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F. Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip II 2 
vols., (London: Collins, 1972) 1, 312-25; 348-52.

 Braudel’s history of the Mediterranean, vast and authoritative, represents the apex 
of the sort of High Modernist history which considered a sort of narrative unity as its 
chief aim. For Braudel, that master-narrative comes in the form of representing urban his-
tory as a sequential, procedural story whose causes may be clearly articulated. Cities are 
the product of grand organizing forces rather than chance operations in this view; they 
shrink and grow according to the movements of people and trade, and they all share at 
the very least a similar historical superstructure which regulates their successes and fail-
ures.
 The history of cities is, in Braudel’s view, parallel to and intertwined with the his-
tory of economies. The very genesis of cities may be reduced to simple trade necessities, 
and hence the geography of cities is dictated by networks of commerce. “A map of the cit-
ies closely corresponds to a map of the roads,” Braudel argues, and large towns “all stand 
at crossroads” (316). The urban economy then proceeds through large-scale industry and 
then finally to banking as the city matures. This is doubly true in the Mediterranean, 
where “exchange, transport, and reselling were activities central to life” (319). The city is 
thus reducible to the sum of its economic elements—those being, after all, the reason for 
their erection in the first place—and it is by this maturing of economy that the cities 
“painfully distinguish themselves from the surrounding countryside” (318).
 Not inconsequentially, this kind of grand history implies both a concept of history 
which relies on a progressive teleology and also a definition of the city which is concrete 
and distinct from the non-city. Braudel makes his teleological bias quite clear: cities, to 
him, are “the hothouses of every civilization,” and the city step represents a step forward 
in the march of cultural progress (351). It is in the city that minorities “were free to live 
and worship [...] as they pleased” and in which modern financial systems were built and 
refined (349). Capital cities “create an order;” their power and influence have determining 
roles over the fortunes of their surrounding nations (351). And each city is a recognizable 
unit, distinguishable nodal points on rural trading routes. The city is linked “by a system 
of relationships with the surrounding countryside,” but it is always recognizably different 
from it, and subject to unique organizing forces (323). This view of city-as-unity and city-
as-locus-of-civilization is a tradition that runs from Ibn Khaldûn, through urban modern-
ists like Lyautey, and into the ‘panoptic city’ criticized by de Certeau. It aggregates the city 
into a totality, gives it a capital C and names it an impeller of human progress.
 There is, of course, a sense of reduction in this sort of history. In its trend towards 
master-narrative and its shyness towards the micro-elements of power and society, it nec-
essarily abstracts the city into something more ideal and thus more useful for the histo-
rian. But even in the face of postmodern criticism (such as in Horden and Purcell or de 
Certeau), Braudel’s distillation of history is a useful one. It correctly recognizes that there 
is a utility in tying together disparate typologies by way of their commonalities.

P. Horden and N. Purcell, The Corrupting Sea: A Study of Mediterranean History (Lon-
don: Blackwell, 2000), 89-122.

 Horden and Purcell’s criticism of the modernist school of urban history is in many 
ways a direct response to Braudel’s work, and it elevates a conception of the city which 
relies not only on very different definitions, but on different fundamental assumptions 
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about the role of historical study, emphasizing as it does the gradual indices of forces 
rather than unities and totalities.
 The emphasis on ‘microecologies’ is a typical postmodern one, and here Horden 
and Purcell employ the concept onto the study of urban space. First, though, they disclaim 
the concept of the city as a unique identifier. Rejecting the idea of the city as an archetype 
which may be contrasted to the countryside, Horden and Purcell analogize cities to moun-
tains: “the distinction between mountains and hills and downs must essentially arbitrary, 
and the range of ecologies to be associated with them is very much less narrow and pre-
dictable than might have been expected” (101). The city, then, simply does not hold any 
currency as a generator of history; it is merely an address, and “addresses, in themselves, 
make nothing happen” (98). This view requires a complete dismantling of the Braudelian 
concept of the city as a distinct historical mover. It replaces it with a infinitely gradated 
range of settlements which are themselves reflections of micro historical patterns, but 
which in-and-of-themselves produce no stamp on the human story. These social patterns, 
urban and rural together, must be viewed both as an integrated web, and also as the sum 
of tiny forces which revolve around no historical nucleus. The town must be “dissolved as 
a category” and Mediterranean settlement instead should be “approached from an eco-
logical standpoint and viewed in its entirety” (109).
 This emphasis on the interactions between social and ecological elements at the 
cost of idealizing nothing shifts the focus away from the city as a generator of culture and 
civilization and onto a codependency between the city and country, each with its own 
overlapping systems operating sometimes in tandem and sometimes at cross-ends. Equally 
complex at all levels of density, these “sets of relations interweave and bind together the 
smallest human places of production [...] into the same web as the most complex, peren-
nial, and densely packed” (121). 
 As a consequence, a number of urban master narratives must be disposed of. Cities 
no longer have an a priori role in the function of economies; instead, they may be either 
“‘brakes’ or ‘accelerators’ of the economy according to individual circumstances” (107). 
The concept of the ‘consumer city’ and of the ‘autarkic unit’ of city and hinterland is de-
valued in the face of a socio-historical conception in which city and non-city form an in-
tegrated, nondelineated gradation.
 In the case of the Muslim city, the hypothesis of Horden and Purcell means that a 
study the Muslim city must necessarily incorporate a study of the intricacies of Muslim 
culture, and, in fact, that there exists no archetypal ‘city’ apart from the individual and 
unique apparitions of each particular city. This sort of assertion has sympathies with the 
assertions of Abu-Lughod and de Certeau, holding that any reductionist view of the city is 
either culturally blunted or quasi-totalitarian.
 Where to side between the modern reductionism of Braudel and the postmodern 
diffusion of Horden and Purcell? Both have their uses: in some cases it is helpful to draw 
cities together as though they are an abstract unit of study, and at others it is preferable to 
dissolve the idea of a city into a interrelationship of forces with its surroundings. As the 
latter refuses to accept the city as a discrete examinable object and the former tries to ac-
crete the multiplexed stories of urban life into one, neither can, alone, equip us with all 
the answer to urban investigation.
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Stefano Bianca, Urban Form in the Arab World, Past and Present (London, 2000), Ch. 7.

 Bianca’s approach to the Muslim city is a departure from the traditions of both 
Braudel and Horden and Purcell. First, it is exclusively concerned with the Muslim city as 
opposed to the Mediterranean one; this excludes cities like Florence and includes ones like 
Baghdad. More importantly, though, Bianca approaches the Muslim city is through the 
lens of the architect rather than that of the historian. As a consequence, his view of the 
city is inherently more visual than sociological, and there is somewhat of an inversion of 
the causality between structure and society.
 Bianca emphasizes a dual nature of Islam in the creation of a “vernacular” urban 
pattern: the simultaneous focus on a conservative, cohesive social order and the relative 
vacuum of municipal regulation. This led to the “empowerment of self-regulating private 
communities and social groups,” which in turn allowed for urban subunits to be devel-
oped by “incremental decisions at a grass-root level” (141). 
 Bianca’s initial mode of observation, as an architect, is to observe the actual built 
patterns of Muslim cities and extrapolate social reasons for those patterns from there. Ex-
amining the location of the mosque within a support structure of commercial and public 
institutions, he points out “the unique symbiosis between religious, educational, social, 
and commercial functions” (145). In the narrow alleyways leading up to residential sec-
tors, he notes the “step-by-step shift from public to private space” (149). These and other 
observations on the physiognomy of the city are taken to be the deliberate result of Mus-
lim social norms which have subtly dictated the arrangement of space into forms which 
meet the needs of religious demands.
 One pattern which Bianca lingers on and which will crop up elsewhere is the con-
cept of the duplicable, hive-like nature of the city, especially its residential quarters. It is 
capable of “spreading and multiplying itself without ever losing its essential qualities” and 
is “impregnated with the attributes of wholeness and unity” (157). In the style of Behar’s 
mahalles, Bianca emphasizes a neighborhood-based, decentralized city which can dupli-
cate its cellular units repeatedly without alteration and without losing much of the city’s 
character.
 Their is an air of exoticism about Bianca’s study, something which architectural 
examiners of the Muslim city show a tendency towards slipping into. It is unclear why 
Bianca relies on such an overbearing assumption that the morphology of the city must be 
inherently linked to a sort of cosmological significance towards which the Muslims have 
some predilection. In his conclusion, Bianca suggest that “the urban fabric gains access to 
a symbolic dimension, since small elements can reflect the structure of the whole in the 
same way that the human microcosm can mirror the universe” (157). It is just as possible 
that the urban fabric is simply the result of sociological, economic, or cultural de-
mands—and such a romanticism almost echoes the apostrophes made by visitors like 
Wharton (albeit in a different tone) about the mystical nature of the Muslim city.

J. Abu Lughod, “The Islamic City: Historic Myth, Islamic Essence, and Contemporary 
Relevance,” IJMES 19 (1987): 155-76.

 Abu-Lughod’s article is at once an attack on the assumptions of classical Oriental-
ism and a reorganization of the primary constructive forces responsible for the ‘tradi-
tional’ Islamic city. The two are necessary to each other in the fact that the deconstruction 
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of Orientalist scholarship provides the negative space around which Abu-Lughod reforms 
the backstory of the Islamic city.
 The chief criticism is that the Orientalist tradition relied on a self-referential and 
unsubstantiated chain of work (or isnad, as Abu-Lughod terms it). It is primarily a meth-
odological critique; Abu-Lughod cites the limited scope of direct research which the Ori-
entalists worked from and suggests that the authoritative nature of their works was an 
“optical illusion” precipitated out of “a conspiracy of copying and glossing” (160). The 
Orientalists, charges Abu-Lughod, looked at a few Muslim cities which they took to be 
archetypal, and then cross-referenced each other until it appeared that they had a solid 
claim to authority. Unfortunately, the conclusions drawn from this limited perspective 
break down as soon as one brings into consideration any non-Muslim cities which exhibit 
patterns alleged to be exclusively caused by Islam, or when one examines a city like those 
in Indonesia which looks very different but is still Muslim. “If there is something Islamic 
about cities,” Abu-Lughod concludes, “it must be more than simple architectural patterns 
and designs” (161). 
 In her own analysis, Abu-Lughod chalks up most of the “Islamic” attributes of city 
to “a social order that had much in common with other societies based on the family writ 
large” (162). Marketplaces, defense of territory, and conservative law are not hallmarks of 
exclusively Muslim society, but of any society which operates in a strongly familial mode. 
Islam, Abu-Lughod claims, can be held responsible for only a limited range of shaping 
forces, namely, the juridical distinction between classes based on belief systems combined 
with a laissez-faire attitude towards the administration of society; the firm emphasis on 
gender segregation; and property laws. It is important also to note that Abu-Lughod does 
not present these facets of Islam as rigidly deterministic. Rather, they set in motion socio-
logical patterns unique to the Muslim world which in turn shaped the way Muslim cities 
chose to organize space.
  As a byproduct of this understanding, Abu-Lughod argues that there is a necessary 
undermining of the will to recreate islamic cities by edict. Since the only shaping factors of 
Islam which remain once the Orientalist conception is stripped away are ones which are 
largely considered retrogressive, “none of the conditions exist which would permit us to 
reconstruct Islamic cities by design” (173).

André Raymond, “Islamic City, Arab City: Orientalist Myths and Recent Views,” BJMES   
21,1 (1994) 3-18.

 Raymond, as a French scholar, is concerned both with the historiographical lesson 
taught by the early French Orientalists and with contemporary conceptions of the Islamic 
city. In a concern vaguely reminiscent of Horden and Purcell, Raymond questions the le-
gitimacy and the utility of even the existence of an archetypal Muslim city. Yet he ulti-
mately chooses to continue to hold to the unifiable view of the city-as-concept, attacking 
the particular corruptions of the Orientalists rather than the epistemological tradition of 
modernism.
 Raymond finds that Orientalism self-undermines itself by its own conclusions: by 
arriving at a concept of the Islamic city which is inherently degenerate and anarchic, Ori-
entalists forget the necessary truth that “a city, that is to say a geographical concentration 
of a large population, can only subsist or develop within a system of coherent relations 
between its society and the space in which it expands” (17). Islam cannot stamp cities in 
such a fashion simply because the inhabitants of a city will never allow themselves to live 
in complete subordination to an archetypal ideal. They will always consist of the unique 
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interpretations of every day life, this, after all, constituting the basic makeup of a city it-
self.
 The compromise that Raymond proposes is the division of the Muslim Mediterra-
nean city into its components: on the one hand, a regional sense from which the city 
draws its historical footprint; and, on the other, a socio-theological sense with inhabitants 
whose “beliefs, institutions, and customs [are] all profoundly impregnated with Islam” 
(18). This allows the scholar to simultaneously extract the common features of Muslim 
cities from Morocco to Afghanistan, while still retaining the geographical complexities 
inherent to each regional identity.
 Is this a cop-out on Raymond’s part? Certainly he acknowledges that there are 
multiple forces at play in the definition of the Muslim city, both macro and micro, and 
they must be unravelled somehow. But his suggestion still retains (to his own admission) 
an element of incompleteness. It seems as though it is a holdover measure to use until the 
time when we are able to more accurately extract which effects can be attributed to which 
causes. And yet there is some utility in it, a utility that is recalled in Clifford Geertz’s study 
of Sefrou, where the particulars of the example are explicitly limited to Sefrou, but the 
generalized conclusions are meant to convey a generalized macro view of the forces at 
play in Muslim urban patterns.

Cem Behar, A Neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul, SUNY Press, 2003, Introduction.

