
Introduction

“Mixed cities” is a term widely used in Israel to describe situations in which
Jewish and Arab communities occupy the same urban jurisdiction. Generally,
three main types of “mixed cities” may be identified in Israel.1 The first refers to
cities such as Haifa where Jews and Arabs lived under the same municipality prior
to the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948. This phenomenon has been
investigated by historians, sociologists and geographers such as Rabinowitz
(2007), De Vries (2007) and Ben-Artzi (1979). The second category includes
cities such as Ramla, Acre, West Jerusalem and Jaffa that were Palestinian prior to
1948, and that became dominated by a Jewish majority after the establishment of
the state (LeVine 2005; Monterescu 2007). The third category refers to new
Jewish-Israeli towns that were established post-1948 for the Jewish population
such as Carmiel and Upper Nazareth, and that have accommodated Arab
migration (Rabinowitz 1997; Hamdan 2006).2

However, a critical examination forces us to question the term “mixed city,”
which might originally suggests the integration of society, while instead the
reality is controversial. As in other cases of ethnonationalism, a clear spatial and
mental division exists between Arabs and Jews in Israel, and hence the occur-
rence of “mixed” spaces is both exceptional and involuntary. Rather than occur-
ring naturally, it has resulted from a historical process during which the Israeli
territory, including cities that were previously Palestinian, has been Judaized.
This book attempts to discursively undermine the term “mixed city,” which
raises images of mutual membership while ignoring questions of power, control
and resistance. By focusing on the spatialities of power, this book uses the case
of one particular Jewish–Arab “mixed city” as the platform for wider theoretical
discussion and political analysis.3

Beyond the empirical input of this book, resulting from three years of field-
work and archival research, its intention is to contribute to knowledge in urban
studies, Middle East politics and the formulation of a theoretical basis of a critical
discussion of the built environment in relation to Jewish–Arab relations in Israel.
The objective of this book is twofold. First, it aims to bring to the foreground a
critical discussion of the urban processes that shape Jewish–Arab “mixed cities”
in Israel. Although these cities have been the subject of studies in the past, they
have been studied in a fragmented way; i.e., within the context of the norms of



different academic disciplines that ignore the inherent nexus between society and
space, referring not only to the ways in which space is a social product but also to
the mechanisms through which space shapes and constructs social norms and
behavior (Lefebvre 1991). Second, this project intends to add to the growing
literature on cities in the Middle East by examining a very specific – and perhaps
exceptional – case: the city of Lod. I would suggest that this case study has
significant relevance in the present global context, as more and more cities are
becoming polarized, ghettoized and fragmented in surprisingly similar ways.
These processes involve both visible planning apparatuses and the “hidden”
mechanisms of social, political and cultural control – issues that will be detailed
throughout this book.

The main argument of this book is that there are complex links between socio-
political relations and the production of contested urban space. Accordingly, I will
analyze the ways in which power relations between the Jewish majority group and
the Arab minority in the “mixed city” are established, altered and reproduced.
Using the transformation of the Palestinian city of al-Ludd into the “mixed city” of
Lod as a case study, I seek to examine three key questions: (1) What specific
mechanisms reflect the operative power relations and shape everyday life in
the city?; (2) What are the symbolic meanings of urban space for those who
experience their daily life within a “mixed city”?; and (3) What is the role of the
built environment as an expression of a mixed city’s meaning and functioning?

Why cities?

Cities and spaces are unfinished products of historical debates and conflicts
involving meaning, function and form.

(Castells 1983: 318)

During the past few decades, rich and diverse bodies of scholarly knowledge have
developed to account for two fundamental forces shaping contemporary human
society: urbanization and nationalism. The literature on modern urbanization has
relied on a wide body of knowledge. Key issues here have been the restructuring
of economic and political orders associated with modernity, and their impact on
urbanization, production and politics (Hall 1988). Another central branch of this
literature deals with the close links between urbanization and civil governance, and
in particular liberalism and democracy; for these writers, the city is the heart of
enlightenment, modernization and progress, and of politics itself (Lindblom 1977).

Political philosophy discusses the notion of the city as a political entity and
traces the very idea of democracy to the setting of an urban community, stretch-
ing back to ancient Athens, through medieval cities, and to the recent flourishing
industrial cities of the West (Sennet 1994). The polis, indeed, as Hannah Arendt
put it, is a political metaphor for the polity:

The polis, properly speaking, is not the city-state in its physical location; it
is the organization of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking
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together, and its true space lies between people living together for this
purpose, no matter where they happen to be.

(Arendt 1958: 30–31)

Katznelson (1996) in turn develops the links between urbanism and liberalism,
and finds that the actual city space, with its typical density, diversity size and
flows, has been an essential platform for the translation of liberal ideas to actual
practices and regulations:

Cities were more porous, open to flows of people, capital, communication
and ideas. Without this dynamism, liberalism’s insistence on human auto-
nomy and choice would have been merely speculative. . . . Liberalism and
the city . . . have been deeply intertwined for centuries. Liberalism was
inconceivable . . . without the urbanization of early modern Europe . . . which
became the location for political emancipation and free citizenship.

