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Abstract

This article offers an approach to Ottoman urban history that puts boundaries at the
focus of attention. It serves as an introduction to four case studies exploring social,
communal and political boundaries in different Ottoman cities from the eighteenth
to the early twentieth century. Our understanding of boundaries rests on a theoretical
approach that considers urban space as a collection of socially constructed territories
whose boundaries have important functions that serve to structure urban life. From
a long-term perspective boundaries can also serve as a heuristic tool to examine the
transition from the Ottoman to the post-Ottoman period and its effects on urban envi-
ronments. In conclusion, the article explores in how far Ottoman urban boundaries in

their various transformations can explain present-day urban situations.
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594 LAFI AND RIEDLER

In this special issue we seek to outline an approach to Ottoman urban his-
tory that puts boundaries at the focus of attention. The four following articles
will spell out particular aspects of this approach in empirically grounded case
studies on the cities of Nis, Edirne, Iraklio and Gaza. In focusing on social,
communal and political boundaries, the four case studies draw attention to
various aspects of Ottoman urban life from the eighteenth to the early twenti-
eth century such as inter-communal relations and urban politics, as well as the
changes that affected city life at the end of the Ottoman period. As we hope to
demonstrate in the discussion below, in all of these cases boundaries should
not be primarily conceived of as lines of division, but rather as elements struc-
turing Ottoman cities by demarcating co-existing urban identities. Boundaries
of this sort were intersecting and overlapping, often not materially defined,
but symbolic in nature and sometimes perceptible only for those who knew
how to read them in the urban fabric or the behaviour of people. They served
as interfaces between groups of different status and, as such, were an inherent
part of Ottoman urban diversity and its governance.

In this introduction, by summing up the general argument of the case
studies, first, we will offer a glimpse into the multiplicity of historical urban
boundaries in Ottoman cities. We will then sketch the conceptual frame-
work in which our approach to boundaries is located and connect it to the
wider field urban studies in general where urban boundaries have been ad-
dressed in different research traditions in the past. Finally, we seek to offer
a long-term perspective on the research presented here to show that urban
boundaries can also serve as a focus to examine the transition from the
Ottoman to the post-Ottoman period and its effects on urban environments.
Drawing the introduction to a close, we thus consider how far Ottoman urban
boundaries in their various transformations can explain present-day urban
situations.

Among the four case studies, three deal directly with religious or inter-
communal boundaries in the Ottoman city. Florian Riedler’s “Communal
Boundaries and Confessional Policies in Ottoman Ni§” observes Muslim-
Christian relations in the nineteenth-century Balkans; Giirer Karagedikli’'s
“Overlapping Boundaries in the City: Mahalle and Kahal in the Early Modern
Ottoman Urban Context’, contextualises Jewish inhabitants of eighteenth-
century Edirne; and Aris Anagnostopoulos, in his “From ‘Tourkopolis’ to
‘Metropolis: Transforming Urban Boundaries in Late Nineteenth Century
Iraklio (Candia), Crete”, looks at the construction of ethnic communities in
the transition from the Ottoman to the Greek phase of the city. Each of these
seeks to differentiate the understanding of religious communities and their
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THE COMPLEX NATURE OF URBAN BOUNDARIES IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 595

boundaries from their specific vantage point, thus building on an already well-
established research tradition in Ottoman studies.!

The “Islamic city” paradigm that imagined cities in the Muslim world, and
particularly medieval Arabic cities, as places strictly segregated by religion
with walls between city quarters was put to death a long time ago.? Also in the
Ottoman context, there is evidence for religious boundaries in urban space,
however, it has allowed for conflicting interpretations. Judging from Ottoman
administrative practice and its documentation, such boundaries seem to have
been well established. To the Ottoman authorities, religious affiliation deter-
mined the tax status of their subjects; this was translated to urban space via
the basic unit of Ottoman urban administration and taxation, the city quarter
(mahalle). According to an ideal that was shared by the authorities and many
city dwellers the members of a quarter should also be members of the same
congregation of a local mosque, church or synagogue. Consequently, from tax
records and censuses that use the mahalle as the basic unit of registration a
picture of Ottoman cities emerges not exactly as segregated places, but at least
as separated into religiously defined quarters.