 In this description of Istanbul’s fabric of neighborhoods, Behar presents a convinc-
ing specific picture of the cellular structure of Islamic cities which Bianca suggested in Ur-
ban Form in the Arab World. Here, though, the structure is treated primarily from a so-
ciological rather than an architectural lens, and Behar emphasizes the mahalle as a unit of 
municipal organization which traces its roots directly to the cosmopolitan culture of 
Mediterranean Islam.
 The chief focus of Behar’s study is the mahalle, a structural unit halfway between 
an administrative district and a cultural neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul. It is clear, 
though, despite the role that the mahalle took on as a dispensary of municipal services 
and despite the sometimes homogenous ethnicity of its constituents, the primary genera-
tive force of a mahalle was its role as an “important protective and cohesive unit” inside 
which “social life was real, durable, and strong” (4).
 It is important to note that Behar disclaims the concept that the mahalle may be 
treated as an archetype, and discounts the notion found in Bianca that the Muslim city is 
inherently conceived of repeatable cellular units. Such an assumption veers too far in the 
direction of reductionism when in fact the mahalle is useful mostly as a unit of particular 
study. It is for this reason that Behar chooses to focus on a specific mahalle—the Kasap 
Ilyas mahalle in south-central Istanbul. To work in generalizations, argues Behar, “will 
wear away at much of the historical variety that characterized Ottoman cities and neigh-
borhoods,” threatening to “lose much factual wealth” in the submission to a “bulky con-
cept” (10).
 We thus arrive at a definition of an archetypal mahalle which is useful so long as it 
is only a stopover on the path by which we arrive at the specific historiocultural study of 
a place; in this case, Kasap Ilyas. There are certain things which tie all the mahalles to-
gether in a typological sense. They are deeply socialized places whose inhabitants consider 
them “direct extensions of their untouchable individual private space” and, in turn, the 
mahalle “delineated their primary cultural milieu” (23; 6). Beyond this, though, the ma-
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halle was always in flux, even its geographic borders changing with the annexing of new 
streets and the birth or immigration of new members. Kasap Ilyas, though hardly wealthy, 
featured a prominent hammam, while other mahalles boasted their own attractions. Its 
position near the periphery of the city walls gave it a somewhat marginal position, though 
its residents still considered themselves superior to the newer communities outside the 
walls entirely.
 The continuity between mahalles lies only in their constantly shifting nature, and 
Behar emphasizes the “extreme diversity and dissimilarity of urban neighborhoods, as 
well as their fluidity” (25). This stakes him out in a position roughly between that of 
Braudel and Horden and Purcell: while recognizing the common elements that sociologi-
cally define each mahalle, he emphasizes the relationship of the small calibrating forces 
within these small neighborhood societies (akin to Horden and Purcell’s ‘microecologies’). 
The result is a method of urban sociology which relies directly on positivist historical evi-
dence to describe a definite and nonrepresentative form out of an abstract and representa-
tive archetype.

Ibn Khaldûn, The Muqaddimah, ed. by N. Dawood, (Princeton, 1989), 263-95.

 To a reader unfamiliar with Ibn Khaldûn’s background, it is easy to mistake The 
Muqaddimah for a contemporary piece of social history. Setting aside naïve statements 
like the suggestion that “when the air is stagnant and bad [... the city] is speedily affected 
by putrescence,” Ibn Khaldûn’s social construction of the history of the Muslim city bears 
an uncanny resemblance to the social history of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, 
and its assumptions are quite familiar to modern ears (267). For this reason, The Muqa-
dimmah is one of the most interesting works to read in the history of the Muslim city, 
transcending as it does its historical frame and presenting a strikingly contemporary 
evaluation of the role of cities in their surrounding states.
 In many ways, Ibn Khaldûn’s view of the city is methodologically similar to 
Braudel’s master-narrative modernism, with an emphasis on grand orchestrating forces, 
large-scale historical significance, and discrete metropolitan unity. However, he inverts 
Braudel’s causal chain. Whereas Braudel’s grand cities are the generators of dynastic and 
commercial power, Ibn Khaldûn’s cities are byproducts of such power. Cities have no in-
dependent function outside of the fiat of royal dynasties, and in this way they are analo-
gous to statues or monuments: they exist only at the behest of the necessities of imperial 
might. Ibn Khaldûn’s first assertion makes this clear: “the life of the dynasty is the life of 
the town,” and humans settle in dense areas only when they are “forced and driven to 
build cities” (263). Such a reversal of causes strips cities of their role as monumental sub-
jects and confines them entirely to the role of monumental objects. They alone do not 
have any manipulating or molding power on societies and régimes; instead, they are the 
representation of that manipulating or molding power. “The strength and weakness of a 
dynasty, the numerical strength of a nation or race, the size of a town or city, and the 
amount of prosperity and wealth” are all related matters, for they stem from the same 
single phenomenon: the executive power of the king (285).
 But Ibn Khaldûn, while stripping away the city’s organizing power, still retains for 
it a role as a catalyst in the cyclical nature of civilization. Cities are brought to life, he as-
serts, by the dynastic impulse towards ‘sedentary life’ and luxury. “Towns are dwelling 
places that nations use when they have reached the desired goal of luxury,” he writes, and 
it is “royal authority” that “causes (the people) to seek tranquility, restfulness, and relaxa-
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tion” (267; 264). There is a chain-reaction nature to this process: as humans organize under 
a ruler, they begin to produce surplus goods, which whets their appetite for luxury, which 
in turn motivates further organization and further surplus. The endpoint of this process is 
the affirmation of the ‘sedentary lifestyle’ which seeks all the things which are unavailable 
in the desert. The process is more than simply economic, and involves a degree of moral 
and intellectual reorientation towards a consumptive lifestyle. Within this reorientation, 
Ibn Khaldûn locates the genesis of the eventual decline of the city, for it is by “excessive 
sedentary culture and luxury” that the culture becomes a site of “immorality, wrongdo-
ing, insincerity, and trickery” necessitated by the accelerated acquisition of luxury goods 
(286). Hence cities are inherently subject to a sort of cyclic pattern in which the very same 
things which accelerates their construction also necessitates their destruction.
 Perhaps Ibn Khaldûn’s history seems so familiar because it is vaguely reminiscent 
of some of the historical implements of several prominent modern thinkers. There is a 
vague Marxism in Ibn Khaldûn’s economic and labor theory of the development of cities. 
Cities can grow because a class of royal attendants effectively similar to a bourgeois is 
able to “satisfy their needs with a minimum of labor,” and their commercial classes 
“compete [in the pursuit of luxury] with amirs and rulers” (278; 281). His deterministic 
rise-and-fall theory of cities in parallel with dynastic power is strikingly similar to 
Spengler’s pessimism about civilization’s latent destructive forces. And his description of 
the existence and necessity of a ‘group feeling’ by which “everybody forms a group with 
his fellows, and one of them achieves superiority” recalls the ‘collective effervescence’ 
suggested by Durkheim (293).

Leo Africanus, The History and Description of Africa (New York, 1969), II, 419-41.  

 This chiefly morphological account of medieval Fez indicates the vast complexity 
of the Muslim city at a time when European cities were still little more than disease-
ridden country marketplaces, and its reverent tone reveals just how mystical the Muslim 
city must have seemed to European contemporaries of Africanus. While there is likely a 
great deal of hyperbole in Africanus’s account, it nonetheless establishes the image of the 
Muslim city as an exotic and princely, if disorganized, metropolis—an image whose per-
manence scholars of the Muslim world are still grappling with today. And unlike later 
travelers like Wharton and Orwell, Africanus’s account is able to provide a view of the 
Muslim city unentangled of any European rarefaction of the genuine Muslim city.
 Perhaps most notable in Africanus’s account are the descriptions of the great de-
gree of precise administration which occurred at a semiformal level throughout Fez’s legal 
and commercial operations. The porters had a guild system almost as complex as some 
modern unions, under which “a consul or gouernor” would allot a weekly share of a con-
solidated business. The porters would then pool their earnings, “diuiding it at the weekes 
end among them” in a manner that seems to fit better into the Stalingrad of 1930 than the 
Fez of 1500 (286). The porters seem to have achieved an impressive level of collectivism, 
maintaining each others’ widows, financing each others’ marriages, and exacting their 
own private justice.
 The butchers similarly exhibited a great deal of trade organization, with the 
“gouernor of the shambles” examining each cut of meat and fixing its price. Elsewhere, a 
burse which “you may as well call a citie” served as the site for a well-developed ex-
change floor. Institutions like these run counter to the stereotype of the Muslim city as a 
disheveled milieu of unorganized barter and exchange. Instead, it appears that the Muslim 
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city was the site of a great deal of economic sophistication, and its trade rules, while not 
centrally administered in the way that a Westerner would look for, nonetheless possessed 
a high degree of careful planning and regulation.

S. G. Miller, A. Petruccioli, M. Bertagnin, “Inscribing Minority Space in the Islamic City; 
The Jewish Quarter of Fez (1438-1912)” JSAH 60/3 (September 2001); 310-27.

 The existence of minority quarters of Muslim cities raises an interesting sociologi-
cal and morphological question: if we take the Muslim city to be predominantly the result 
of repeating, organic, self-contained cells, to what extent does a minority quarter differ in 
its own cellular nature? That is, does the cellular unit of the minority quarter operate in a 
similar way to the autonomous cellular units of the various Muslim quarters, or are there 
distinct features which make it more of an aberration?
 At least in the Jewish Quarter of Fez, the minority quarter seems to set up semi-
permeable barriers between itself and the rest of the city, forming a municipal unit which 
is recognizably distinct from the interleaved majority quarters, but which, in its interac-
tions with the other quarters, behaves more or less similarly to the rest. As the article sug-
gests, the minority quarter is “a town within itself, separate from the rest of Fez, yet at-
tached to it through filaments of economic, social, and political dependency” (313). And 
this is a description, which, to a lesser magnitude, could apply to the mahalles of Istanbul 
or any other Muslim majority quarter—for the general rule of the Muslim town seems to 
be ‘towns within themselves’ networked together to form some semblance of a unified 
city.
 There is little question that the Jewish Quarter is not merely a repeated autono-
mous unit that might exist elsewhere in Fez. Whether in the uniquely Jewish straight en-
tryways to homes or the vivid exterior colors of buildings, the typological differences in 
the Jewish Quarter are more than just aesthetic eccentricities; they are distinctive features 
which serve to delineate and segregate the Jewish neighborhood apart from its majority 
neighbors. But the Jewish Quarter was hardly autarkic. Muslim building supervisors over-
saw construction in the district, and Muslim craftsmen helped to build residences and 
shops. Muslims shopped in the Jewish Quarter, and Jews travelled outside the district’s 
boundaries to purchase goods. Around the edge of the quarter was “a transitional area 
where Jewish and Muslim shops were intermingled and space was shared” (323). And, al-
though “actual mixing between the two groups was kept to a minimum,” there was no 
escaping the necessary commercial, ethnological, and cultural integration between the 
Jewish section of Fez and its surroundings.
 The result is a more thoroughly textured theory of the ‘cellular’ nature of the Mus-
lim city. Even in the presence of clear legal and religious demarcations, as in the case of 
the Jewish Quarter, individual districts of Muslim cities are never entirely autonomous, 
and they cannot be understood as totalities in their own right. They can be understood 
only in their proper contextual frame. This takes on even more complexity in the descrip-
tions by Bahloul and Memmi of the Jews’ position in colonial Muslim cities as mediating 
cultural units between indigenous Muslims and Europeans. The transitional, integrated-
but-set-apart nature of Fez’s pre-colonial Jewish Quarter, then, is a morpholgical simile of 
the situation that colonial Jewish populations in Muslim cities would find themselves in.
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Ibn Battuta and Benjamin of Tudela on Jerusalem.

 Jerusalem’s very nature has grown up around the contests which have played out in 
it, with Muslims, Jews, and Christians each vying for both legal and spiritual occupation 
of the holy city. What is interesting to see, then, is the surprising extent to which these 
two accounts on the city from a medieval Muslim and Jew synchronize with each other in 
their method of seeing Jerusalem, and, conversely, the extent to which they diverge from 
each other in their particulars of seeing Jerusalem.
 For both Ibn Battuta and Benjamin of Tudela, visiting Jerusalem is noteworthy 
mostly for the monumentality of its religious features—features which are portrayed in a 
global frame, situated as if at the very center of a universal cosmology. There is little in 
the way of the social and spatial milieu portrayed by Leo Africanus in his account of Fez. 
Instead, Jerusalem consists of “surpassingly beautiful mosques,” “gracious sanctuaries,” 
“ancient foundations set up by our ancestors”, and “the walls of the Holy of Holies” (Bat-
tuta 78, 79; Benjamin 22, 23). This city is on the map because of its monumentality, and that is 
why they have both come to visit it. As a consequence, it is a series of monuments, almost 
disjointed and floating in an urban ether, which is most noteworthy about it. There is a 
vast sense of significance which precedes both accounts of Jerusalem—an assumed rever-
ence which admits to no descriptions of marketplaces, sewers, or cart-paths. 
 This holy city is additionally the kindling ground for stories about ancestral deeds 
and great religious scions in both stories. Ibn Battuta describes the “eminent scholars” liv-
ing in the city, including “the ascetic shaikh Abu ‘Ali Hasan, known as ‘the blind’, one of 
the leading devotees” (80). Benjamin of Tudela recounts the story of the uncovering of the 
sepulchers of the kings of Judah on the outskirts of the city, a place so mystical that it was 
ordered to be “closed up and hidden from the sight of any man unto this day” (25). As re-
ligious men traveling on at least quasi-religious journeys, both Ibn Battuta and Benjamin 
of Tudela see the occasion of being in Jerusalem as a reminder of the spiritual significance 
of their travels.
 And yet, despite the close harmony in the methodology by which Ibn Batutta and 
Benjamin of Tudela describe the city and choose to privilege certain features of it, one 
would have a difficult time from the accounts alone realizing that they are describing the 
same city. While they both select the monumental over the mundane as the cardinal fea-
tures of the holy city, which monumental features they observe are almost totally differ-
ent—a discrepancy which cannot be entirely attributable to the 150 years between their 
journeys. Here the Muslim and the Jew see two distinct cities, each consisting of their 
own pantheon of holy places. Ibn Battuta mentions only in passing a few Christian sites, 
and Benjamin of Tudela breezes past the Muslim constructions as “the remaining por-
tion” (22). Otherwise, there is an almost propagandic selective vision on the parts of both 
travelers, showcasing Jerusalem as the cradle of the great icons of their respective relig-
ions. This, taken in the broad view, should not be very surprising: Jerusalem’s character, 
after all, deriving from the fact that each of its proprietors chooses to assign monumental 
spirituality to one slate of its various monumental realities.
 The startling juxtaposition of these two accounts is a perfect employment of the 
“show-don’t-tell” style of intuition. Rather than a didactic account of the different signifi-
cances of Jerusalem to Muslims and Jews, the first-hand stories of these two medieval 
travelers is an intuitive and direct look at just how differently a single place can be appre-
hended.
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F. E. Peters, Jerusalem and Mecca: The Typology of the Holy City in the Near East (New 
York University Press, 1986): 60-79.