(Katznelson 1996: 57)

This observation illustrates the promise of the city and its potential to provide
enabling geopolitical sites for the dissolution of hierarchical ethnic and class
boundaries. Liberalism, which provides a conceptual basis for equal civil society –
and hence for the possibility of alleviating ethnic discrimination – requires an
open, porous, residential space. Nevertheless, as I will discuss in the core of this
book, this is far from being the case in Israeli-Jewish–Arab mixed cities.

In recent years, a new wave of studies has begun to dominate scholarship on
cities, increasingly incorporating issues of economic and cultural globalization as
well as the ever-quickening movement of capital and immigrants as key factors in
understanding today’s urban regions. This body of writing has critically examined
the material and oppressive consequences of urbanization, and the opportunities
it has created not only for freedom and liberalism, but also for exploitation and
structural stratification. Some recent works are but a few examples of this fast-
growing field of inquiry (Friedmann 1996; Marcuse and van Kempen 2000;
Sassen 1998; Taylor 2000). As will be shown throughout the chapters of this book,
mixed cities in Israel have also been exposed to the pressure of globalizing forces,
most notably by receiving an influx of international and internal immigrants
fleeing from regions of economic decline.

Alongside this research on urbanization, an equally notable body of scholar-
ship has evolved about the phenomenon of nationalism which is a significant
factor in shaping modern society since the eighteenth century. The study of
nationalism is wide and diverse incorporating essentialist as well as constructive
theories, including, for instance, a seminal first wave of studies such as Ander-
son’s (1983) and Gellner’s (1983), now considered classical, which form the
basis for illuminating new approaches, with recent valuable additions from such
scholars as Connor (1993) and Billig (1995). These theories have often treated
“the nation” as somewhat uniform. They have often collapsed nation and state,
thereby “flattening” the diverse and often oppressive historical, geographical and
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internal divisions of nation and state. This angle of social analysis has tended to
ignore the ethno-class interests behind the national project. Quite often, under the
very rhetoric of “national goals” and “patriotic unity,” the state’s leading ethno-
classes have enhanced their material and political position, hence sharpening the
disparities and tensions between the “nation and its fragments” (Chatterjee 1996;
Penrose 2000; Yiftachel and Yacobi 2003). In addition, most literature on nation-
alism has overlooked the central role of cities and urban planning in facilitating
nation and state building, and in maintaining national identity. This oversight of
the city–nation connection has also amplified the tendency of most nationalism
scholarship to downplay the impact of internal divisions on the national project.

As noted by Yiftachel and Yacobi (2003), a firmer inclusion of “the urban” in
the analysis of “the national” would focus attention on the disparities and ten-
sions between ethnic collectivities, which are often revealed most sharply at the
urban levels. The influential works of Boal (1987), Bollens (1999) and Sibley
(1995), for example, provide notable illustrations of the powerful – and regularly
explosive – links between the drive for ethnic control over national space and the
conflictual reality of ethnically mixed cities and regions.

Yet the city is where ethnic communities tend to congregate and generate
intellectual, political and economic elites, playing host to key symbolic and cul-
tural resources. Hence, conflicts between ethnic groups and different classes
regularly occur on urban territory, with major consequences for the shaping of
nations and states. Here, planning – that is, the public production of urban habitat
and an apparatus of resources’ distribution – has played a key role in molding
spatio-political relations between ethnic groups. This has been clear in diverse
and distant cities such as Montreal, Brussels, Jerusalem, Istanbul, Johannesburg
or Colombo (Watson 2006; Yiftachel and Yacobi 2003). In this context, Sibley
(1995) suggests that the built environment is implicated in the construction of
otherness; “pure” space (in relation to class, gender, ethnicity or race) exposes
difference and facilitates the policing of boundaries. This xenophobia, Sibley
stresses, is based on a purified national identity that “sits uneasily with economic
flows and cultural fusions, which are generated by global capitalism. The myth of
cultural homogeneity is needed to sustain the nation-state. . . . It is convenient to
have an alien other hovering on the margins” (Sibley 1995: 107–108).

In a vein similar to Sibley’s critical analysis of urban planning, a recent wave of
more critical nationalism studies has emerged with scholars such as Comaroff and
Comaroff (2000), Jackson and Penrose (1993), Mann (2000) and Yiftachel (2006).
These scholars, who represent but a small sample, are working to unpack the
myths, histories and spaces constructed as “naturally” national. Their work has
exposed the multi-layered, politically contested and socially constructed entity
called “the nation-state,” and they demonstrate the need to treat it as contingent
rather than a given order to fully understand its impact on inter-group politics,
economics and spatiality.