In his contribution, Florian Riedler, one of the co-authors of this introduc-
tion, draws upon this administrative perspective to describe changing bound-
aries between religious communities in Ottoman Nis in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The case study pays special attention to the issues of
separation and hierarchisation of urban spaces that were defined as Muslim or
Christian. In the nineteenth century, communal boundaries were significantly
altered by an Ottoman state that increasingly saw itself as a neutral arbiter
between communities. As a consequence, the Christians could visibly mark
urban space by erecting new churches even before most of the city’s mosques
were destroyed in the violent de-Ottomanisation of 1878.

However, even in the administrative sources the limits of separation as the
prime characteristic of Ottoman urban life are already visible. There is broad

1 Cf. among others J.-C. David, “Lespace des Chrétiens a Alep: ségrégation et mixité, straté-
gies communautaires (1850-1750).” Revue du monde musulman et de la Méditerranée 55/1
(1990): 150-70; M. Anasstasiadou-Dumont, ed., Identités confessionnelles et espace urbain en
terre d'islam (special issue of Revue des mondes musulmans et de la Méditerranée 107-110,
2005); N. Seni, “Istanbul Mahalle and Venitian Ghetto: Is the Comparison Relevant?” In The
Mediterranean World: The Idea, the Past and the Present, ed. Kudret Emiroglu et al. (Istanbul:
Heti§im, 2006): 161-72; U. Freitag and N. Lafi, ed., Urban Governance under the Ottomans:
Between Cosmopolitanism and Conflict (London: Routledge, 2014).

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

JESHO 61 (2018) 593-605

This content downloaded from
198.137.190.71 on Mon, 27 Jan 2025 12:52:28 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



596 LAFI AND RIEDLER

evidence of mixed quarters in many Ottoman cities throughout the centu-
ries. Scholars have connected this phenomenon to economic prosperity and
security, while separation was related to insecurity and economic crises. In
the nineteenth century, the city extensions that created new quarters in many
Ottoman cities, particularly in booming port cities, and that often operated
under the influence of new models of urbanisation display an even higher de-
gree of intermixture.3

On a more general level, the impression of communities living in separated
urban spheres can be misleading, because the sources described above do not
allow us to observe social interaction across administrative boundaries. As a
reaction historians have attempted to conceptualise urban space in general
and urban quarters in particular in a more dynamic way, taking into account
the varied forms of how these spaces were used by local actors to construct
group identities and mark boundaries. This has engendered a more flexible
understanding of urban boundaries as the outcome of social interaction and
city life itself.4

In a like manner, Giirer Karagedikli explores in his article the interactions
of Jews with their urban environment in eighteenth-century Edirne. In order
to transcend the official conception of urban space, he examines the various
spatial references that were employed by Islamic courts to identify Jewish liti-
gants. These local actors from all walks of life are situated in various ways in
the city, be it in relation either to the administrative mahalle or to their own
congregation, the kahal. Overall, the article shows the porous boundaries of
the Jewish community that was the principal reference point only for its elite;
in contrast, ordinary members according to the situation defined themselves
as members of all kind of groups resting on day-to-day social interaction.

This scepticism of trying to understand Ottoman cities through the idea of
‘separated communities’ is taken one step further by Aris Anagnostopoulos in
his contribution to this special issue. He observes the transformation of reli-
gious communities into ethnic groups in the case of Iraklio in the late nine-
teenth century when Ottoman Crete was first occupied by the British and later

3 M. Anasstasiadou-Dumont, “Vivre ensemble en pays d’Islam: territorialisation et marquage
identitaire de l'espace urbain.” Revue des mondes musulmans et de la Méditerranée 107-110
(2005): 12-3.

4 M.-C. Smyrnelis, “Comment définir le quartier dans une ville ottomane plurielle: Smyrne aux
XVIII® et XIX¢ siecles.” Anatolia Moderna 10 (2004): 139-48; S. Zandi-Sayek, “Orchestrating
Difference, Performing Identity: Urban Space and Public Rituals in Nineteenth-Century
Izmir” In Hybrid Urbanism: On the Identity Discourse and the Built Environment, ed. Nezar
AlSayyad (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2001): 42-66.
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THE COMPLEX NATURE OF URBAN BOUNDARIES IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 597

became part of Greece. As an effect of the transformation of the city’s Muslims
and Christians into Turks and Greeks, flexible urban boundaries changed into
lines of separation between opposing national camps. Moreover, the fact that
they were re-drawn not only along ethnic, but also along class lines offers a
glimpse into the implementation of a totally new spatial order in the post-Ot-
toman period. We will elaborate on this theme and follow the transformation
of Ottoman urban boundaries until the present day later in this introduction.