 Jerusalem and Mecca are tied together by the fact that their preoccupation as holy 
sites will always underline their existence as cities, and so a study of either must realize 
the centrality of “normal urban functions put to extraordinary uses” (60). However, be-
yond generalizations on the forms of control which the holy-city status exerts over the 
city-city, there are few typologies about the actual morphology and sociology of the city 
that can be drawn a priori from the knowledge of a particular city’s holiness.
 Peters argues that the quite different examples of Jerusalem and Mecca can be at-
tributed to more than just the polyglot nature of the former and the uniform nature of the 
latter. This, of course, is a major division between the two, but even this fact may be ex-
plained somewhat by the siting and history of the two cities. Jerusalem, located at the 
heart of the hotbeds of civilization, has “been written and rewritten by Jews, Christians, 
and Muslims in turn” and one permanently stamped by its role as a permanent imperial 
city dating back to the Roman age (61). Mecca, in contrast, has always been Muslim, and 
it has also always been in flux to a certain measure. It was “a commercial boom town” 
which stumbled into the lucky circumstances of becoming the alpha city for a religion 
with millions of adherents (66).
 It is this view which Peters argues ought to take primacy in the comparison of Je-
rusalem and Mecca, in which the former is a complex, strictly patterned city of monumen-
tal planning and monumental disputes, and the latter is a unified but formless city insu-
lated to the world and largely unconcerned with architecturally reinforcing its reputation. 
In Jerusalem, “pubic buildings both shape and stabilize urban development” in a city 
where space is closely monitored and metered out in a centuries-old game of urban chess 
(63). It is, somewhat counterintuitively, the hyper-contentious nature of Jerusalem which 
affords it stability, for the competing factions each strive to protect their own quarters and 
maintain the status quo. In Mecca, where there is absolute autocracy of the Muslim rul-
ers, there is no such need: non-believers can and are kept out of the haram, and there is 
consequently no need for capital reinvestment in the city to reaffirm the dominance of the 
Muslim majority. The result is a city consisting of “isolated points” that were never “inte-
grated into a city plan” (67).
 Peters does offer some common threads which bind together holy cities as a type. 
They are characterized by heavy investment in the central holy site; the spread of filial 
holy sites throughout the city; the prevalence of service jobs to attend to the holy site; the 
existence of permanent endowments; public institutions which must serve the pilgrim 
population and beautify the city; and the rise of secondary service jobs attending to pil-
grims. These typological sinews allow for a great deal of latitude in the patterns of devel-
opment which proceed from them, and Peters is right in selecting a deliberately nonde-
terministic typology. In this final assertion he mirrors Bianca’s selection of the ‘organic’ 
cellular growth as the typological construct of the Muslim city at large; both create a 
base-functionality typology which may then be heavily altered by the demands and dic-
tates of individual cities.

Michael Dumper, The Politics of Sacred Space: The Old City of Jerusalem in the Middle 
East Conflict, (Boulder, 2002).

 The concept of a holy site does not center merely on the fact that it is holy—it is 
also, inescapably, a site, and as such it is subject to the political and legislative negotia-
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tions of the real world. Dumper’s account of intramural Jerusalem depicts how the legal 
framework of Israeli rule has served to both maintain a semblance of order in the con-
tested city, and, additionally, shape it in a Jewish image. Taken as the interplay of various 
religious constituencies, each with different titles to unique forms of power, Jerusalem ap-
pears as a city where legal debates take on larger significance, and the resulting study is a 
unique look at both political and theological viability.
 Take a typical example of a question which has both legal and theo-cultural impli-
cations: the relocation of Jewish settlers into formerly Muslim quarters of Jerusalem. 
Dumper notes that “although in some cases the legality of such claims is itself in doubt 
[...] it is the political and partisan nature of the application of Israeli law that is the under-
lying and most important issue” (58). In such a case, the question of whether Jewish set-
tlers may legally obtain property is overwritten by more fundamental questions about 
whether Israeli law has a right to warrant such property laws in the first place. “The ap-
plication of Israeli law to repossess Jewish property in the Muslim quarters is highly parti-
san,” Dumper grants, and “there is no reciprocity allowed in these claims” (61).
 But if Dumper is willing to admit to the questionable legality of some Israeli claims, 
he is hesitant to attribute settling patterns and other legal incursions as a vast conspiracy 
of the Israeli state. Instead, he chalks up many of the choices of the Jewish communi-
ty—and the Muslim and Christian ones, as well—to activities playing out on the border 
of official state sanction. Support for settlers from the government has always been 
“strong but covert”, but, at least at the outset, the settlers “lacked material support form 
the Israeli state” (65; 62).
 This zone where the law must be consulted but where it leads to indeterminate con-
clusions is common to the Muslim and Christian situations in Jerusalem as well. The 
Muslims’ Awqaf Administration is one such example: a semigovernmental organization 
which has had to “respond more creatively than is often imagined to changes to political, 
legal, and commercial practice” (86). Dumper isolates the presence of this organization as 
the key factor which has allowed Muslims some degree of autonomy in Israeli Jerusalem, 
enabled by “a number of jurisprudential innovations being introduced into Shari’a law” 
(93). In the absence of any uniform, dominant, and unquestionable legality, the Jewish and 
Muslim semilegalities have approached a sort of equilibrium—one that has permanently 
impeached the ‘status quo’ of the pre-1967 situation, but which also has not been a com-
plete rout of the Muslim population.
 

Halil Inalcik, “Istanbul: An Islamic City.” Journal of Islamic Studies 1, 1 (1990): 1–23.

 Istanbul presents a unique example for Islamic scholars. It is a city which was al-
ready well-established as a major metropolitan center and imperial headquarters well be-
fore Islam arrived on the scene. And its tenure under Islam came when it became the even-
tual capital of the Ottoman Empire, the segment of the Muslim world which made the 
most strides towards Western modernization in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 
As a consequence, Istanbul’s history during this period is that of one of a Muslim city in 
motion, and thus less statically ‘Muslim’ than an Arab city farther from Western influ-
ence. Nevertheless, as Halal Inalcik convincingly argues, Istanbul’s character owes distinc-
tive features to its Muslim heritage, and it is consequently fitting to label Istanbul ‘an Is-
lamic city’.
 The acquisition of Constantinople by the Ottoman Turks was indelibly stamped by 
a religious mission; it was a conquest “predestined for them by God” (1). It therefore 
ought not be seen merely as a Christian city on the perimeter of Muslim influence in 
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Europe, but rather as a powerful religious symbol for a religion whose conquests con-
firmed its imperial strengths. Istanbul became a site which reflected the teleology of world 
progress as the Muslims saw it—that is, an eventual realization of Allah’s design. Such a 
teleology was celebrated in such events as conversions where presumably God “eventually 
guided Christian priests towards the ‘utimate truth’—Islam” (3). The Ottomans saw 
enormous symbolic power in the conversion of churches to mosques, and the city was 
named in official correspondence ‘Islam-bol’, or “Islam abounds” (5). 
 But Istanbul was also an imperial center, and as such it was additionally shaped by 
the power of the Ottoman Sultan, who sometimes shared in and sometimes amended the 
power of the religious authorities. The holy nature of the city “not only made the whole 
area of Istanbul a consecrated place for Muslims, but also gave the Sultan’s rule over the 
Muslims a religious sanction” (4). This double-function of the city as an administrative 
center of an empire—functions not quite dualistic, but not unitary either—are presented 
by Inalcik as the backbone of the city. The multiple nuclei of the city grew around 
mosques supported by waqfs on one hand and on the other political divisions called na-
hiye.
 Both domains shared domains. The Sultan was afforded a surrogate religiosity, 
with his palace becoming a “quasi-sacred place where God’s disposition for his creatures 
manifested itself in the Imam, the Sultan” (9). The Sublime Porte, the Sultan’s secular bu-
reaucracy, similarly occupied a place similar to a priestly class. At the same time, the relig-
ious arbiter of shari‘a, the qadi, took on a great deal of “virtually autonomous” legal 
authority (16). This authority spilled over into the municipal domain quite often, for the 
shari‘a was supreme “not only with regard to private matters but also in many areas of 
public life” (16). Alongside his deputy, the muhtesib, the qadi regulated a great deal of the 
city’s day-to-day affairs, ensuring that the morality of affairs was kept in good order. Inal-
cik labels the different domains of the Sultan, the qadi, and their various agents, as “vari-
ous ‘spaces’ in the city”—with the “spiritual–Islamic” one taking precedence but sur-
rounded at the periphery by a variety of “existential” spaces corresponding to imperial, 
commercial, and municipal functions of the city.
 All of this, of course, treads around the discussion of how much determining factor 
Islam has over the city, and Inalcik takes up this discussion both in the text and in his ex-
cursus on the “Islamic city.” Istanbul was the site of a very real conflict between secular 
and religious approaches to reigning in the city, meaning Islam was able to shape—if not 
dictate—the form of the city. “It is time to find a middle way,” Inalcik argues, “between 
an over-idealized interpretation of Islamic institutions [...] and totally ignoring the deter-
mining role of Islamic norms” (21).

A. Marcus, “Privacy in Eighteenth Century Aleppo: The Limits of Cultural Ideals,” 
IJMES 18 (1986): 165–83. 

 The division between ideal and real figures prominently in Abraham Marcus’s ex-
ploration of the implications of privacy in the Muslim city, with Aleppo here taken as an 
example. Islam fosters a cultural tradition “exceptionally protective of privacy,” and the 
spatial and legal manifestations of this are evident in the municipal makeup of an Islamic 
city—both in the ways that they are successfully maintained and in the ways they are 
abridged and sacrificed to the dictates of reality (165). This deployment of Islamic ideals 
inherently appropriated by the eccentricities of everyday life is similar to what de Cer-
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teau’s pedestrians accomplish in their daily routines; as such, this article is one of the most 
interesting specific examples of the link between Muslim principle and practice.
 Before it is possible to decide how well the Muslim city upheld the ideal of privacy, 
it is first necessary to understand what citizens expected in the way of privacy. Marcus 
stresses that, to the eighteenth-century Muslim, the concept of privacy omitted many parts 
which we assume of it today, and included others which our definition of privacy is less 
familiar to. Legal privacy, in its modern sense, was not much of a considerable concern; 
the governments of the day, after all, did not collect enough information about their citi-
zens to warrant much suspicion. City administrations spent most of their time worrying 
about basic questions of public order and revenue-gathering, and had “neither the inclina-
tion nor the apparatus to encroach seriously on the life of the individual” (175). Privacy 
also did not take the libertarian form which it adopted in Europe during the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries, with Muslims still believing at a fundamental level in “a social 
order based on community, religion, and obedience to authority” (179). Privacy in no case 
overrode the strong integration of community, family, and religion which the Muslim so-
cial thinking held in the first regard.
 Instead, privacy implied specific set of restrictions to Muslims during this period. 
These restrictions typically clustered around a set of closely-held moral injunctions which 
demanded the separation of sexes, the cloistering of home life away from the public eye, 
and the avoidance of cultural transgressions. Privacy does not exist as an autonomous 
concept in Arabic, and so to the Muslim eye privacy is “a phenomenon inseparable from 
the cultural vision and social processes of the community at large” (167). 
 Physical privacy took the form of the strict separation of gendered spaces, both to 
protect the ‘dignity’ of women and also to limit the opportunities of illicit sexual conduct. 
The home courtyard thus became the most closely-guarded private space, into which no-
body was expected to gaze unannounced, thus ensuring to the women a place where they 
would be safe from the view of observers. The physical constraints of the city also sepa-
rated non-Muslims from Muslims. Informational privacy was regulated mostly by the so-
cial interactions which the city fostered. There were “numerous barriers to intimate inter-
action with others” which limited individuals from “unwelcome relations and exposure” 
(175).
 Whatever the ideal of Muslim privacy might have been, though, it was seriously 
compromised and abridged to meet the real-life demands of the city. Poverty and over-
crowding meant that a single-family courtyard was out of reach of many of the city’s resi-
dents. The rich were able to physically separate themselves from the municipal milieu in a 
way that the poor could not even approach. Moreover, the corporate social nature of 
Muslim life meant that neighbors were constantly exposed to information about their 
neighbors, and espionage of both the inadvertent and malicious varieties occurred regu-
larly. 
 In the end, Abraham stresses a uniquely Muslim conception of privacy as well as 
“layers of popular thought and perception which existed alongside the dominant belief 
system” (181). While Islam laid the framework for what Aleppans hoped to secure in the 
arena of privacy, it was the conditions of Aleppo itself which determined what they got.
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François Georgeon, “Ottomans and Drinkers: The Consumption of Alcohol in Istanbul in 
the 19th Century,” in E. Rogan, ed., Outside In: On the Margins of the Modern 
Middle East (London, 2002), Ch. 1. 

 Islamic law to this day exercises a great deal of moral authority over Islamic socie-
ties, and the sites of friction between Islamic dictates and the expectations of modern soci-
ety are a wellspring of both cultural and legal rankling. Istanbul, one of the first Islamic 
domains to come into full frontal contact with Western modernity and the most cosmo-
politan of Muslim cities, was forced to make some major decisions about which fashion 
to follow in the nineteenth century. François Georgeon’s discussion of the consumption of 
alcohol in Istanbul examines how a behavior prohibited by Islam gradually moved from 
the transgressive to the mainstream. Georgeon’s article presents alcohol in Islamic socie-
ties as a complex issue whose dominance by orthodox theological law withered slowly 
under the cultural pressure of the West. 
 The prohibition of alcohol in Istanbul has historically been justified in a twofold 
argument: first, that Islamic law provides a strong bias against the consumption of intoxi-
cating beverages, especially in conservative readings; and second, that to the imperial 
authorities the ban “reflected concerns for the political order: to prevent public disorders, 
to avoid public assembly, to limit instances of promiscuity between social strata and dif-
ferent communities which might occur in taverns” (9). Alcohol ran counter to a social 
complex half-legal and half-theological which stressed a stringent public morality and an 
amplified conformity. To drink, then, was to violate not just religious dogma but also a 
social-juridical order which was intimately bound up with that religion. It was undertaken 
“in secret and at home,” and required “a number of measures to hide the act” (11). It re-
quired a social intercourse with the non-Muslim purveyors of alcohol, and entering 
“places of social intermingling and ethno-religious promiscuity” (14).
 Slowly, Ottoman opinions on alcohol began to moderate, and Georgeon portrays 
this shift as growing from the upper and lower strata of society simultaneously. Drinkers 
had historically occupied the lower margins of the city, outcast culturally and legally. But 
with the coming of the nineteenth century, the acmes of society began to drink at well. At 
first the justification was an aristocratic one, exempting the élites from a rule surely de-
signed only for the “irresponsible masses” (13). Eventually, though, with the introduction 
of Western reforms, drinking began to be seen as an icon of sophistication, and “ostenta-
tious consumption displaced clandestine drinking” (18). Drinking and the reforms ap-
peared as a simultaneous introduction to Turkish life; and as the legal system grew more 
rational if not completely secular, drinking suffered less punishment. Over just a few dec-
ades, drinking transformed from a marginal, hidden activity into something not only 
sanctioned but exalted.
 The existence of rakı no doubt had a major effect on the expansion of Ottoman 
drinking habits. As a “national drink,” rakı became the preferred beverage of the middle-
class, of the bureaucrats of the Sublime Porte, and it was amongst this class that drinking 
experienced its real renaissance. Rakı allowed drinkers to “acquire European ‘civilisation’ 
while affirming their Ottoman identity” (22). By this point, the conservatives had little re-
course, and could now stand against drinking only by distinctly modern campaigns of 
public health. Drinking had achieved cultural sanction.
 It would be interesting to compare the liberalisation of Ottoman drinking habits to 
the habits of those in the Gulf today, for whom Western investment and capital explosions 
are having a similar effect to the imperial modernizations of the Ottomans in the 
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nineteenth-century. Where does Islam cede and where does it bend as its cultural authority 
is tempered and tampered?