Despite the discussions of cities and nationalism, the new horizons thrown
open by the two major areas of scholarship have remained almost totally separ-
ate from one another. There has been very little attempt to engage seriously with
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the tensions and relations associated with the structural forces shaping both
contemporary cities and ethno-national collectivities. Even the important recent
work on cities within ethno-national conflicts (Benvenisti 1996; Bollens 1999,
2000, 2001; Kotek 1999) has tended to privilege issues of national control and
territory, and not to engage enough with the very micro-scale urban dynamics
and everyday life in the city concealed beneath the more visible national surface.
Similarly, recent novel work on urban diversity and difference vis-à-vis the
onset of globalization and neo-liberalism (Sandercock 1998) has rarely incorpo-
rated issues of ethno-nationalism into the heart of their analysis, overlooking the
omnipresence of this force in shaping contemporary urban regions.

However, as this book claims, such an engagement is greatly needed since, as
AlSayyad (1996) and Castells (1997) have suggested, neither body of knowledge
is complete or credible without the other. To put it differently, no discussion of the
emergence of nationalism and the management of ethnic relations in modern
nation-states can ignore the pivotal role of cities in both generating and challeng-
ing the ethno-national order, control and resistance. Likewise, no serious historical
account of urbanization, or discussion of contemporary globalizing cities, can
overlook the central role of ethno-nationalism in the shaping of urban living and
political and tangible space, and the constant surfacing of what Oren Yiftachel
calls non-economic, ethnocratic logic (Yiftachel 2006) in the political agendas of
cities and urbanizing regions.

Citizenship and the right to the city

Neither cities nor places in them are unordered, unplanned; the question is
only whose order, whose planning, for what purpose.

(Marcuse 1995: 244)

Indeed, on the one hand, cities are considered the locus of establishing –
historically, politically and legally – the notion of citizenship (Lefebvre 1996;
Shafir 1998). On the other hand, urban spatial and social landscapes are character-
ized by being polarized and exclusionary in major cities such as Cairo, Calcutta or
Istanbul (Fernandes and Varley 1998; Roy and Alsayyad 2003) where, between
40 and 70 percent of the population live in what has been defined as “illegal
conditions.” In those cities, people have to step outside the law in order to gain
access to basic citizens’ rights (Fernandes and Varley 1998: 3).

This book is articulated within the body of knowledge that questions the
notion of citizenship, in itself of course a contested concept, subject to ongoing
struggles over exclusion and inclusion (Kymlicka 1995; Young 1998; Yuval-
Davis 2000). Here, Lefebvre’s (1996) concept of the “right to the city” is highly
relevant and will accompany major parts of this book. Similar to the ideas of
other urban analysts such as Castells (1983), the “right to the city” engages class
analysis with wider aspects of power relations including ethnicity, location and
migration. As I will discuss more fully in this book, the broader, integrative
approach is also evident in Young’s thesis that recent emancipatory social
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movements are mobilized around issues of collective identity rather than exclus-
ively class or economic interests (Young 1998). The changes that have occurred
following the process of globalization have increased the relevance of this
approach; major cities in the highly developed world have become the locus of
contested space, with growing numbers of disadvantaged populations (Sassen
1994). However, these marginalized people – or, as Castells (1996) has defined
them, “structurally irrelevant people” – are now claiming their rights to the city
as well.

Beyond the specific circumstances resulting from regional, national and
historical contexts, it is possible to make a few generalizations about different
urban situations. Conditions linked with urban poverty, violence, colonialism
and immigration are often spatially expressed in urban enclaves (Marcuse 1997).
These are frequently omitted from formal city maps and are categorized by the
authorities as “illegal” or “unauthorized” settlements. Following Sibley (1995),
these places can be treated as signifiers of the socially constructed and demo-
nized image of the “other.” This view enables us to question the use of the term
“illegal” in relation to what has been called in the literature “spontaneous settle-
ments,” “shanty towns” or “informal settlements.” All these, as this book will
detail, are the result of colonial legacy, ethno-national antagonism and social
exclusion, which have pushed citizens and residents to act “illegally” and, by so
doing, to attempt to achieve their right to the city.

Here lies an important key to the creation and preservation of urban ethnic divi-
sions: powerful citizens, often linked to the state or urban regime, are able to
“plan” the city so as to exclude and/or segregate minorities (Harvey 1989;
Marcuse 1995). In such a process, the new cartographies of exclusion work to
essentialize both collective identities and the hierarchies of urban citizenship. In
other words, the process of marking an urban place as “ethnic” and simultaneously
classifying it as “illegal” reproduces patterns of segregation and inequality. The
making of urban space, therefore, is inseparable from the ongoing contestation
between social and ethnic groups of citizens. In this context, planning, land and
development policies, despite their common representation as “technocratic” or
“neutral” mechanisms of distributing urban goods to the city’s inhabitants, are
central tools with which dominant ethnic and social groups work to preserve their
urban dominance (Fenster 1996; Kallus and Law Yone 2000). Certainly, with
reference to Roy’s conceptualization of “praxis in the time of empire,” i.e., when
those in power use reconstruction, aid and renewal as mechanism of control, there
is a demand for “critical reflection on some of the constitutive practices of plan-
ning, an interrogation of planning’s innocence, [and] an analysis of planning’s
own liberal ruse” (Roy 2006: 13–14).