Apart from inter-communal boundaries, other forms of boundaries have
also attracted attention in previous studies. A pertinent example are migrants
to Ottoman cities who were distinct from the regular city population by dint
of their legal status and their inferior position in the urban economy. They
belonged to extended networks that were based on family and geographical
origin.? A long established research tradition on factionalism in Ottoman Arab
cities offers other examples of urban groups that were not defined by religion.
Factions represented coalitions of interests, family, communal or profession-
al solidarities or complex entanglements of relationships of patronage and
clientelism. They were vertical organisations, comprising both notables and
people of modest origins, members of the elite and thugs.® In this issue, Yuval
Ben-Bassat and Johann Biissow in their “Urban Factionalism in Late Ottoman
Gaza, c. 1875-1914: Local Politics and Spatial Divisions”, examine factionalism
as a central characteristic of this Palestinian town in the late Ottoman peri-
od. By mapping the residences of factional leaders as well as the institutions
under their control, they show how political boundaries were becoming vis-
ible in urban space. Once again, this article offers a completely different map
of the city’s internal structure from what administrative Ottoman or external
descriptions can provide.

The theoretical framework supporting this approach to urban boundaries is
diverse in itself. It comprises among its basic elements an invitation to distin-
guish between space and territory on which French geographers, in particular,
have been insisting since the 1970s. In this view, the territory can be under-
stood as the projection onto space of elements pertaining to society, but also

5 C. Behar, A Neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul: Fruit Vendors and Civil Servants in the Kasap
Ilyas Mahalle (Albany: SUNY Press, 2012); F. Riedler, “Public People: Temporary Labor Migrants
in Nineteenth Century Istanbul.” In Public Istanbul: Spaces and Spheres of the Urban, ed. F.
Eckardt and K. Wildner (Bielefeld: transcript, 2008): 233-54.

6 H. Bodman, Political Factions in Aleppo: 1760-1826 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1963); N. Lafi, “Violence factieuse, enjeux internationaux et régulation ottomane de la
conflictualité urbaine a Tripoli d’Occident entre XVIII® et XIX¢ siecles.” Hypothéses 16/1 (2013):
395-403.
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598 LAFI AND RIEDLER

as the sum of all the two-way interactions between space and society. While
Henri Lefebvre has frequently been referenced for such an understanding of
space in general and urban space in particular, for our purposes we may more
particularly highlight the work of Claude Raffestin, who made the connection
between territoriality and boundaries.” As Raffestin shows, to accept that there
is a form of correspondence, projection and interaction between space and
group identities as well as power, social, ideological or bureaucratic constructs,
implies the existence of boundaries and conflicts or ambiguities around them.
It is one of the major tasks of historians and social scientists to reflect on space
in order to expose the complexity of such phenomena, which are in no way
limited to one direction from society to the ground, and to understand their
functioning.® Hence a new school of borders studies has emerged that focuses
on similar questions, even if it often ignores earlier approaches to boundaries
in French academia.®

This renewed interest in boundaries and borders has also given new im-
pulses to empirical studies on urban territories and their boundaries that
could build on and refine earlier research. Already in the 1920s the Chicago
School of urban sociology described urban boundaries along lines of class,
race, ethnicity and gender under the conditions of the fast-growing industrial
city in America.l® Later sociologists have taken up this interest in boundar-
ies in the light of the transformation contemporary cities are undergoing in
the process of globalisation on such diverse fields as migration, housing and

7 C. Raffestin, “Remarques sur les notions d’espace, de territoire et de territorialité.” Espaces
et Sociétés 41 (1982): 67-71; C. Raffestin, “Elements for a Theory of the Frontier” Diogenes
34/134 (1986): 118, and P. Guichonnet and C. Raffestin, Géographie des frontiéres (Paris:
PUF, 1974). Also cf. F. Klauser, “Thinking Through Territoriality: Introducing Claude
Raffestin to Anglophone Sociospatial Theory.” Environment and Planning D: Society and
Space 30/1 (2012): 106-20.

