the urban environment. Architectural forms, reconstructed 
sites, and perceptual encounters function as carriers of historical force, 
producing effects that exceed individual interpretation. Memory, in this 
sense, is neither stable nor fully accessible. It emerges unevenly, through 
moments of recognition that remain partial and contingent. The city does 
not present its past as a coherent narrative. It withholds it, dispersing it 
across surfaces that must be navigated rather than decoded. 

Reading Berlin through the lens of philosophical posthumanism 
clarifies the stakes of this displacement. If, as Barad suggests, phenomena 
emerge through relational intra-action rather than pre-existing entities, and 
if, as Latour argues, agency circulates across heterogeneous assemblages, 
then memory can no longer be understood as something contained within 
the human subject. Instead, it appears as a distributed process, generated 
through the interaction of bodies, spaces, and material traces. Hare’s 
monologue renders this distribution perceptible. The city, the observer, and 
the historical residues embedded within urban space do not stand apart 
from one another. They are constituted through their relations. What is 
encountered in Berlin is not a representation of the past but an active 
configuration in which history continues to operate. 

Within this framework, the archive itself undergoes a decisive 
transformation. Rather than functioning as a site where the past is 
preserved and made accessible, the archive in Berlin is neither stable nor 
centralized. It is dispersed across the material environment, activated 
through perception, and sustained through ongoing interaction. The city 
becomes a posthuman archive in which historical meaning is not stored but 
produced, not retrieved but encountered. This reconceptualization 
challenges the assumption that history can be fully known or contained. It 
suggests instead that the past remains active as a condition of the present, 
one that cannot be resolved into narrative closure. 

What Hare ultimately offers, then, is not simply a reflection on Berlin 
or on the legacy of the Wall, but a model for understanding how history 
inhabits space after its apparent end. The fall of the Wall does not mark a 
definitive break. It marks a reconfiguration in which division is 
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redistributed across perceptual, spatial, and material relations. In this 
sense, Berlin exposes the limits of narratives of historical resolution and 
invites a different mode of engagement, one that attends to the ways in 
which the past continues to structure the present without becoming fully 
visible. History is not concluded. It remains an unresolved and distributed 
force, encountered in fragments and never fully mastered. 
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