Settling the terra nullius

An additional analytical concept that frames this project is the concept of the
settler society. Such a society is based on a project of settling newcomers on con-
tested “frontiers” in order to achieve political control over those spaces, as well as
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access to key resources (Stasiulis and Yuval-Davis 1995). It is premised on the
colonial legacy in which Europeans immigrated to other territories, while often
categorizing the new lands as terra nullius, that is, a land under no formal owner-
ship, to be seized and used by the modern, advanced nations of the world (Said
1993). Settler societies may be “external” or “internal.” The former relates to the
organized movement of people across borders, often into other continents, as in
the period of European colonialism. The latter refers to the planned ethnicization
of “internal frontiers,” in which the state manipulates the local geography to
further the interests of a dominant ethnic group (McGarry 1998; Yiftachel 2006).
Both processes produce uneven pattern of ethnic and class segregation, as we will
see exemplified in the case of Lod.

Different researchers have identified Israel with the social and spatial patterns
that characterize the settler society model (Shafir 1993; Yiftachel and Kedar
2000). In such societies, several broad “ethno-class” categories tend to form
over time – the “founders,” the “immigrants,” the “locals” and most recently,
also the “foreigners” (Stasiulis and Yuval-Davis 1995). The ethno-classes are
created by the geographical process of expansion and settlement, and by the
associated flows of resources and development, which are determined by, and
hence reflect, the power relations between ethnic groups. This creates structural
economic and political stratification, where ethnic origin and class affiliation
largely overlap.

In such settings, the founding (or “charter”) group gains dominant political,
cultural and economic status during the critical formative period of the new state.
In Israel, this group is mainly composed of Ashkenazi Jews, the “founders” of
Zionism and the state. The second group comprises various non-Ashkenazi
“immigrants,” most notably the Mizrahi ethno-class and recently also Russian
and Ethiopian Jews, who have joined the “founders” in their national project of
settlement, albeit from an inferior economic and cultural position (Kimmerling
2001; Tzfadia 2000). The local third group – Palestinian-Arabs – resided on the
land for generations prior to the arrival of most settlers. They are largely excluded
from the process of constructing the new nation, and are generally “trapped”
in their inferior ethno-class status. The Palestinian-Arabs in Israel have indeed
suffered from discrimination in a wide of range of fields, including economic,
legal and cultural (Adalah 1998; Sikkuy 2000). This model – though schematic –
will be used in the following chapters as a framework to assist in accounting for
the making of urban space in Lod.

With reference to the model of settler society, Oren Yiftachel (2006) developed
the concept of “ethnocracy” as a distinct colonial-type regime established to
enhance the expansion and control of a dominant ethno-national group in multi-
ethnic territories. In such regimes, he suggests, ethnicity rather than citizenship
forms the main criterion for distributing power and resources. As a result, such
regimes typically display highly uneven levels of ethnic segregation as well as a
process of polarizing ethnic politics. Ethnocratic regimes may be found in states
such as Sri-Lanka (Little 1994), Estonia, Latvia and Serbia (Shafir 1995),
apartheid South-Africa (Smith 1991), nineteenth-century Australia (Jacobs 1996),
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and the space of Israel/Palestine. Ethnocratic regimes combine a degree of polit-
ical openness and formal democratic representation with political structures that
facilitate the seizure of contested territory by a dominant ethno-nation. During this
process, the dominant group appropriates the state apparatus and control over
capital flows, and marginalizes peripheral ethnic and national minorities.

Indeed, the concept of ethnocracy is important for this book. As I will argue,
urban processes and spatial dynamics do not occur in a vacuum; rather, they are
the tangible reality shaped by and in turn shaping the wider political discourses.
Within the context of Israeli urban spatio-politics, they often reflect the wider
ethno-national tensions and conflicts rooted in the ethnocratic context. Local
urban politics usually revolve around struggles for space, economic resources and
political power, most commonly along ethno-national lines. However, these cities
never fully replicate the dynamics of the wider conflict, mainly because the urban
arena is governed by a combination of powers, regulations and forces that are
different from the ones prevailing in non-urban regions. In many respects, cities
within ethnocratic societies may be analyzed as “urban regimes” in which the city
itself (that is, its political and economic elites) is a key actor in the determination
of local conflicts and resource allocation (Fainstein 1995; Yiftachel and Yacobi
2003). Yet, the powerful forces operating in the larger political fields bind the
city, especially through the discourses of ethnicization and development.