8 On this dimension, see A. Paasi, “The Changing Discourses on Political Boundaries.” In
B/Ordering Space, ed. H. Van Houtum, O. Kramsch and W. Zierhofer (London: Ashgate,
2005): 27-41. See also H. Van Houtum, “The Geopolitics of Borders and Boundaries.”
Geopolitcs 10/4 (2005): 672-79.

9 D. Newman, “Border and Bordering: Towards an Interdisciplinary Dialogue.” European
Journal of Social Theory g/2 (2006): 171-86. See also A. Paasi, “Boundaries as Social
Processes: Territoriality in the World of Flows.” Geopolitics 3/1 (1998): 69-88; E. Brunet-
Jailly, “Theorizing Borders: An Interdisciplinary Perspective.” Geopolitics 10/4 (2005):
633-49; and M. Lamont and V. Molnar, “The Study of Boundaries in the Social Sciences.”
Annual Review of Sociology 28 (2002): 167-95.

10 R Lindner, The Reportage of Urban Culture: Robert Park and the Chicago School
(Cambridge: cUPp, 1996).
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THE COMPLEX NATURE OF URBAN BOUNDARIES IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 599

infrastructure.!! In urban history the topic has been always present, predomi-
nantly in research on nineteenth-century industrial cities and their segregation
along class lines. In recent decades and with the rise of cultural theory, urban
history has opened new horizons for enquiry by incorporating much from the
theories detailed above and bringing to the foreground urban space and the
connection between territories and social identities. Beyond class, gender and
race as defining boundaries in urban space have become important subjects.1?

Within this renewed attention for boundaries, one specific approach has
been particularly interesting for its capacity to offer a long-term view on the
social construction of space and thus bring sociological interest of the present
and historical scholarship together. This approach starts from the observation
that some political borders—in particular former imperial borders in East-
Central Europe—may, in certain circumstances, re-emerge in phantom-like
form long after their original dissolution.!® Such ‘phantom borders’ point to
a legacy of spatial orders and conceptions of space that are bequeathed from
past to present by way of particular groups, institutions or material structures.
In the next section, we seek to suggest that because of a similar inertia of spa-
tial orders on an urban level phantom boundaries also exist in post-Ottoman
cities.

From Algiers in 1830, Athens in 1832, Belgrade in 1867, Salonica in 1912, to
Jerusalem or Damascus in 1918, Ottoman cities transitioned to post-Ottoman
situations in very different times and according to very different configura-
tions: creation of new states, integration into existing ones or colonial occu-
pation. We hope to suggest here that urban boundaries and territorialisations
inherited from Ottoman times continued to have an importance in shaping
urban life under these new conditions, and that some of them continue, albeit
in subtle ways, to be relevant today.!*

11 P.Marcuse and R. Van Kempen, ed., Of States and Cities: The Partitioning of Urban Space
(New York: Oxford University Press 2002); S. Graham and S. Marvin, Splintering Urbanism:
Networked Infrastructures, Technological Mobilities and the Urban Condition (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2001).

12 S. Gunn and R/J. Morris, ed., Identities in Space: Contested Terrains in the Western City since
1850, (Farnham: Ashgate, 2001).

13 B. von Hirschhausen, H. Grandits, C. Kraft et al,, ed., Phantomgrenzen: Riume und Akteure
in der Zeit neu denken (Gottingen: Wallstein, 2015).

14 N Lafi and F. Riedler, “Post-osmanische Phantome im stddtischen Raum Siidosteuropas,
Anatoliens, des Mittleren Ostens und Nordafrikas.” In Wahrnehmen, Erfahren, Gestalten:
Phantomgrenzen und soziale Raumproduktion, ed. M.G. Esch and B. von Hirschhausen
(Gottingen: Wallstein, 2017): 189-215.
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600 LAFI AND RIEDLER

The persistence of urban boundaries is of course obvious in the case where
they acquired the form of hard borders or lines of separation. In the course of
the twentieth century a number of cities in the former Ottoman world such as
Nicosia, Beirut, Jerusalem, Sarajevo and Mostar have become divided cities.!
These urban situations are marked by borders drawn after violent conflicts
that were inscribed in urban space by physical markers such as road blocks,
fences or walls. In this form, boundaries function as lines of separation in order
to minimise contact and circulation between the parts of these cities that are
claimed by opposing ethnic groups.