Z. Çelik, Urban Forms and Colonial Confrontations: Algiers Under French Rule, (Ber-
keley; UC Press, 1997), Chapter 1.

 Located at the heart of Old Algiers, which was in turn located at the dead center of 
the French imperial presence in the Muslim world, the Casbah and Marine Quarter of Al-
giers represent the ground zero of Western colonial interaction in Muslim cities. As Çelik 
describes in this chapter from Urban Forms and Colonial Confrontations, the ways that 
the French looked at and tampered with the Casbah and the Marine Quarter in Algiers 
are representative not merely of a particular instance in colonial history, but of a larger 
nexus of European-Islamic contact in cities scattered across the Muslim world.
 Crucial to understanding the mentality behind the European incursions into the 
natural layout of the Islamic city is appreciating the viewpoint from which European im-
perialists looked at the preexisting cities. A series of stereotypical images of the city were 
intimately woven through European perspectives, and “these powerful and enduring con-
cepts played an important role in shaping colonial policies [...] the myths and the politics 
of colonialism continued to nurture each other” (21). The Casbah is the iconographic ex-
ample of this mythologized view of the exotic, erotic place. Often compared to a danger-
ous and supple female body, the Casbah became seen a place luxuriously decadent and 
inherently truculent to continental ideas of decorum. It was called “a wise and dangerous 
mistress” by Lorraine, “the vamp of North Africa” by Favre, and “supple and full-
breasted” by Le Corbusier (22). There was danger and allure intertwined together in the 
European view of the Casbah, with its narrow, crooked streets and indigenous customs 
appearing alternately a place of mystery and a place of havoc. Romance fringed by conde-
scension characterized the majority of the French descriptions of the Casbah. The indi-
viduality and agency of the people living within it were conveniently stripped away to 
leave an object which could be viewed without differentiation from the natural world sur-
rounding it. “The casbah complemented its surrounding geography and absorbed all 
senses” (23).
 Interestingly, Çelik points out that it was less the Casbah in itself which propagated 
these views, but instead the motive force of colonialism dictated the shape that the Alge-
rian myth would take on. This myth “restricted the city and remade it according to favor-
ite colonial paradigms” (25). The prejudices of the colonial moment determined which fea-
tures of the Casbah to privilege and which to ignore, eventually selecting a constellation 
of mythic qualities which “dismissed the essence of the old town and its sociocultural re-
alities” (26). The idea of a homogeneously cacophonous, lawless, and primitive city not 
only made sense to the French colonizers, but it reflexively justified many of the decisions 
which they would make about the administration of the city.
 And so, against this background, the French injected their own image onto Algiers. 
The myth of the Casbah became the counter-space to the city which the French hoped to 
build. Where there had once been torturous, unpoliceable streets, there would now be 
grand thoroughfares like the Boulevard de l’Impératrice. Where there had once been a dif-
fuse public network consisting of mosques and community regulation, there would now 
be a grand Place du Gouvernement centered around an open plaza. Each project planned 
to present an element of rational order to the chaotic milieu of mythologized Algiers, but 
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each rain up against the “futility of fighting ‘against nature,’ against the capricious, ‘tor-
mented,’ and ‘accidental’ topography of the casbah” (37).
 Even when the occupying government was not planning to deliberately cut Parisian 
boulevards through the casbah’s native character, its alternate proposals were typically 
laced with either condescension or noblesse oblige. Le Corbusier, for example, argued that 
the Casbah “never, no never, must be destroyed,” but still inserted a vast greenbelt to 
separate the new city from the old, the Europeans from the indigenous (42). Algiers re-
mained through the end of French occupation a beast to be tamed for both its wild, per-
haps magical powers and for the elevation of European rationality.

J. Hyam, The Illustrated Guide to Algiers, (1908), 53–72.

 This 1908 “practical handbook for travels,” which “was awarded a Silver Medal 
at the French Colonial Exhibition,” is a primary-source view into what parts of Algiers a 
tourist at the turn of the century would have been most compelled by, and the light in 
which European promoters hoped to display their exotic pearl of a city. Unadulterated by 
academic overlay, this guide is a fascinating first-hand account of what colonial Africa 
meant to travelers at the time, and the prejudices and declarations within provide a good 
sense of what made up the bulk of the colonial imagination.
 The guide is designed for tourists, and consequently its tone is everywhere ebullient 
about the sumptuous and picturesque nature of Algeria. This crowing, though, comes in 
two distinct varieties. On the one hand, Hyam describes the exotic riot of the native city 
in much the way one might describe a safari or a visit to the zoo. He is well-educated, 
clearly, and his scholarly interest in the indigenous people is well-displayed in the sections 
about the mosques and ‘the Mohammedan religion.’ Here is a lay anthropologist who has 
taken a significant and genuine interest in the customs of the Algerians, and he can thus 
hardly be accused of ignorance or superstition about the people of the city. However, he 
presents them to travelers with all the loving details of specimens, with their peculiar hab-
its arrayed out for the shock and bewilderment of the prim European. The riot begins 
early for the traveler, on the docks, where “cosmopolitan indeed is the babel of tongues” 
(54). They are soon greeted by “women, heavy, fat, swollen through rough living and ma-
ternity,” and “surrounded by an army of brats” (55). The Grand Mosque “seems to con-
template with superb disdain the progress of all this ruthless modernity in the land of 
Moslem,” and, above it, rises the Casbah, “mysterious and fanatical, with its narrow and 
torturous lanes,” where “their inmates” lie “buried in the silence of Mohammedan pri-
vate life” (56). Like the opening vignette of the Casbah in Pépé le Moko, Hyam displays a 
quarter of the city choked by mystery, its people on display as the same way as its build-
ings and its topography.
 On the other hand, Hyam describes the “silence and decorum” of the French city, 
where “the magnificent buildings” appear to mimic “many of the finest houses in the 
chief streets of Paris” (57). The maniacal city has been run through with boulevards with 
high arches which “lend a further charm, and unquestionable utility” to the traveler (57). 
The principal effect achieved is the development of an image of exotic tumult brought 
conveniently and safely into the purchase of the traveler. The Citadel, once “united into 
one place of debauchery and violence” has been transformed into “the peaceful role of 
military barracks,” offering the visitor a historical charm now made inert and safely ac-
cessible by the rationalizing colonial occupation (63).
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Krystyna von Henneberg, “Imperial Uncertainties: Architectural Syncretism and Improvi-
sation in  Fascist Colonial Libya,”  Journal of Contemporary History, Vol. 31, No. 
2, Special Issue: “The Aesthetics of Fascism.” (April, 1996), 373–395. 

 Colonial ambition went hand-in-hand with the dreams of Modernist architects of 
building new ‘temples to reason’—architectural vanguards of both stark aesthetic style 
and enlightened social planning. For the Italian school of Modernist architects, the short-
lived Italian Empire under the fascists became an opportunity to wield their theories onto 
new swaths of ‘untouched’ cities. What came out of this, however, was not vast Modern-
ist cityscapes but an eclectic mixture of idealistic attempts at rationalism and syncretic ad-
aptations of imperial forms to local customs and styles.
 Architects of the fascist period fancied themselves as “a vanguard in the spread of 
fascist virtues, uplifting and modernizing ‘backward’ territories long ‘mismanaged’ by 
their native rulers” (374). Fascist Italy was, in many ways, the perfect setting for the tech-
nocratic, bureaucratic tendencies of the Modernist movement, and it placed architects in 
the position of an “élite that both celebrated and depended on the expansion of state 
power” (375). They would anchor the new Italian world in monuments and city plans 
across the new African empire, laying down socially regulatory plans onto ‘tabula rasa’ 
cities in a “metaphor for social and cultural mastery” (375). Architectural journals re-
peated this ideal ceaselessly, obsessed with an almost fanatical belief in the ideals of the 
social and aesthetic obligations of the Italian architecture school (376). It is odd to notice 
the parallels between these social obligations and those of Khalaf in rebuilding Beirut; 
while they of course aim at different social ideals, the basic assertion that it is architec-
ture’s role to manipulate the city is essentially the same.
 What was really produced in the colonies, though undeniably inspired by the ideal 
promulgated by the official schools back on the continent, veered wildly off the official 
path when the situation in Africa demanded it. There were a number of factors playing 
into the rise of ‘syncretism’ in Italian colonial architecture. The Italians, wanting to woo 
local populations away from the French and British empires against whom they were 
competing, made at least nominal declarations of multiculturalism, and “fashioned or-
chestrated displays of support for Muslim traditions” (376). Additionally, colonial archi-
tects began to realize the “kind of poor man’s functionalism” which traditional Arab ar-
chitecture employed (380). And finally, a kind of circular justification was allowed when 
employing Arab forms, based on the assumption that they had once been borrowed from 
the Romans, and the Italians were merely borrowing them back; indigenous architecture 
was “a mere legacy of Rome’s imperial presence in north Africa” (381).
 So developed a number of interesting projects which Henneberg terms ‘syncretic,’ 
and which provide an interesting glimpse at the concessions made at times by colonial 
powers to ‘dress up’ their European styles in the ornaments of the Muslim world. 
Florestano di Fausto’s artisanal market in Tripoli “challenges the notion of a clear and de-
fensible divide between the modern and the adaptational” which was describe as “‘adher-
ing to modern exigencies, without losing its colonial character’” (385; 386). Di Fausto’s 
work is superlative; on the other hand, elsewhere flourished “bulky, concrete structures 
strategically frosted with the appropriate Islamic symbols” (388). The response of the 
mainstream architectural press in Italy was “excision and rationalization” of these syncre-
tic forms, and they never achieved a comfortable place in the architectural ideology of the 
day (378).
 What is interesting is that, in the final assessment, “politics, more than taste or 
function, seems to provide the most solid basis for analysing the shift from one set of aes-
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thetic criteria to another” (391). What developed in imperial Italy was representative of a 
larger pattern of colonial interventions: an orthodox ideology infinitely warped and rei-
fied by politico-social considerations on the ground. The result was an architectural uni-
verse populated by forms that were neither Italian nor Muslim, but uniquely and excep-
tionally colonial.

Paul Rabinow, French Modern: Norms and Forms of the Social  Environment (Chicago: U 
of Chicago Press, 1995),  pp. 232–42; 277–319.

 
 If Algeria was to be a new French homeland, Morocco was to be a new French 
laboratory. With an almost unlimited scope of powers, the colonial administration in Mo-
rocco was free to experiment with unfettered urban renewal, applied and dictated from 
above onto a ‘benevolently’ governed protectorate. What resulted was a radical forcing of 
new French urban theories onto Moroccan cities in a process that was anti-democratic, 
paternalistic, and racist—but, perhaps, not entirely unsuccessful in the long view. In this 
selection, Rabinow details the application of a ‘neoconservative’ urban order onto Mo-
rocco by Hubert Lyautey and Henri Prost and uses this application to illuminate both the 
colonial mentality which it depended upon and also the overlap of successes and failures 
inherent in the project. This was, in my opinion, the strongest reading of the entire body 
of work, incorporating as it did the original forms of the Muslim city, the typologies of 
European encroachment, the syncretism between the two, and finally contemporary theo-
ries about how these all fit together.
  Rabinow points to Habermas’s definition of the neoconservative ethos as “an un-
critical embracing of economic and technological change combined with a longing for so-
cial stability and a legitimated social hierarchy” to depict the urban theories of Henri 
Prost (242). Similarly, Prost’s patron Hubert Lyautey regarded the administration of cities 
as incorporating not only morphological form but also “the organization of agglomerated 
social life” (294). It is important to note than neither man was a regressive. They did not 
believe in enslaving indigenous populations, did not speak with contempt about the tu-
mult of the Muslim city, and did not seek to impose French cultural customs on the Mus-
lims by broad strokes. Nor did they pine longingly for the feudal cities of the past. In-
stead, they both supported fairly enlightened means—coöperation with local leaders, insu-
lation of native property from seizure by colonists, infrastructure projects, and a signal 
respect for Muslim art and culture—to achieve fairly conservative ends consisting of a 
stable social hierarchy free of revolt and always careful to avoid potentially inflammatory 
interactions. 
 Both men shared a fundamental belief in the central role to be played by experts 
versed not only in urban engineering but in the scientific administration of societies. 
“What was urgently required,” they felt, “was a new scientific and strategic social art; 
only in this way could politics be sublated—and power truly ordered” (290). It is not a 
consequence that this sort of belief flourished in colonial Morocco, where the protectorate 
system established a power system for Lyautey and his proxies that was “unconstrained 
by electoral contingencies” (291). Whereas in France planners had been circumvented by 
democratic refusals to cede land or to allow broad readjustment of cities, in Morocco the 
technocracy could do exactly what modern theories of urban structure dictated ought to 
be done. It did not matter that the active participation of the cities’ inhabitants was ab-
sent—what mattered was that the plans were correct, according to the nearly priestly ex-
pert class. People would be consulted and assuaged for the sake of keeping them happy 
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and keeping the social order ameliorated, but not for the sake of political enfranchise-
ment. “Engineers, architects, and sociologists,” according to Prost, “had to join forces to 
produce a fabric in which housing, circulation, work, hygiene, and aesthetics functioned 
together” (236).
 The result was a series of colonial plans which closely mirrored the protectorate 
form of “a rhetoric of coöperation, progress, and mutual accommodation [...] a device 
appropriately analyzed as a social technology” (277; 278). Muslim and European cities 
were kept deliberately separate for the welfare of both, allowed to mix in controlled, sta-
ble areas where neither would feel as though the other culture was encroaching onto 
theirs. The existing Moroccan monuments were celebrated as “artistic vestiges of a shin-
ing civilization” and renovated; though this ‘museumification’ of Muslim culture was 
perhaps condescending, it was far superior to the dismissal of any valuable Muslim tradi-
tion elsewhere in the colonies (300). Extensive investment in infrastructure projects 
brought the soothing characteristics of modern administration to the colonial city. And 
economic controls on trade and speculated were enforced to reign in the unchecked 
growth of the cities.
 Rabinow does not try to defend the paternalism of Lyautey and Prost, admitting to 
the colonial administration’s “abandonment of even the vestiges of democratic political 
participation” (283). But his final assessment of the urban projects in Morocco is far from 
one of condemnation. “The procedures were both authoritarian and effective,” he points 
out (291). Although Lyautey protected the Moroccans the way a kindly father might pro-
tect a child, this was preferable to his successor Pétain’s choice of beating the indigenous 
population into submission. In Rabat, the segregationalist cordon sanitaire “functioned as 
one of the most socially active areas of the city” (299). In Casablanca, “certain of [the Pro-
tectorate’s formal experiments were highly successful” and pointedly notes that “Casa-
blanca was healthier in 1950 than was Paris” (312; 316). 