In this context, there are two main characteristics of the urban arena. First, in
terms of sheer territory, urban areas are quite small, and for this reason, national
movements have generally emphasized control over the vast tracts of rural lands
as a symbol of sovereignty, rather than over the streets of contested cities.
Second, exclusion and segregation of minorities is less feasible or even desirable
in urban areas than in rural. In the latter, the state (on behalf of the dominant
ethno-class) can “legally” and effectively marginalize and exclude members of
ethnic minorities. This is commonly achieved through the allocation of large
tracts of land and resources on the basis of ethnic membership, the implementa-
tion of ethnically biased programs and policies, the manipulation of municipal
boundaries, or the activities of special (ethnic) rural arms of the ethnic state.
Such policies are common in most ethnic states, especially during the formative
years, when patterns of ethnic dominance over rural space are formed, as has
been the case in Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Estonia and Israel (Yiftachel 2006;
Yiftachel and Yacobi 2003). The effect has been to prevent ethnic minorities
from owning and controlling rural land.

However, given the representation and legitimacy of most ethnic states as
“democratic,” the prevalence of a relatively open and increasingly liberalizing
market system, and the need for cheap labor in proximity to major industrial and
service centers, the urban areas in such states are more open and accessible. The
need to ensure the free flow of commerce and population in these urban systems,
at least on a formal level, might open up cracks and contradictions in the grids of
ethnic control (Tzfadia and Yacobi 2007).

In relation to the above discussion, Israel, as noted by several scholars
(Shenhav 2006; Yiftachel 2006), is a specific case of ethnic regime – one that
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enables, assists and promotes the central Zionist project of Judaizing Israel/
Palestine. The ethno-national struggle over land and state control has been the
major determining factor in the evolution of Jewish–Palestinian relations, as well
as the major factor in relations among ethnic groups within these two nations
(Yiftachel 1998; Yiftachel and Yacobi 2002). The Judaization project is driven
by the Zionist premise that Israel is a territory and a state that “belongs” to, and
only to, the Jewish people. It was hence constructed as an ideological and ethical
project that implements the Jewish “right” to the land and strives to fill it with a
majority of the Jewish people in this territory, thereby offering a solution to the
history of anti-Semitism in the Diaspora.

The Judaization of space is at the heart of Israel’s ethno-national regime. It has
its roots in pre-1948 Jewish settlement methods, which attempted to create con-
tiguous “blocks” and “chains” of segregated Jewish localities, mainly along the
coastal plains and northern valleys (Troen 2003). But the project swung into full
force only after 1948, backed by the legal, planning and violent force of an interna-
tionally recognized state. The Judaization and de-Arabization of space employed a
range of strategies, which followed the flight and eviction of Palestinian refugees
in 1948. These included the prevention of the right of return, the destruction of
some 400 Arab villages (Morris 1987), and the expropriation of some 50 to 60
percent of the land owned by Arabs who remained in Israel (Kedar 1998).

A brief discussion of the historical context is crucial here to explain the
pivotal events of the 1948 war. It should be noted that in 1948, the Palestinians
– aided by several Arabs states – attacked Israel, with the clear aim of destroy-
ing the Zionist project. Israeli-Jews, many of whom were recent refugees from
Europe, used their superior forces to extend the land allocated to them by the
UN by 40 percent. Arab hostilities towards Israel continued after 1948 (Morris
2000), providing ample rationale for anti-Arab sentiments, discourses and prac-
tices among Israeli-Jews (Kimmerling 2001). Clearly, these intensifying Arab
hostilities – along with military force, violent imposition of state rule and inter-
national political clout – played important roles in making the powerful
Judaization project possible, as did the toughness and resilience of Zionism
resulting from the horrors of the Nazi Holocaust.

Nevertheless, here I would also highlight the significance of the process of
cultural construction, which enabled Jewish leaders to proceed with the project
of dispossession while presenting it, internally and externally, as moral, neces-
sary, and deriving from the necessities of modern planning. This is notable in
Israel’s first national plan stating that “modern nations all over the world attempt
to decentralize their population, so they do not become dependent on central
congested cities.” However, this plan accentuates the fact that in Israel,

this task is more urgent but also easier. . . . Urgent, because Israel holds the
world record with 82 percent of the population in three main cities. . . . Easy,
because unlike Britain, we do not require to move existing populations, but
simply settle new immigrants in the country’s empty region.

(National Planning Team 1952: 3–7)
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Indeed, the planning and implementation of frontier settlement is considered
one of the highest achievements of the state of Israel and, in some respects, the
entire country became a frontier. Significantly, the idea of “the frontier” was
also alive in Israel’s mixed Arab–Jewish cities, especially in the planning dis-
course, which commonly spoke about “the necessity” to build Jewish housing
on, or immediately adjacent to, Arab urban neighborhoods (Yacobi 2008). In the
plans of most mixed cities, specific goals appear about “keeping the Jewish
character” and of combating the “danger” of increasing Arab population, which
might create a “demographic threat” to the city (City of Akko 1988; City of Lod
2000; Monterescu and Rabinowitz 2007).