However, our aim is also to track the persistence of urban boundaries in
situation where they are less visible today. Hence the search for the nature of
such boundaries in various urban contexts, and for the logics that shaped their
transformation over time. It is important to consider not only visible boundar-
ies, clearly marked in urban space by physical artefacts, but also the various
invisible boundaries (social, linguistic, ethnic, religious, symbolic) that affect
urban societies in a more implicit way. Some of these boundaries continue
their existence in a phantom-like nature, inside neighbourhoods, between
streets and even across squares. In the following, we seek to outline a short
typology of how Ottoman urban boundaries were transformed in various ways.

First of all, there are post-Ottoman situations of “nationalisation” of urban
spaces, with destruction of symbolic buildings, expulsions, massacres and ex-
changes of population. In the Ottoman world, as elsewhere, the age of nation-
alism was characterised by the massive destruction of old boundaries and the
erection of new ones.!® In many Ottoman cities, the transformation of bound-
aries led to the existence of phantom boundaries, sometimes corresponding
to ghost populations. The classic examples of such boundaries come from the
Balkans where Muslims were expelled from Athens in the 1820s, from Belgrade
in the 1860s and from Salonica in 1912 when these cities were incorporated
into new nation states. Scholars have used the term “de-Ottomanisation” to de-
scribe such processes of “nationalisation” in the Balkans.1” Although this term
is seldom applied to Turkey, also there Ottoman cities were affected similarly,

15  J. Calame and E.R. Charlesworth, Divided Cities: Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalem, Mostar, and
Nicosia (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2009).

16 D. Conversi, “Modernity, Globalization and Nationalism: The Age of Frenzied Boundary-
Building.” In Nationalism, Ethnicity and Boundaries: Conceptualising and Understanding
Identity Through Boundary Approaches, ed. ]. Jackson and L. Molokotos-Liederman
(London: Routledge, 2014): 57-82.

17 M. Hartmuth, “Negotiating Tradition and Ambition: A Comparative Perspective on the
“De-Ottomanisation” of Balkan Cityscapes.” In Ethnologia Balkanica 10 (2006): 15-33.
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THE COMPLEX NATURE OF URBAN BOUNDARIES IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 601

but it were the Christian inhabitants who had to leave their home towns. A
well-known example is Izmir in 1922 but in a process that was drawn out until
the 1960s this also happened in Istanbul that arguably displays the most com-
plex relation with its imperial past.8

In situations of post-Ottoman colonial transformation often new colonial
neighbourhoods were created and existing ones transformed. This induced
the emergence of new state borders and a reinterpretation of the meaning of
previous internal urban boundaries. For our purpose the task is to juxtapose
the persistence of Ottoman visions of urban space with the imposition of new
divides onto urban space and society including situations in which diversity
was reconfigured along new inner-urban lines of separation. Ottoman urban
boundaries were superimposed by other historical layers: post-Ottoman cities
of today are not only post-Ottoman, but may also be post-colonial, post-Cold
War, post-socialist or post-Yugoslav. This palimpsest-like nature of cities fur-
ther complicates our analytic framework, as in the case of the re-interpretation
of the Ottoman urban past.

Finally, urban territorialisations were sometimes displaced to other cities
by refugees who had to relocate at the end of empire. The case of mirror ef-
fects between Istanbul or Izmir and Athens or Thessaloniki is striking: In some
streets refugees recreated previous features from their home cities such as res-
taurants, cafés and shops, but also modes of perambulation and urban atmo-
spheres.!? This is also the case on Boulevard de Ménilmontant in Paris, where
Tunisian Jews from the Tunis suburb of La Goulette recreated (or re-invent-
ed) the local urban atmosphere. They also re-negotiated implicit boundaries
and spaces of contact with other North African populations.2? Similarly, in

18  H. Georgelin, La fin de Smyrne: du cosmopolitisme aux nationalismes (Paris, CNRS,
2005); A. Mills, “The Place of Locality for Identity in the Nation: Minority Narratives of
Cosmopolitan Istanbul.” IJMES 40/3 (2008): 383-40.

19 T. Hayashi, “The Urbanization of Athens and its Subculture, with Special Reference to the
Refugees and Rembetika.” Studies in Socio-Cultural Aspects of the Mediterranean Islands
1979: 13-28, http://hdl.handle.net/10086/14728; R. Hirschon, Heirs of the Catastrophe:
The Social Life of Asia Minor Refugees in Piraeus (New York, Berghahn, 1998); A. James
“Memories of Anatolia: Generating Greek Refugee Identity.” Balkanologie (online) 5/1-2
(2001): http://balkanologie.revues.org/720.