J-L Cohen, “Henri Prost and Casablanca,” in The New City 3 (1996): 107–120.

 While the cities of Morocco are by and large ancient ones, Casablanca, its most 
famous metropolis, is essentially a twentieth-century phenomenon. Rising up under the 
explosive sprawl of speculators in the years leading up to French occupation, Casablanca 
was apprehended by Prost as “one of the most mythical crucibles of architecture and, 
above all, of the urbanism of the twentieth century” (107). In this article, Cohen suggests 
that Casablanca “belong to the major urban creations of our century” and typifies Prost’s 
plan for the city as one firmly directed towards the new demands of the boom town.
 When Prost inherited responsibility for the layout of Casablanca, he found “the 
juncture of many Mediterranean cultures” fused together in a disorderly, speculative port 
city that amounted to little more than a massive frontier town (107). Unlike in Rabat and 
elsewhere, Prost’s job was not to expand the city and pepper it with French forms; rather, 
it was “containing damages” and reigning in the undifferentiated sprawl which had al-
ready come to define the character of the city (108). Casablanca had already both ex-
panded beyond its limits and infilled heterogenously with a mixture of ethnicities, and so 
“the planning work [there] did not involve the creation of a new city, but rather the man-
agement of its growth” (108). 
 Cohen, a planner writing in an urban design journal, does not concern himself ex-
tensively with the politics and philosophy of Prost’s work in Casablanca, but instead fo-
cuses on the administrative implements and morphological forms which Casablanca set as 
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a precedent for modern urban development. The city under Prost witnessed an introduc-
tion of an early form of zoning, unfamiliar to French planning at the time. Prost saw the 
city as an amalgam of “buildable blocks” which were “classified by their density and their 
volumetric limitations” (111). Without the existence of a distinct indigenous and European 
quarter to guide him, Prost fashioned his zones in a style which would come to dominate 
twentieth-century urban plans, with a central business district and single-family residence 
districts which fostered “good hygenic conditions” (112). Motorization needs were built 
into the city, too, along with a polar system of parks and open space to tie the city to-
gether. One gets the sense of de Certeau standing atop the World Trade Center and appre-
hending the city as a neat but insufferably technocratic whole.
 What resulted in Casablanca was a model of urbanism less about design by fiat 
than about management by regulation. Unlike in other Moroccan experiments, Casa-
blanca could not be expanded in a tabula rasa. Already the site of powerful social and 
economic forces, it was the best Prost could do to draw borders around the existing city 
structures and fit them into a cohesive plan. It so happened that this technique would be 
the one “handed over as a model to French urbanists,” becoming an archetypal form for 
city planning in the modern period (113). 

P. A. Morton, “A Study in Hybridity: Madagascar and Morocco at the 1931 Colonial Ex-
position,” JAE 52(2): 76–86.

 The power of retrospect almost always carries an air of condescension. For us, 
looking back at the 1931 Colonial Exposition in France is a view of the last gasps of a dy-
ing colonial ideology, an extravaganza of racism and exotic curiosity. But what is striking 
is that the producers of the 1931 Exposition felt very much the same way about the pre-
vious fairs which took place around the turn of the century. From the vantage of a 1931 
colonial exhibitioner, it was they who were modern and enlightened, they who had put 
the “vulgar elements” of the fair spectacle behind them, and they who were showcasing 
the simultaneous forward march of European and colonized cultures. Morton argues in 
this article that the conditions of the 1931 Colonial Exposition displayed both the colo-
nists’ ambivalent views about the progress of their colonies and intimated the coming 
coöpting of European forms into a hybridized natives resistance movement.
 The role of the Exposition was to faithfully document the architectural patterns of 
the French colonized lands, based on a belief that architecture could be “understood as 
the document of a society’s level of evolution, the physical resources available to that soci-
ety, and its social ‘character’ and structure” (79). The producers had a bifold, contradic-
tory task: to simultaneously establish the ennoblement of the native peoples and successes 
of the mission civilisatrice but also to show that the indigenous cultures were still depend-
ent on French administration. “To negotiate this contradiction,” Morton says, “the pavil-
ions represented the colonies on the exterior as still savage and unchanged by coloniza-
tion, and on the interior as partially civilized” (78). The Moroccan pavilion was typical of 
the nominal respect which the French paternalistically came to pay local culture. Eschew-
ing the motley eclecticism of previous depictions of North African forms, the 1931 fair 
followed Lyautey’s colonial policy of combining “the best of modern planning with tradi-
tional Moroccan forms” (82). 
 Perhaps one of the most troubling paradoxes raised by Morton is that of ‘style of 
the protector’ and the ‘style of the conqueror’. By 1931, the French commended them-
selves for acting as ‘protectors’—they did not come to destroy and corrupt native cultures, 
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but to enlighten and preserve them. But whereas the conqueror’s style “aimed for the inte-
gration of the colonies into La Plus Grande France, in keeping with the Enlightenment 
credo of equality,” the protector’s style instituted segregation and and political insulation 
to minimize conflicts between the cultures (83). For urbanists like Lyautey, an “effort at 
documenting native art, customs, and social structure” was an essential part of the protec-
torate mission (82). But was this sort of museumification of culture any more tolerant than 
earlier ones of forced integration?
 What ended up coming out of this, argues Cohen after the theories of Homi 
Bhaba, was an adoption of hybridized forms by indigenous peoples as a form of resis-
tance. This seems to be a bit of a leap of faith, but it follows well enough: “the phenom-
ena of syncretism, creolization, and other forms of cultural mixing” produced insubordi-
nate forms which under which “the subversive premises of the mission civilisatrice dis-
rupted the colonizers’ carefully constructed world” (85). Whether or not those mixings 
were successful in resisting the sort of commodifications described earlier, though, Cohen 
does not answer.

Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul (Seattle: 1986): 49–81.
 
 It has been said that modern Chicago began when Mrs. O’Leary’s cow started the 
Great Fire of 1871. Half a planet away, fire was also burning through Ottoman Istanbul. 
And, in much the same way that Chicago’s Great Fire became the excuse to replan and 
modernize the city, so too did Istanbul use fire to restructure its urban fabric. The story of 
this nineteenth-century modernizing of Istanbul and its tensions with the traditional Is-
lamic city are described in Çelik’s chapter concerning the regularization of Istanbul’s ur-
ban fabric.
 The middle of the nineteenth century was a period of administrative inflection for 
the Ottoman Empire, and it was only alongside this broader process of modernization 
and transformation that the urban renewal of Istanbul was able to take place. With the 
advent of the Tanzimat reforms, the Ottomans began to look not only openly but perhaps 
even lustfully at the model set by Western Europe, and the administrators of the Porte be-
gan to hope for an Istanbul of regular forms like those beginning to play out in the reno-
vations of Paris. The Tanzimat bureaucrats “advocated a ‘scientific’ approach to plan-
ning” in keeping with the technocratic style sweeping through Europe, and did not hesi-
tate to import “foreign engineers and architects who knew and practiced the architectural 
science of modern construction” (49).
 But there was not enough momentum to establish from scratch an ambitious pro-
gram of forceful urban renovation in the city. Fire provided the catalyst by which central 
Istanbul could be remade wholesale into a modern urban site. The building stock of the 
old city was almost invariably wood, and the dense fabric of the development meant that 
fires could ravage the city with a fearsome trail of destruction. When it came time to rede-
velop the razed areas, the administrators, imbued with a new modern spirit, stepped in to 
prevent it from proceeding haphazardly. Thus “every burned-down area became a stage 
for formal urban change” (53).
 For when the replanning began, it took place according to modern vogues. The 
Tanzimat bureaucrats were taken up by the enlightened, scientific application of regula-
tory urban principles, classifying streets according to width, correlating buildings’ heights 
to the width of their streets, and demanding detailed development plans which required 
municipal approval. Only some of the reforms, like the decree that “all construction in 
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the capital was to be in stone and brick,” directly addressed the fire-prevention banner 
under which the replanning efforts nominally progressed (52). The fire-scarred wastelands 
became place to experiment with ideas like gridded road networks, sidewalks, public 
squares, and infrastructure improvements. “Major fires,” then, became the pretenses for a 
laboratory-like setting on the built scale for the Empire’s reform urbanists, and so “played 
the greatest role in the transformation of the urban fabric” (53).
 As the municipal control over the city’s forms matured, its institutions grew more 
formal and it also encountered more resistance. The introduction of the Islahat-ı Turuk 
Komisyonu, an agency “inaugurated to oversee an extensive program of urban planning 
and construction,” represented the establishment of a forward-looking administrative 
form which would actively manage city affairs rather than merely recover after fires (56). 
Subsidized construction factories were sponsored by the government, and an affinity for 
Western-style glorification of monuments and squares began to become apparent. “The 
concern to please the Western eye became a design criterion” as tourism began to become 
important for the imperial capital, and so the municipal administration began to actively 
pursue a program of embellishing and cleaning up the city (62).
 Of course, this ‘progress’ met with its discontents, and it is here that Çelik suggests 
a more ambiguous legacy for Istanbul’s reformers. Cemeteries were oftentimes exhumed 
for the sake of ambitious projects. European-style public parks served no purpose to Is-
lamic women. Elsewhere, across the Golden Horn and the Bosporus, the attempt to build 
new suburban-style communities met with mixed results. Moreover, some ethnic commu-
nities left untouched by the planners nevertheless became, by way of their inhabitants, 
more ‘European’ in style. In the end, while the regularization of Istanbul was a marked 
shift in the administration of the city, its stewards were never able to perfectly apply the 
Western models which they drew their inspiration from onto the unique forms of the Ot-
toman seat of power.

Ç. Keyder, Y. Ozveren, D. Quataert, “Port Cities in the Ottoman Empire: Some Theoreti-
cal and Historical Perspectives,” Review 16,4 (1993): 519–58. 

 In this somewhat opaque discussion of what made port cities unique in the context 
of the Ottoman empire, Keyder and his colleagues suggest that the port city must con-
stantly be understood as the site of introduction for new economic forms onto the old 
semi-feudalism of the old empire, and consequently the tensions between port cities and 
other port cities, and between port cities and their own hinterlands, must be properly dis-
cussed in the terms of the class distinctions which they served as the site for and as the 
icon of. Though full of sociological jargon, the article presents a compelling case for the 
importance of that very same language, framing the development of the port city in a dis-
cussion that is not merely morphological but signifying of larger metanarratives about the 
development of societies in those cities.
 Running through the story of port cities is a larger narrative about the emergence 
of traditional societies into the world of liberal markets. The mercantile environment of 
the port city becomes the stage on which this confrontation makes its most direct appari-
tion. “The port-city is where modern ideas and practices become visible and tangible, 
where the contradictions with traditional modes of thought are most evident” (522). As 
the Ottoman Empire became more integrated into the scope of the world economy, the 
tension exacted on these port cities grew ever sharper, and new themes of class conscious-
ness, bourgeois nationalism, and market liberalization began to come into relief against 
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the old forms, here represented by the interior centers of the hinterland. Perpetually pe-
ripheral sites, the port city “emerges as the privileged locale of contact with the world 
capitalist economy” (519). 
 In the Ottoman case, the port city is born with the introduction of foreign mer-
chant classes, who provide a new economic aristocracy which is situated in uncomfortable 
competition with the older formal control of imperial dictates. Christian and Jewish trad-
ers, all of whom, in addition to being Turkish subjects, belonged also to the transnational 
citizenry of the emerging bourgeoisie that was dictating the terms of Europe’s economic 
development, moved to center stage as the pace of external trade began to rapidly over-
take the importance of autarkic economic networks. The distribution of population and 
wealth in these cities confirmed a “Christian and foreign domination of Ottoman interna-
tional trade” (539). As the “shell of subsistence” was “cracked” in the agrarian parts of 
the Empire, the mercantile class began to enforce a hegemony of economic power that be-
gan in the port cities and reached out into the imperial core (542).
 This new liberal hegemony was in direct conflict with the conservative, order-
oriented rule of the Imperial administration. The bourgeoisie was “in a position to con-
front the political authority with demands for privileges and concessions” and so a power 
struggle began to grow up between the poles of economic and autocratic rule. While the 
Ottoman traders “seem to have behaved pragmatically” instead of fomenting outright re-
volt, they nevertheless ignited ideas of nationalist determinism and free trade which would 
become antithetical to the multiethnic imperial structure on which the Ottoman system’s 
continued viability rested. 
 And so Keyder and his colleagues posit a theory of the port city in which it takes 
up the mantle of “a graft onto an alien organism,” where the organizing logic “is mani-
festly economic” (521). It is perhaps a heavily Marxist interpretation of things, but it holds 
up well, for the ruptures formed out of the emergence of new economic logic are widely 
recognized to be the formative problems of the modern period all throughout Europe. 
Keyder et al are successful in demonstrating that, for the Ottoman Empire, these problems 
became centered on the places where capitalism made its beachhead—the port cities.