This planning rationale received stark physical expression in mixed urban areas
such as Akko, Haifa, Jaffa, Ramla and Lod, where high-density Jewish neighbor-
hoods were rapidly constructed around the small Arab enclaves that were left in
what were previously Arab cities (Golan 1999; Monterescu and Rabinowitz 2007).
The treatment of urban Arab neighborhoods as “internal frontiers” into which
Jewish presence should expand turned all mixed Arab–Jewish cities in Israel into
“urban ethnocracies” (Yacobi 2003b; Yiftachel and Yacobi 2004). Arab presence
was thus delegitimized, and constantly portrayed as a “danger,” causing deep
patterns of planning discrimination. This has spawned the emergence of various
degrees of urban “illegality,” from whole neighborhoods “unseen” by urban
authorities, to recognized neighborhoods that nevertheless receive inferior levels
of services and planning, and whose residents are often excluded from the city’s
communal life and policy-making (Bashir 1999).

In this context, let me suggest that the built environment in the Israeli “mixed
cities” accentuates the inherent nexus between the disciplines of planning and
urban design and the realization of the modern Zionist utopia. These interrela-
tions are deeply rooted within Zionist discourse and are clearly expressed, for
instance, in early utopian Zionist texts that emphasize the role of architecture and
planning in constructing a sense of place, a sense of national identity and a notion
of a collective home (Efrat 2004; Nitzan-Shiftan 2004). This argument emphas-
izes the importance of studying the “symbolic dimension” of the city landscape,
which possesses “monuments but also voids, squares and avenues, symbolizing
the cosmos, the world, society, or simply the state” (Lefebvre 1996: 116).

Space and place: beyond colonial discourse

There is a vast literature that discusses the notions of space, place and sense of
place. In the scope of this introduction, let me highlight only the analytical
distinction between “place” and “space” that emerged during the 1970s, when a
qualitative shift in the field of geography paved the way for the development of
social and cultural geography. Tuan (1977), for instance, identified space as a
general term, as opposed to place, which was defined as material. This distinction
also appeared in the definition of absolute space as a container of material
objects, as opposed to relational space, which was defined as perceived and
socially produced. These definitions emphasize the phenomenological dimension,

10 Introduction

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4



claiming that place is not an abstract but rather an experienced phenomenon
linked to a process that involves the perception of objects and activities that
are used as sources of personal and collective identities (Madanipour 1996;
Relph 1976).

Space and place became fundamental terms in the field of architectural theory
and criticism. In 1976, architect Christian Norberg-Schultz (1980) followed the line
of argument described above and claimed that space is nothing but the relationship
between objects. On the other hand, he argued that place is a defined built or natural
space that has meaning, which stems from personal and collective memories as
well as from identity. Indeed, space will transform into place only when we are
identified with and define ourselves through it. This work was viewed by many as a
critique of the modernist movement in architecture, claiming that it had produced
spaces but not places.

Simultaneously with the emergence of the phenomenological perspective, a new
generation of geographers and urban sociologists pointed to the capitalist system as
a social structure that may serve as a key to understanding the organization of
space. For them, spatial practices such as those of planning and architecture –
which were seen by the phenomenologists as agents for the production of places –
were viewed as tools in the service of capitalism, which aims to balance private and
collective capital, and thus holds potential for social oppression (Castells 1978).
Indeed, this school of thought was significant in revealing interrelations between
society, space, culture and economy.

Yet, such a Marxist point of view demonstrates a lack of understanding of the
everyday practices of the users and their struggles to transform space into place.
Here, it is important to consider the work of Henri Lefebvre, who aspired to
integrate theories and abstract thought with practice and the tangible, daily urban
experience. For Lefebvre (1991), space is a social product, and thus a “sense
of place” – though he does not explicitly use this term – cannot be seen solely
as a reflection of either experience or knowledge. Rather, it is the juxtaposition
of three interrelated dimensions: perceived space, conceived space and lived
space. More specifically, Lefebvre’s theoretical proposal argues for the necessity
of acknowledging both physical and abstract elements of the production of
space. In his model, he distinguishes between perceived space, which is
described as the tangible dimension of daily experience; the conceived space,
which exposes the ideological dimension embodied within the professional
discourse; and the lived space, which contains the symbolic meaning of space as
expressed by the “users” (Lefebvre 1991, 1996). Indeed, the articulation of these
three vectors is very useful and will frame my discussion in this book. On the
one hand, Lefebvrian thinking enables an analytical examination of the way in
which space is appropriated by those in power who are motivated to reinforce
the hegemonic narrative by using and implementing specific settlement struc-
tures or certain architectural styles. On the other hand, and most importantly as
this book will detail, by referring to the users, their everyday lives, and their
ability to produce a counter-hegemonic meaning of place, Lefebvre also allows
us to consider how marginalized populations approach space.
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Yet, Lefebvre’s approach to understanding the capitalist-modern-Western
city as a social, spatial and economic phenomenon tends to ignore important
aspects of social space. Issues such as gender, ethnicity and migration, if they
are even mentioned, are marginalized. In addition, the vast body of knowledge
that deals with power and space tends to follow the conventional equation that
power is manifested in the shaping of (oppressed) space. Hence, I aim to go
beyond this unidirectional understanding of the interrelations between political
power and the shaping of urban space, suggesting instead a careful, micro-
space analysis of the ways in which structures of power are encouraged by the
powerless.