20  F. Morier, ed., Belleville, visages d'une planéte (Crane, Creaphis, 1994); P. Simon and
C. Tapia, Le Belleville des Juifs tunisiens (Paris, Autrement, 1998); E.B. Katz, The Burden
of Brotherhood: Jews and Muslims from North Africa to France (Cambridge, Harvard
University Press, 2015). Such studies, however, though reading the European situation
with nuance, tend toward a clichéd image of the original Ottoman situation.
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602 LAFI AND RIEDLER

Australia, the U.s. or South Africa, Jewish populations originating from Rhodes
re-interpreted socially and spatially features taken from the Ottoman past.?!

According to a long tradition of thinking about the nature of urban life, di-
versity is one of the city’s salient features. This feature has endured in mod-
ern definitions and has inspired urban studies from its beginnings in the early
twentieth-century Chicago School until today. Recently, globalized migration
has re-shaped our own day-to-day experience in cities and has again put the
question of urban diversity high on the agenda. We suggest that, by examining
urban territories and their boundaries, our approach to historical Ottoman cit-
ies and their contemporary successors usefully highlights this general feature
of urbanity and allows us to put Ottoman cities in relation to other research
traditions and empirical examples. Additionally, it can further add to our un-
derstanding of the foundations of diversity and how it was managed in the
Ottoman context.??

The urban boundaries and territorialisations we have reviewed probably
contain only a fraction of the possible delimitations to be found in Ottoman
cities. As historians, we can only observe those that are somehow privileged
by the sources that were predominantly, though not exclusively, produced by
the state, local civic institutions and the judicial system. There is no reason to
believe that our list of boundaries is exhaustive or that Ottoman cities were
not composed of other groups that evade our view. Likewise, the ways in which
territories and their boundaries were inscribed in urban space are various: they
can range from walls and fences to more subtle signs of demarcation. The logic
as well as the function and the nature of such boundaries may vary. Urban
boundaries in partitioned or divided cities can give valuable insight into the
state of modern city life. But we suggest that it is even more important to focus
on boundaries as “normal” expressions of urbanity that are not necessarily re-
lated to separation after phases of urban violence, conquest or occupation. In
all cases, it is important to stress that these boundaries usually do not separate,
but offer zones of contact and exchange. In short, they give structure to urban
life and give it its specific local character.

Beyond the very individual configuration of boundaries that each of the
examples referred to above exhibits, the study of Ottoman cities can reveal a
more general trajectory in the formation of urban territories until today. The
way in which former communal identities—most notably religiously defined
communities—were used to organise urban space and to draw boundaries has

21 P.Sintes, “(Re)construire la Djuderia de Rhodes.” Ethnologie frangaise 43/1 (2013): 19-30.
22 N. Lafi, “Diversity and the Nature of the Ottoman Empire” In Routledge International
Handbook of Diversity Studies, ed. Steven Vertovec (London, Routledge, 2015): 125-31.
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THE COMPLEX NATURE OF URBAN BOUNDARIES IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 603

to be juxtaposed against new spatial practices that are commonly associated
with “modernity”. Transformations from pre-modern to modern ways to orga-
nise urban space followed their own mechanisms and time lines in different
local contexts, often under the influence of strong external factors. The state,
to a certain extent also the Ottoman state, but more prominently new nation
states or colonial regimes, began to order and divide urban space in a new
manner. They started to implement projects of social engineering that stig-
matised some parts of the city at the expense of others. These projects were
driven by new moral, racial and class regimes and employed new techniques
of governance such as mapping or modernist urban planning.

Often situations that put an end to urban diversity or challenged its very
nature were the result of violent conflicts that made tangible an ideological
or ethnic binary division, not among the inhabitants of the respective neigh-
bourhoods or cities alone, but within larger society that, in many cases, was
magnified and instrumentalised by outside political powers and ideologies.
Urban boundaries resulting in lasting physical divisions are extreme cases that
hide the less obtrusive forms of boundaries that divide all cities. Inner-city
boundaries, that we propose here to analyse as ductile social constructs, were
part of the Ottoman way of living together. In post-Ottoman times, however,
with massacres, expulsion, planned separation, segregation and stigmatisation
often a way of not living together prevailed. The quest for phantom boundaries
is thus also a quest for vanished modes of living together.
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