Henk Driessen, “Mediterranean Port Cities: Cosmopolitanism Reconsidered” History and 
Anthropology 16, 1 (March 2005): 129–41.

 ‘Cosmopolitan’ is a fairly weak term, having been coöpted by numerous writers to 
mean many different things. In this article, Driessen seeks to disassemble the meaning of 
‘cosmopolitan,’ stripping it of its peripheral meanings, and examining whether its raw 
definition is still applicable to the case of the Mediterranean port city. Similar to Holston 
and Appadurai’s investigation of citizenship, this study reveals a word whose terms are in 
a state of flux and reappropriation as cultural and social situations alter its utility.
 Driessen is quite clear that the dynamism of the port city is very real: “passage, 
transience, openness and flux are among [port cities’] most striking, and, paradoxically, 
constant or structural qualities” (131). Their role as mercantile centers unquestionably al-
lowed them to serve as refractors of a polyphony of cultures, and when these cultures met 
they produced a phenomenon that has somewhat lazily been defined as ‘cosmopolitan’. 
But does this definition mean anything more than the mere juxtaposition of unlike cul-
tures in the same urban unit? More specifically, “can cosmopolitanism serve as a concept 
with which to describe and analyze phases in the history of port cities, a specific life and a 
collective identity?” (135). The task is made difficult by the devalued currency of the term. 
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Disparate historico-cultural moments from Hellinism to Süleyman’s Constantinople have 
varyingly been described as ‘cosmopolitan.’
 The term must thus be recaptured to find an anthropological core referring “both 
to the ethos and practice of individuals and groups that are open to cultural different and 
strive towards intercultural respect and coexistence” (137). And we must provide a finer-
grained view of the city when discussing cosmopolitanism. For the very assumption of 
cosmopolitanism—unique ethnic groups together in one place—demands also a teasing 
out of the individual sentiments of each of these groups. Driessen suggests four serious 
complicating factors to the use of ‘cosmopolitanism’ in a blanket sense: the ambiguity in-
herent in its aim at both equality and differences; a “problematic relationship between 
cosmopolitanism and power”; different forms of cosmopolitanism based on different 
ideological grounds; and a bifold conception of ‘tolerance’ as both ‘mere’ tolerance and 
‘active’ empathy (137). 
 Driessen concludes that “it would be wrong to define entire Mediterranean port 
cities as ‘cosmopolitan’” (138). While there may have been cosmopolitan cultural subsets 
of these port cities, there were stronger affinities to certain groups which either promoted 
or negated the sense of broad cosmopolitanism. He suggests instead that the term “inter-
nationalist” may be more appropriate for the Mediterranean port cities, functioning as 
they did (as Keyder would agree) as the sites of “the confrontation of Western European 
capitalism, colonialism, and imperialism with the disintegrating Habsburg and Ottoman 
empires” (139). We may find, then, in the port city, a series of people who may always be 
labeled multifaceted or ‘international’, but only under specific terms as ‘cosmopolitan’.

Dean MacCannell, The Tourist: A New Theory of the Leisure Class, Ch 5.

 The gaze of the tourist will always be one wrapped up in a whole host of odd so-
cial and cultural structures; wealthy and privileged enough to be gazing in on cultures as 
an outsider and yet always struggling to move beyond his role as a mere viewer, the tour-
ist moves from place to place always one step behind himself. In this chapter from his 
book The Tourist, Dean MacCannell examines the phenomenon of ‘staged authenticity’ 
that develops when the tourist gaze begins to demand a sense of cultural realism which 
modern society has stripped away from the tourist himself. In these tourist settings, per-
formative spaces and private spaces begin to fuse together in order to present hybrids 
which are presentable to the tourist eye and yet which mimic the ‘authenticity’ demanded 
by sentiment. MacCannell’s article is a provocative look at what may in some terms be 
viewed as an existential dilemma for tourists: they are always in the process of cancelling 
themselves out, as their mere presence in a situation alters the situation which they hoped 
to find.
 The demand for authenticity in touristic areas is a consequence of the alienation of 
post-industrial societies from their own cultural roots, suggests MacCannell. “Modern 
Man is losing his attachment to the work bench, the neighborhood, the town, the family, 
which he once called ‘his own’ but, at the same time, he is developing an interest in the 
‘real life’ of others” (91). The tourist thus wishes to feel that he is really engaged in cul-
tural milieus, not merely watching a simulacra of them; he seeks now “to share in the real 
life of the places visited, or at least to see that life as it is really lived” (96). The object of 
desire for the tourist has shifted from the stage to the dressing-room.
 And so MacCannell introduces Erving Goffman’s social idiom of ‘front regions’ 
and ‘back regions’ as a theoretical structure for these new sites where tourist desires are 
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fulfilled. In this concept, front regions represent the arenas where acts are deliberate per-
formed and consciously manipulated; back regions, by contrast, are where members of a 
group carry out their ‘real’ lives. These two terms are not merely spatial contexts, and 
MacCannell suggests that the back spaces of society “generate the belief that there is more 
than meets the eye; even where no secrets are actually kept, back regions are still the 
places where it is popularly believed the secrets are kept” (93).
 Thus the modern tourist is occupied in a search for these back places, encountering 
on the way six layered hybrids—ranging from ‘pure front’ to ‘pure back’ which MacCan-
nell suggests make up the bulk of the tourist experience. The intermediate layers are the 
sites of ‘staged authenticity’: when a touristic site makes explicit aims at being real, at be-
ing natural, at being off the beaten path, it is performing an show of non-performance, 
and thus tries to be a front and back region all at once. “Touristic consciousness is moti-
vated by its desire for authentic experiences, and the tourist may believe he is moving in 
this direction, but often it is very difficult to know for sure if the experience is in fact 
authentic” (101). MacCannell thus delineates six stages on a scale from genuine front re-
gions to genuine back regions, including such forms as a fishnet hanging on the wall of a 
seafood restaurant, a simulated moonwalk, exposés of private business, and orchestral 
rehearsals which have been allowed visitors.
 MacCannell realizes there is some vulgarity to these compromised forms, especially 
to the intellectual concerned with a knowledge of societies that is more than superficial. 
To the scholar, “the touristic experience that comes out of the tourist setting is based on 
inauthenticity and as such it is superficial when compared with careful study” (102). 
Worse, fake authenticity is even worse than bald inauthenticity because of its masquerad-
ing nature: “a false back is more insidious and dangerous than a false front, or an inau-
thentic demystification of social life is not merely a lie but a superlie, the kind that drips 
with sincerity” (102–3).
 In the end, though, MacCannell advocates against the categorical rejection of 
‘pseudo’ forms as Daniel Boorstin sneeringly does; McCannell suggests that such polemics 
set up an impossible “they are the tourists, I am not” matrix which precludes serious 
study of these half-spaces. “In the give-and-take of urban street life in tourist areas,” he 
notes, “the question of who is watching whom and who is responding to whom can be as 
complex as it is in the give-and-take between ethnographers and their respondents” (106). 

E. Wharton, In Morocco (New York, 1925), Ch.4, “Marrakech.”

 It is not difficult to decipher from reading Marrakech that Edith Wharton was born 
to a wealthy American family and belonged to the classes of privileged Victorian élites. 
Her description of the mysterious, incomprehensible riot of Marrakech perfectly con-
denses the early twentieth-century view of the Orient into a stereotype of the Westerner 
caught up in heady exoticism. Her account of her stay in Marrakech is full of grand 
propositions about the luxurious elegance of its nobility and rank indulgences about the 
horrifyingly primitive nature of everything else. Wharton is the encapsulation of the aes-
thetic traveler; the social experiences of Marrakech do not weigh heavily on her, and eve-
rything she looks at and comprehends takes on only its role within an aesthetic apprehen-
sion of a wild continent. And while the haughtiness of this account is easy to dismiss as 
mere snobbery, Wharton’s view of Marrakech is a sort of cultural lodestone for the turn-
of-the-century touristic experience in North Africa, and her attempts to seek out the Mo-
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roccan ‘mystique’ bear at least a familial relation to the search for authentic ‘back regions’ 
described by MacCannell.
 Wharton sees the environment of Marrakech as the stock which makes all the rest 
of it so inhospitable; the desert is “desperate in its calcined acridity” and it “glittered with 
the same unmerciful dryness” (124, 125). The idea of Djinns haunting the Atlas Mountains 
seems to have also mystified Wharton’s Romantic sensibilities, and she imagines the Atlas 
as a great looming border into all that is primitive and occult about the world. Just like 
the Djinns, the roads are lined with “clay hovels with draped figures slinking by like 
ghosts” (126).
 And, in fact, the people of Marrakech are little more than ghosts to Wharton’s aris-
tocratic eye. What interest they do provide to her they provide in anonymity and in clus-
ters; what qualities they do have are stark primitivism and mysterious fanaticism. When a 
troupe of lamplighters comes through her courtyard at night, she is bound up with fear 
and fascination at the “moving frieze of bronze” which “was so like the picture of a ‘Se-
raglio Tragedy’” (133). When she passes out of the “enchanted circle of the Bahia” she 
plunges into the tumult of the city, and feels herself caught up in a strange, unknowable 
force. This city has no inhabitants, but merely “many threads of native life, woven of 
greed and lust, of fetichism and fear and blind hate of the stranger [...] a thick network in 
which at times one’s feet seem literally to stumble” (136). The dance of the Chleuh boys is 
a summation of how Wharton ties together the indistinctness of the Marrakech mêlée: 
“like all things Oriental, like the life, the patterns, the stories, it seemed to have no begin-
ning and no end: it just went monotonously and indefatigably on till fate snipped its 
thread by calling us away to dinner” (148).
 This sort of cultural reduction is a good simulacra for what Europe was looking 
for in North Africa at the time. It privileges the region’s oases of high culture—Wharton 
calls the sultanic palace of the Agdal “one of the most poetic impressions in that city of 
poetry”—and relegates the frictions of its human element to a general indistinctness. The 
fact that Wharton traveled under the guidance of Lyautey should be unsurprising, then—
she saw and experienced Morocco exactly how the colonial gaze expected it to be seen 
and experienced. In some ways, a critique of this touristic view bears a vague resemblance 
to that of the critique of unified, Braudelian urban epistemologies by Horden and Purcell: 
here, the touristic gaze totalizes, reduces, creates a concept-City unimpeded by the details 
of the ‘microecologies’ that make up the daily social milieu of the city.

George Orwell, “Marrakech,” in Collected Essays, (London, 1961): 24–30.

 If George Orwell did not read Wharton’s Marrakech before writing his own, he 
must certainly have read something very much like it. And, though it was written only 
eleven years after Wharton’s essay of the same name, Orwell’s Marrakech seems to hail 
from an entirely different era. It is also a first-rate essay on its own terms, and, like all of 
Orwell’s works, is worldly and lucid while indicating at every turn a greater social signifi-
cance.
 In Orwell’s essay, the people of Marrakech are always in the foreground, always 
sticking out and greeting the imperial visitor uncomfortably, forcing him to confront him-
self, forcing him to face the anonymity which he has sunk them into. Just as walking 
across the bumpy prickly pear on the outskirts of town jolts you to the sudden realization 
that you are walking across skeletons, so too does the squalor of the people unsettle you 
and make it “difficult to believe that you are walking among human beings” (24). In Or-
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well’s Marrakech, a filigreed Sultanate does not rise interestingly out of an undistinguished 
mass of commoners; rather, the very indistinguishability of the people confronts the tour-
ist, and makes him wonder how such a system can perpetuate itself.
 “All people who work with their hands are partly invisible,” writes Orwell, “and 
the more important work they do, the less visible they are” (27). The tourist’s eye simply 
executes a neat sleight-of-hand, excising the people from view and privileging an inhuman 
Oriental agglomerate. The people are “the same colour as the earth, and a great deal less 
interesting to look at” (27). Only given this excising of humanity, only out of this romanti-
cization of the exotic can “the starved countries of Asia and Africa [be] accepted as tour-
ist resorts” (27).
 And, unlike Wharton, who is perfectly happy to buy into this sleight-of-hand, Or-
well cannot help notice again and again the human condition of Marrakech. An old 
woman “mummified with age and the sun” shrieks upon being offered a coin; Orwell 
notes that “by taking any notice of her, I seemed almost to be violating a law of nature” 
(28). But Orwell does not consider himself high-and-mighty; he admits that it is just as 
easy for him to take a poor donkey more seriously than a poor Moroccan. It is the fact 
that he stops and notices this discrepancy which startles him; he states with surprise that 
it was only after several weeks that he “noticed the poor old earth-coloured bodies, bod-
ies reduced to bones and leathery skin, bent double under the crushing weight” (29). Once 
again the touristic gaze is elemental to this conception, with Orwell again and again re-
turning to his own outsider’s role and expressing latent contempt for his own distorted 
perception of Moroccan life.
 Just as one can deduce Wharton’s aristocratic sentiments, Orwell’s socialist ones 
are also fairly plain. And in the end he realizes that the tourist is peering in on something 
ugly, something unsustainable. Watching an indigenous infantry march like “a flock of 
cattle,” he catches the eye of a young man and realizes that “he has been taught that the 
white race are his masters, and he still believes it” (30). The conclusion is dictated by the 
apparition of the obvious: “How long before they turn their guns in the opposite direc-
tion?” (30).
 