Beyond examining the validity of Lefebvre’s work in relation to the “mixed
city” where issues of ethnicity and nationality are dominant, I intend to link
Lefebvrian thinking to postcolonial theory. In so doing, I aim to question the
conventional understanding of Israeli socio-political polarities – which charac-
terize most research that focuses on the geographies of dominance – and to
shed light on the spatial counter-products of and their role in the production of
space.

By adopting a postcolonial theoretical view, I aim to question the tendency
of the literature on space, place and the Zionist project that focuses exclusively on
the Jewish–Arab conflict. This tendency appears also in the more critical writings
to this question which emphasize that the production of Israeli Zionist space may
be understood along three axes: the denial of the Orient, the rejection of the bour-
geois and the invalidation of diaspora culture (Nitzan-Shiftan 2000). The centrality
of this argument is significant and thus characterizes most critical thinking about
Israeli space and place. This approach has methodological roots, expressed in the
fact that urban research tends to focus on formal processes that shape the urban
from “above,” and thus the perception concerning what the term “cityscape”
appropriately does or does not describe reproduces a hegemonic narrative and
serves its interests. This debate, which is discussed in detail in this book, is essen-
tial to the understanding of the interrelations between socio-political processes and
the production of space, as indeed vast parts of the built environment do not
comply with standard regulations (either legally or architecturally), and thus they
violate the spatial order created by the project of modernity.

Furthermore, in relation to the Israeli context, urban research is also based on
a periodization that enables one to observe the “development” of urban planning
and design. This is mainly expressed in the frequent use of the transition from
modernism to postmodernism in planning and architectural discourse and prac-
tice. Yet, as this book will show, this periodization is doubtful, and the two para-
digms of modernism and postmodernism must be seen as parts of a discursive
continuity. In other words, I will suggest that modern planning and architecture
cannot be seen solely as a tool for transforming the Palestinian space into
Western/modern space, but that it simultaneously constructed the territorial
identity of the Mizrahi Jews. Postmodern architecture and urban design have
continued this process, thus using practices of architectural preservation and
mimicry to encourage a discourse of “locality,” which apparently acknowledges
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and defines the Mizrahi place often at the expense of emptying the Palestinian
memory of its political content.

My alternative theoretical proposal is to undermine the binary differentiation
between, on the one hand, the Zionist, Western or modern and, on the other
hand, the Arab as backward yet “Local.” This dichotomy, for example, ignores
the “Mizrahi place,” manifested in the counter-production of architectural
representations by Mizrahi Jews who migrated to Israel from Arab countries.
These communities, many of whom were settled by the Israeli authorities in the
city of Lod, marked with their bodies the modernized frontier – a space that was
not pure, but rather a Jewish–Arab mixed space (Nuriely 2005).

Postcolonial theory also provides the useful concept of hybridity, a term that
appeared in the 1980s in the writings of Homi Bhabha, and had great relevance
for the discussion of the production of the built environment. According to
Bhabha, hybridity is not a concept that “solves” the tension between cultures
and thus causes the underprivileged (colonized) subjects to acknowledge the
hegemonic (colonizer) culture (Bhabha 1994). Rather, Bhabha proposes that this
process is negotiated in a “third space” – the discursive junction in which those
in power and the colonial subjects are not two exclusive alternatives. Therefore,
the construction of their respective identities is an ongoing, mutual process
(Bhabha 1994).

One important part of this process is mimicry, which also occurs in between,
in the third space, and offers the possibility of subverting a strict dichotomy
between colonizer and colonized West and East civilized and uncivilized. The
third space is thus a potentially subversive site where identities, rather than
being authentic and essential as a binary structure necessitates, are potentially
negotiable (Bhabha 1990). The significance of Bhabha’s argument to this book
is twofold: it emphasizes power relations as the basis for the production of
subaltern culture, and it proposes a wide sociological understanding of the theo-
retical possibilities of the relationships between the power of the colonizer and
the ability of the subalterns to resist.

However, Bhabha’s notion has been criticized for its focus on the discursive
process that ignores the material dimensions of postcolonial reality. Bruno
Latour (1993), for example, criticizes the division between politics and dis-
course; several other researchers call for the examination of postcolonial spaces
as specific geographies and histories (King 2003). This book joins that call;
it aims to acknowledge the centrality of practices that are being conducted in
the third space as a Third Place, i.e., a tangible site where postcolonial space is
produced. A detailed examination of the Third Place will clarify the construction
of a city as a modern practice that produces meaning. The importance of the
Third Place is situated, indeed, in the everyday practices that transform the built
environment; as such, it is a mediator of the power relations that infiltrate to the
everyday and become obvious.