P. Bourdieu, “The Kabyle House,” in Algeria 1960 (Cambridge: CUP, 1979), 133–153. 

 The house, along with the field, is perhaps the most basic built unit of human civi-
lization, the site for the most fundamental activities that a society carries out. Cooking, 
sleeping, procreation, birth, weaving, and animal husbandry have always taken place in 
the context of the house, and as these activities are so central to the life of preindustrial 
peoples it is no surprise that the house should take on a regime of symbolic features to 
accompany them. In this study of the houses of the Kabyle Berbers of Algeria, Pierre 
Bourdieu establishes a system of semiotic interpretations which view the Kabyle house as 
a gendered inversion of the outside; “an inverted reflection, a world in reverse” (153). The 
essay is incredibly thought-provoking once its skin is broken through, and is one of the 
most fascinating explications of space as a semiotic construct.
 The prototypical Kabyle house is rectangular and two-roomed, with an elevated 
living space separated from a lower stable space by an openwork partition. This setup 
provides the context for a series of binary end nodes within the house which Bourdieu 
suggests are deliberately the result of symbolic interpretation of what the house-world 
ought to look like. He rejects the idea that the arrangement of the house can be attributed 
to merely technical concerns; instead “the oppositions are the centre of a cluster of paral-
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lel oppositions the necessity of which never stems entirely from technical imperatives and 
functional requirements” (135).
 At the northern and higher end of the house, the kanun and weaving loom estab-
lish the “light-filled, noble, upper part” of the internal dichotomy (136). This is the end-
point of culture, of fire, of illumination and honor. At the opposite pole, the stable area 
where the animals are housed represents the “dark, nocturnal, lower part” (135). Here the 
damp, natural, unrestrained aspects of life are contained; it is in this area that sexual in-
tercourse, death, and sleeping occur. Bourdieu’s dichotomy, though he never frames it in 
such terms, is reminiscent of Nietzsche’s Apollo and Dionysus—the former indicative of 
culture, nobility, restraint; and the latter of revelry, naturism, primitivism. Along the prin-
cipal symbolic axes of the house, Bourdieu suggests that “relations of opposition are ex-
pressed through a whole set of convergent indices” which draw their representational 
value from their proximity to these nodal endpoints (136).
 These symbolic values are not merely mythic ones but inherently gendered ones, 
and it is here that Bourdieu grafts them into an irrevocable relationship with the realities 
of Kabyle life. The dark and the light are opposed parallel to the opposition of the female 
and the male, and so the house is “organized in accordance with a set of homologous op-
positions—fire : water :: cooked : raw :: high : low :: light : dark :: day : night :: male : 
female :: nif : hurma :: fertilizing : able to be fertilized :: culture : nature” (140). These in-
dices within the house reflect and reify the real gender distinctions which are inherent in 
Kabyle life at large. To prove that this gendered interpretation is not merely a fanciful fic-
tion of the anthropological observer, Bourdieu points out a number of gendered Kabyle 
idioms which point directly to the house’s gendered setup: a son born to be the “master 
beam” of the house or a daughter “the pillar planted firmly in the middle of the house” 
(140).
 But what is perhaps most interesting about the gender indices of the house is that 
since the house itself is a female domain, the male-female oppositions within the house are 
inverted and transliterated versions of those in the outside world. The outside world is 
male; the house is female, and within that female domain there is a male-female and a 
female-female. Thus within the house, the symbolic orientation “is exactly the reverse of 
that of external space, as if it had been obtained by a semi-rotation around the axis of the 
front wall or threshold” (150). The effect here that Bourdieu describes is that the Kabyles 
achieve “the maximizing of magical profit” and a mythico-ritual system that “cannot 
counterpose without simultaneously uniting” (152; 143). It is hard to see these dualities 
without imagining the larger duality which we have been dealing with—that is, city : ru-
ral—and Bourdieu’s semiotic dialectics present a concept of space in which both the bi-
nary end-nodes and the gradients between them take on equal significance. The Kabyle 
house, then, contains some city-like characteristics in its microcosm.

Joelle Bahloul, The Architecture of Memory (Cambridge: CUP, 1996),  28–50.

 This chapter by Joelle Bahloul concerns the memory of a past house as a relation-
ship of synecdoche: the house offers a simulacra of the makeup of the social world which 
it inhabited, “a small-scale cosmology symbolically restoring the integrity of a shattered 
geography” (28). Bahloul’s primary focus of study is the transplanted Jewish inhabitants of 
Dar-Refayil, a house in Sétif, Algeria. From the inhabitants’ memories of this house, 
Bahloul is able to illuminate a form of remembrance which is “moulded into the material 
physical structures of the domestic space” with the parts of the house that figure most 
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prominently in their former residents’ minds corresponding to similarly prominent parts 
of the society (29).
 The first theme that Bahloul notices is one of enclosure, with the house’s super-
structure defined by its walls and the directions of their porosity. Bahloul points out that 
recollections of the house “invariably began with the placing of doors and windows,” and 
so the theme of domesticity as being inside made up a large part of how the inhabitants of 
Dar-Refayil conceived their social world (30). Since all the doors and windows with the 
exception of the owners’ opened inwards to the courtyard, the effect was “a metaphor for 
the ghettoization of the domestic group and the stifling of the individual,” with a great 
conviviality and collective nature to the intramural household but limited options to the 
outside and, consequently, to the future (31).
 Alongside of the theme of enclosure is the theme of confinement. The inhabitants 
of Dar-Refayil recall the oppressive density of the house, with only the heads of the 
household and newlyweds enjoying the luxury of real beds; sexual privacy, hygiene, and 
individualism were all sacrificed to the household. Thus “the home was their universe [...] 
yet within this world they had no stability;” the individual remained in permament flux 
within a social unit which provided a felling of fixity for itself at large but not to any of 
its constituent members (35).
 As in Bourdieu, the conception of space is inherently mixed up with conceptions of 
gender. The courtyard is womb-like, associated with the joys and tribulations of mother-
hood, and women remember their chores their as the building-blocks of their gender iden-
tity: “washing sessions [were] an occasion for female togetherness and complicity in the 
face of their imprisonment by domestic chores” (43). By contrast, the street “asserts itself 
as masculine and violent” and the men remember spending most of their time on the 
streets, away from the harmonious but suffocating hegemony of the exclusively familial 
world (44).
 But in all of this the Jews of Dar-Refayil felt caught somewhere between the “self 
and the Other” of Jews and Muslims and Europeans (35). Memories of the house as sim-
ple as the coveted ‘English’ lavatories reinforced the Jews’ feeling that they were placed 
somewhere between their Muslim milieu and their European colonizers. A “tenuous but 
complex social distinction was inscribed in the house’s spatial organization” with Jews 
and Muslims occupying different floors and consequently different degrees of prestige (40). 
With a dual valence as both Orientals and Jews, the inhabitants of Dar-Refayil remem-
bered their house as somewhat caught in the middle of things, “a buffer between the 
Christians and Muslims” (47).

Clifford Geertz, “Toutes Directions: Reading the Signs in an Urban Sprawl,” IJMES 21 
(1989): 291–306.  

 
 As Islamic cities begin to accrete, their ancient cores drawing in centripetally a 
mishmash of peripheral cultures and traditions, the question of what an Islamic city ought 
to be comes into sharp relief. Such an idea is “very much alive in the minds, and in the 
discourse, of workaday Muslims,” but in many ways its conceptual value grows inverse to 
its concrete reality, for the Islamic urban ideal “grows increasingly significant as a notion 
and an aspiration [...] as the conditions for its existence become more precarious, dispa-
rate, and difficult to realize” (292). In this examination of an aesthetic municipal ordi-
nance of the midsize town of Sefrou, Clifford Geertz deals with conformity and social 
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concepts of ‘authenticity,’ as competing citizens of Sefrou attempt to lay claim on both 
their own identities and the identity of the city as a whole.
 With the expansion of Sefrou’s municipal boundaries and the changing economic 
dynamics of the outlying country, Sefrou inherited a number of distinct social groups. On 
the one hand are the ‘Real Sefroui,’ those Arab-speaking people who have inhabited the 
urban environment for a long time and whose families trace back all the way to the 
founding of the city. Within this group there are rich and poor, the rich living mostly in 
the les quartiers chics left behind by the departing French and the poor living largely in 
the old medina. In juxtaposition to all the ‘Real Sefroui’ are the ‘Outsiders’—mostly 
Berber-speaking in-migrants to the city whose income derives from “recently sold-off ru-
ral farms, remittances from relatives working in Europe, and casual labor, casual trade, 
and, to an uncertain extent, casual crime” (295).
 The catalyst for the tension between the Real Sefroui and the Outsiders came with 
the rise of the Socialist municipal government in 1976 and the ousting of the traditional 
hereditary patriarchy. During the Socialists’ reign, the city’s boundaries were pushed out-
ward and the Real Sefroui decried what they saw as a “shapeless and ugly” formlessness 
taking over their city (298). It was here that the Real Sefroui began to chime in with “a lit-
any of moral complaint, class resentment, and aesthetic nostalgia,” sparking off “a self-
conscious effort to recreate the institutions of a properly Muslim city” (298).
 Thus the issuance of a decree demanding all houses in Sefrou to be painted the 
same creme color. Geertz sees the façade of the Muslim house as a semiotic space repre-
senting the ethic of the culture inhabiting it: for the Real Sefroui, this meant “whited walls 
and small, grilled windows” disguising private life behind an expressionless, blank face 
(299). The Outsiders treated their façades exactly the opposite: they were “very brightly 
painted in bold, primary colors” and “a great many are further decorated, sometimes in 
an all-over fashion, with designs based on traditional craft motifs” (300). To the Outsiders, 
these garish façades were establishments of their presence in the town; to the Real Sefroui, 
they were are horrifying corruption of Muslim decorum and traditional sensibility. The 
paint edict, then, was not just a municipal regulation—it was a class-based initiative in 
“what has become a quite self-conscious politics of signs” (300).
 The effect was one of accretion: the Outsiders mostly complied with the regulation 
in order to gain acceptance as part and parcel with the urban tradition. By incorporating 
themselves into Sefrou, they achieved a sort of ‘Real Sefroui’ status of their own. As 
Geertz points out, this seemingly aesthetic concern maps out a symbolic representation of 
struggle: “materialities that bear on life in some practical way inevitably do so within a 
webwork of sense and expression” (301). He concludes by suggesting that Islam “is losing 
definition and gaining energy”—by its incorporation of new cultural stocks, it can no 
longer be the exclusive and explicitly definite item it once was, but instead is transforming 
into a dynamic, generative cosmopolity.

G. Bridge and S. Watson, “City Imaginaries,” in A Companion to the City, ed. Bridge and 
Watson, (London, 2002), Ch. 1.

 Living in a place is not merely an act of occupying space. Humans invest a sense of 
their own hopes and fears into the places they live, and transform their spatial environ-
ment into a representational field for their ideas and ideals. This function of the city as 
imaginary space is taken up by Gary Bridge and Sophie Watson in their introductory 
chapter to A Companion to the City, a volume concerned with “the power of ideas, the 
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imagination, representations, and visions in influencing the way cities are formed and 
lived” (7). For them, the physical city and the imaginaries activated by it form a symbiotic 
dualism, each tampering with and tampered by the other. What follows out of this process 
is a physical form of the city which is always recognizing and representing the human 
forms inhabiting it—not only their conscious aspirations but also “their unconscious de-
sires and imaginaries” (7).
 Bridge and Watson are concerned with the city as a site for imaginations about 
what social utopias and dystopias might look like. As people—both in collectivities and as 
individuals—look to the city or look away from the city to imagine their own hopes for 
liberation, for diversity, or for order, they select out different visual aspects of the city in 
different degrees of prominence to corroborate these imaginative realms. “Deep desires 
and fears can emerge in the city,” they argue, “hence its representation as a crucible of 
civilization, as promethean, but also as the site of sin [...] or as unruly spaces that have to 
be managed” (10). For some, the complexity of the city is the imaginative superstructure in 
which they will express themselves, perhaps by fleeing a suffocating cultural homogeneity 
in the hinterlands, and the urban tumult and the heterodox lifestyle systems of the city 
encourage this fantasy. For others, the city is alienating and inhuman, and for these imag-
iners, the city’s austere mechanical parts and arrogance come into the fore. For still others, 
the city is a site of social decay and chaos, and here the shantytowns and gutters form the 
nightmare-imaginary. In all of these regimes, “the buildings and spaces of the city are 
formed in, and themselves form, memory, while memory becomes spatialized” (13).
 Because of these selective regimes, the representation of the city takes on an inter-
mediate place between reality and imagination. As a quote from Raban puts it: “Cities, 
unlike villages and small towns, are plastic by nature. We mould them in our images; they, 
in their turn, shape us by the resistance they offer when we try and impose a personal 
form on them” (14). Bridge and Watson describe how each tradition, in its turn, has built 
representations of the city in the service of their own imaginative view of its purpose. 
“Cities have always been the repositories of all sorts of myths and fantasies,” poster-
boards on which the manifestos of social aspirations have been written (15). Thus the 
postmodernists see a paradigm of the “the cultural and the hyper-real,” pro-urbanists see 
“opportunity [...] enchantment, fluidity, and vibrancy,” and anti-urbanists see “anomie, 
alienation, corruption” (15). The sense of the word ‘see’ here is bifold: these interpreters of 
the city do, in fact, physically view the city through these prejudices, but they also ‘see’ 
the city in the sense of ‘envisioning’ it in such a form—hence the imaginary aspect of these 
contexts.
 It may be worthwhile here to recall all the imagining that has been done of the Is-
lamic city—imagining that “may represent an attempt to overcome our sense of alienation 
[...] an escape from the problems of cities, or an act of resistance, or both” (16). From 
Geertz’s Sefroui imagining their city as classical and creme-colored to von Henneberg’s 
Italians imagining technocratic imperial outposts, the apparation of the Islamic city both 
owes currency to the reality of those cities and also generates new realities of its own.

Michel de Certeau, “Walking in the City,” in The Practice of Everyday Life (Berkeley: UC 
Press, 1988), pp. 91–110.

 Everyday activities, often dismissed by theorists as too mundane to merit much en-
quiry, draw from this demureness a sense of subversion. That which operates below the 
sphere of grand schematics has the power to corrupt those schematics, or at least coöpt 
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them into personalized terms that reject the dehumanizing aspect of the totality. “Escap-
ing the imaginary totalizations produced by the eye,” as Michel de Certeau suggests, “the 
everyday has a certain strangeness that does not surface, or whose surface is only its up-
per limit, outlining itself against the visible” (93). Within the disarming mundanity of eve-
ryday practice, we are liable to find deeply metaphorical and meaningful habits which as-
sert the individual’s right to apprehend the world according to his own terms rather than 
as a component term of the aggregated whole. For de Certeau, the act of walking around 
the city provides one such act of engagement. The polyrhythmic patterns of these walkers 
in the city, deaggregated and arranged according to no overarching logic, remain by this 
fact entirely stubborn to the action-attributive and patternmaking wishes of the panopti-
con. “The networks of these moving, intersecting writers,” argues de Certeau, “compose 
a manifold story that has neither author nor spectator, shaped out of fragments of trajec-
tories and alterations of spaces: in relation to representations, it remains daily and indefi-
nitely other” (93).
 de Certeau’s argument is a post-structuralist one: he sees in the “microbe-like, sin-
gular and plural practices which an urbanistic system was supposed to administer or sup-
press, but which have outlived its decay” an apparatus for “proliferating illegitimacy” 
(96). What is at stake here is the competing notions of what constitutes a city. On the one 
hand, the Concept-city, represented by de Certeau as the view from the top of the World 
Trade Center or the visual totality of a map, apprehends the city as a site of administra-
tion, of study, of unity; it is a single cell which may be viewed panoptically as a rational 
organization which leaves out the “physical, mental and political pollutions that would 
compromise it” (94). On the other is the city as it is lived by its inhabitants, infinitely 
polyvalent and complicated, made up of arbitrary choices, limited schemes of informa-
tion, and subtle resistance to totalization. Thus the production of a “contradiction be-
tween the collective mode of administration and an individual mode of reappropriation”: 
the Concept-city is perpetually eroded by the pedestrians in the streets taking its stock and 
remolding it into their own forms, forms haunted by personal eccentricities of meaning 
(96). The conflict is in many ways similar to that of Braudel’s city versus Horden and Pur-
cell’s city, with the city-as-discrete-thing running up against the city-as-gradient-of-forms.
 de Certeau describes the act of walking in a city as the primary mode of individual 
reappropriation. Since the walker exists in a discrete spatial system which is defined by 
the Concept-city, the relationship is as that of the speaker to language: the walker selects 
out certain elements and is the architect of forms left indeterminate by the system used. As 
in speech, this act of walking is distinguished from its system by its present nature—it 
transforms each signifier into something new in the lens of the here-and-now—by its dis-
crete nature—by selecting and displacing certain fragments of the system—and by its 
‘phatic’ qualities—by employing terms that “initiate, maintain, or interrupt contact” (99). 
By spatial programs of excision and juxtaposition, or, as de Certeau analogizes, synecdo-
che and asyndeton, the walker “displaces the analytical, coherent proper meanings of ur-
banism” and pulverizes the Concept-city, “distorting it, fragmenting it, and diverting it 
from its immobile order” (102).
 According to this process, the walker haunts the city with his or her own incanta-
tions of meaning, adapting names, numbers, and formats in the verbiage of individual 
terms. The places signified by the rational codices of the Concept-city are thus taken in 
and blurred by mythological aspects; and “a rich indetermination gives them, by means of 
a semantic rarefaction, the function of articulating a second, poetic geography on top of 
the geography of the literal, forbidden, or permitted meaning” (105). It is only by this ex-
tended conurbation of enchanted meanings that a place may be habitable at all, according 

the muslim mediterranean city nelson 32
annotated bibliography 



to de Certeau; it is only by this process that the technofascist tendencies of totalitarianism 
may be checked. “Haunted places are the only ones people can live in,” he writes, and by 
rededicating the city to his or her own terms, the walker thus makes something human 
out of something mechanical (108).

Albert Memmi, Pillar of Salt (Boston: Beacon, 1992) “The City,” pp. 93–103.

 Just as Bridges and Watson describe the city in a state of flux between imagination 
and reality, Albert Memmi here presents an account of the city he grew up in where the 
elements of memory and reality are in constant dialogue. It is not a sentimental recollec-
tion, for the childhood home of Memmi’s protagonist Benillouche is intimately bound up 
in the childhood traumas which he faced during his time there. As such, the streets and 
marketplaces of this city are infected with the social cruelty of the people living within 
them, and so it is that the city itself becomes the oppressor rather than it inhabitants. 
Stripped of his sense of spatial belonging, Benillouche considers himself his city’s “ille-
gitimate son, the child of a city whose heart has been divided among all those to whom 
she has been a slave” (96).
 Again and again, it is Benillouche’s status as a Jew and consequently as a perpetual 
outsider which sets him against the rest of the city. Just as the Jewish residents of 
Bahloul’s Dar-Refayil found themselves trapped in an intermediate position between the 
indigenous Sétifians and the French colonizers, Benillouche feels himself pinned between 
competing identities. “Who am I, after all?” he asks himself, finding only indeterminate 
answers of questionable lineage. “In the long run, I would always be forced to return 
back to Alexandre Mordekhai Benillouche,” he concludes, “a native in a colonial country, 
a Jew in an anti-Semitic universe, an African in a world dominated by Europe” (95–6). 
 The elements of the city thus become unfriendly arbiters of culture and power 
against which Benillouche constantly tries to assert or tease out his identity but which just 
as constantly refuse such demands. “Slowly, painfully, I understood I had made a mess of 
my own birth by choosing the wrong city,” he dejectedly comes to realize (98). The city 
has its hopeful hideouts, like the Kursaal, and its lonely allies, like Bissor, but in the final 
assessment it offers no comfort to the marginal figure. One imagines that Benillouche 
would have little to say to the urbanists of Bridges and Watson who saw the city as a 
place for cultural tolerance, fringe identities, and cosmopolitan enlightenment. “It was 
true that our native city was as hostile to us as an unnatural mother,” he points out, and 
so it is properly understood as something to be fought against, as a theater of injustice, 
and a suffocating prison where ‘They’ are joined together in insuperable conspiracy.

J. Holston and A. Appadurai, “Cities and Citizenship,” Public Culture 8, 2 (1996): 187–
204.

 The word ‘citizen’ derives etymologically from the Latin civitas, city, and notions 
of what citizenship means thus have historically been caught up in the city—both physi-
cally, in its modern spaces of modern life, and sociologically, in its implications for politi-
cal associations in the modern nation-state. James Holston and Arjun Appadurai present 
the city as a crucible for shifting notions of postmodern citizenship in this article, suggest-
ing that cities “are especially privileged sites for considering the current renegotiations of 
citizenship” (189). The city, here, is not the object of study but the modality in which Hol-
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ston and Appadurai take on the study of the more ephemeral object of citizenship. They 
suggest that it is in cities that the decomposition of citizens’ historic allegiances to the 
nation-state come into the sharpest relief, and it is in cities that new theories of citizenship 
have had the most turbulent effects.
 The beginnings of postmodern renegotiations of citizenship lie in the ongoing col-
lapse of traditional citizenship as an egalitarian, quasi-communal right of participation in 
the formal civic life of a nation-state. Such a theory of citizenship was born in the national 
beginning at the end of the eighteenth century; it is “sustained in the long run through 
performances” that establish “meaningful common goods” (192). It is liberal in the sense 
that it affords equal substantive rights regardless of superficial differences, and communi-
tarian in the sense that it demands a participatory aspect as an obligation towards a 
shared society. This, of course, relies on a belief in the commonweal of a nation that is 
placed under great stress by the tumultuous social and economic stratification encouraged 
by globalization. Under such circumstances, “the social imaginary of commensurate citi-
zens disintegrates” (192). The principal response has been to strip citizenship of its com-
munitarian aspects and to “replace the teleological notion of common good and measure 
with the priority of right over good” (192).
 This “procedural liberalism”—a differences-blind rights-based citizenship which 
Holston and Appadurai argue are inherently antithetical to community-identity values—is 
the principal object of attack by groups asserting their right to a form of differentiated 
citizenship which includes, rather than ignores, specific individual differences. Thus, the 
primary battlefield of postmodern citizenship is that of identity politics, or the process by 
which identity groups “demand different treatment on the basis of their inalienable right 
to retain and realize their unique qualities, contributions, and histories,” and this “argu-
ment from authenticity leads to a politics of difference rather than to a politics of univer-
salism or equalization of rights” (194).
 The city, the site of both the greatest formal systematization by nation-states and 
the greatest cultural heterogeneity, is consequently the breeding-ground for these identity 
politics. The role of the city as a transmission center for ideas and capital means that “this 
flow tends to drive a deeper wedge between national space and its urban centers” 
(189)Thus, city dwellers begin to feel disengaged from their formal citizenship allegiance to 
their nation-state and begin to adhere to transnational and cultural-unit allegiances. 
 What is perhaps most interesting is that politics which we might consider both left-
ist and rightist both stem from the same principal assertions of identity politics. Both a 
Muslim student demanding to wear a veil in class and a pregnant woman demanding spe-
cial protections in the workplace are challenging the assumption that citizenship ought to 
treat each citizen in the same procedural fashion. 
 The answer to the problem points at new kinds of hybridized and virtualized pub-
lic spheres where diasporic networks are closer-linked. But, caution the authors, the city 
remains the focal point of these challenges to citizenship, “the most important sites in 
which we experience the crises of national membership and through which we may re-
think citizenship” (202).
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P. Lubeck and B. Britts, “Muslim Civil Society in Urban Public Spaces: Globalization, Dis-
cursive Shifts, and Social Movements,” in J. Eade and C. Mele, eds. Understanding 
the City (London, 2002): 305-35.

 Stereotype in the Western world has historically considered cities as the sites of 
secularism, pluralism, and modernity, and the countryside as the bastion of uneducated 
religious yokels. At least in the United States, religious fundamentalism has wielded the 
most powerful influence in rural and suburban areas. However, this pattern should not be 
considered a standard typology, and, in fact, modern Muslim fundamentalism is an inher-
ently urban phenomenon with outposts in the large metropolises of the Muslim world. In 
this post-9/11 article, Paul M. Lubeck and Bryana Britts explore the rises of Islamism as a 
“modern urban movement empowered by a profound discursive shift involving virtually 
all social classes, genders, and status groups” (308). They argue that the demographic and 
political trends of Muslim urban centers touched by globalization have laid fertile ground 
in which Islamist groups ranging from the moderate to the totalitarian have grown up. 
“The Muslim city,” they write, “creates the ambience in which Muslim discourses and 
civil society groups coalesce to launch a diverse stream of urban social movements divided 
by tactic and strategy but united in their opposition to what they view as an illegitimate 
and failed postcolonial political order” (307).
 The catalyst for these fundamentalists movements, argue Lubeck and Britts, has 
been the gradual disassembly of secularist-nationalist postcolonial governments by the 
pressures of global neoliberalism. These projects were typically weak to begin with, grow-
ing up in the vacuum left by departing European powers in North Africa and the Middle 
East. They typically took the form of a “top-down authoritarian project articulated from 
above by national, mostly military elites who assumed control over the authoritarian 
colonial-state apparatus” (310). A confluence of factors—the increased hegemony of 
U.S-backed commodity markets, the collapse of the Soviet Union and Marxist interna-
tional groups, and, above all, the accumulation of population in hyper-stratified Muslim 
cities—eventually led most workaday Muslims to lose their confidence in state power.
 Stepping into this crisis came the promise of Islamist groups. Lubeck and Britt pre-
sent these groups as offering two major functions for urbanized Muslims. First, they at-
tempted to provide a ‘state-within-a-state’ of social initiatives, professional associations, 
and education services where the nationalist governments failed. Neoliberal devolution of 
governments and free trade left desperately poor urbanites to turn to Islamist groups “to 
fill urban social spaces with a parallel social service sector” (320). Second, it provided a 
sense of identity and resistance against the encroachment of Western goods and markets 
in the post-communist period. Such Islamist movements “borrowed mobilizing concepts 
like vanguardism, human liberation, anti-imperialism, and urban revolution from the 
Marxist playbooks” (380).
 These organization reached their apogee in Muslim cities as those were the places 
both hardest-hit by neoliberal economics and containing the largest number of potentially 
revolutionary ideologues. In Cairo, for example, Islamist movements feed on the misery of 
the six million residents living in ‘spontaneous communities’. Their success can be found 
in their ability to offer a solution (or at least a balm) to such constituencies; “the need to 
solve rational and objective urban problems is what explains popular support for radical 
Islamist movements” (324). The authors suggest that combating radical Islam will mean 
decomposing Islamist movements into their separate social-support and violent types, and 
that the unchecked trend of globalization will only bolster Islamist sentiment. “Islamism 
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could hardly ask for a better midwife that global neoliberalism,” they note, and merely 
outlawing it or fighting it with arms will fail to address the causes of its appearance.

Samir Khalaf, “Contested Space and the Forging of New Cultural Identities,” in P. Rowe 
& H. Sarkis, Projecting Beirut, (Munich, 1998), pp. 140-62.

 Civil war in Lebanon has simultaneously inscribed its legacy on both the urban 
fabric of Beirut and other Lebanese cities and on the psychological condition of the Leba-
nese themselves. In this chapter from Projecting Beirut, Samir Khalaf contends that these 
two shatterings of modern Beirut are intimately intertwined with each other, and that the 
spatial and sociological conditions of postwar Beirut are locked in a contentious and de-
fensive feedback loop. It is up to the architect and the urban planner, then, to encourage 
the development of spaces in Beirut which “awaken and mobilize silenced, lethargic, and 
disengaged segments of the society to become more vigilant and actively engaged in paci-
fying some of the forces ravaging their habitat and living space” (142).
 The long period of war splintered Lebanese citizens’ sense of place and utterly 
wiped out the spatial zones in which positive social intercourse was performed. The war 
forced the Lebanese into a process of “negotiating, constructing, and reconfirming a fluid 
and unsettled pattern of spatial identities” during a period in which total transience and 
estrangement from formerly comfortable zones became the norm (144). Space became de-
fensive and territorial, privileging places of homogeneity and enclosure and turning land 
area into a signifier of military accomplishment. The multiethnic, interleaved texture of 
Lebanon was rearranged into combative zones of ethnic identities as the war “destroyed 
virtually all such common and porous spaces” (145).
 This spatial fragmentation came in parallel with a collective spirit of exhaustion 
and bitterness engendered by the war years. The ethnic spaces provided for a social sys-
tem of us-versus-them—“within [ethnic] boundaries, humanity prevails; outside them, 
torture is inflicted without qualm” (150). Communities no longer saw themselves in coop-
erative relationships with other ones as the principal sentiment of the Lebanese became 
one of constant suspicion. Khalaf also documents the artistic retreat into kitsch as part of 
a pattern of ‘re-enchantment’ which the war-struck Lebanese desperately clung to. “Bour-
geois decadence, mediocrity, and conspicuous consumption” have promised cheap, deper-
sonalized balms for wounded minds, and the result has been a depletion of meaningful 
cultural expression.
 Khalaf, a planner himself, invokes the spirit of Rabinow, the documenter of Prost 
and Lyautey, in his proposals to remedy Beirut’s ills. This is in keeping with a common 
pattern evident in the body of work in the study of the city: on the one hand, sociologists 
like Bourdieu, Raymond, and Geertz see morphologies of the city as the products of social 
forms; on the other, architects and planners like Bianco, Morton, and Khalaf see mor-
phology as dictating and directing social forms. “By mobilizing aesthetic sensibilities, 
other artistic energies, and popular cultural expressions in everyday life,” Khalaf argues, 
the urbanist “can do much to arouse the public to redeem its maligned heritage” (159).
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