The extent to which one can see the Third Place as an arena of subversive
negotiations, following Bhabha (1990), will be discussed with reference to the
interrelations between Arabism and Mizrahism, using the idea of place as a
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dynamic site in order to extend the discussion beyond the duality that the con-
ventional and critical urban studies have presented thus far. Instead, this book
will argue that the Oriental characteristics of space form a hybrid that challenges
the colonial-modernist sense of place through exclusion–inclusion–mimicry
relations and thus disrupts the binary structures of space, of social structures and
of identity in Israel.

The structure of the book

Even though this book presents a chronological account of the city of Lod, it
attempts to go beyond the description of chronological events and thus to explore
the archeological strata of knowledge production that is the basis for the produc-
tion of space. The first chapter, “Orientalism, modernity and urban design in
Mandatory Lydda,” examines spatial transformations in the city throughout the
British Mandate regime. Theoretically, this chapter discusses the development of
modern planning knowledge and its articulation within modernity that shaped
space in Mandatory Palestine, embodying colonial norms. This professional
knowledge, I argue, is itself an expression of a political agenda reflecting the
power and knowledge relations in a given society. In Lefebvrian terms (Lefebvre
1991), my claim is that the conceived space is an expression of ideology and thus
the built environment cannot be seen as merely a technical means of organizing
space. Rather, as with other cultural representations, it defines, expresses, produces
and reproduces power relations.

In the second chapter, “From al-Ludd to Lod,” I analyze the ways in which
the Palestinian city of al-Ludd was transformed into the “Hebraic city” of Lod.
At the heart of this chapter stands a detailed analysis of archival policy and mili-
tary documents dealing with the interrelations between demography and space
during the period of the Israeli Military Administration in the city. This period in
Lod was crucial in advancing two parallel processes: de-territorialization on one
hand and re-territorialization on the other, both of which demand constant
control over the remained Palestinian population in the city, which had been the
basis for surveillance that became more significant in later years. Furthermore,
this chapter also discusses the role of the Mizrahi immigrants who were settled
in the city by the Israeli authorities in order to serve as agents of Judaization.

Yet, as I suggest in Chapter 3, “Architecture and the struggle over geography,”
the emerging demography in Lod had a significant importance to the dominance of
a modernist planning regime in the city. Specifically, this chapter examines criti-
cally the role of architecture in the construction of national identity. Through crit-
ical analysis of architectural representations, I propose to study the interrelations
between the production of the architectural object and the practice of construction
of Israeli national identity. By juxtaposing the Arab and Mizrahi places in the
Israeli space in general and on Lod in particular, I propose that the imagined epis-
temological division between modern and postmodern in understanding the role of
Arab and Mizrahi architecture is doubtful and insufficient. Moreover, this chapter
employs postcolonial theory to demonstrate the way in which the “Arab village”
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became a discursive junction: on one hand, it signifies the backward enemy while,
on the other hand, it is the very symbol of the authentic, often biblical, colonial
desire.

The fourth chapter, “Territorialization and the city’s geopolitics of fear,” sug-
gests that the consistent concern of the Israeli authorities over the demographic
composition in the city (i.e., controlling the number of Arab dwellers in Lod)
intensifies the problematic nature of the Jewish settler society, which exists in a
bi-ethnonational space. This chapter also explores the production of the Arab
ghetto, where informal activities in the field of planning reflect, in reverse, the
development and “modernization” linked to the Judaization of the city. This is
analyzed with reference to specific projects that demonstrate how the security
discourse that characterizes Israeli attitudes towards the occupied territories has
been infiltrated into the city of Lod. These projects include the planning and
construction of a wall between an Arab neighborhood of Lod and its neighbor-
ing Jewish village, and the settlement plans advanced by a right-wing Jewish
organization in the city center of Lod.

In the mid-1990s, a wave of Russian immigrants arrived who now comprise
25 percent of the population of Lod. Chapter 5, “Agents, enemies and the privati-
zation of space,” examines this phenomenon vis-à-vis the process of privatization
in the field of planning, development and housing supply in Israel. This chapter
shows that in the case of Israel, contrary to common assumptions that link privati-
zation to the shrinking role of the state, national ideology is instead further
advanced through the apparatus of a market economy and neo-liberalism in the
name of national collective interests. Indeed, despite the apparent neutrality of free
market mechanisms and the idea that the city is susceptible to liberal visions, my
discussion will show the interrelations between the state and the agents of the free
market. The absorption and settlement of Jewish Russian immigrants in the newly
built gated district of Ganey-Aviv in Lod in the 1990s was designed to further the
national project of the Judaization of space. However, the gated communities have
their corollary in ghettoized communities. Hence, this chapter also presents the
ongoing process of the ghettoization of the Arab population in the city through a
non-planning policy, which produces informal settlements. Both urban phenomena
(i.e., gated and ghettoized districts), accumulate symbolic meanings that are part of
the struggle over the construction of collective identities and a sense of belonging
for each of these communities.

The escalating demographic and political conflicts in Lod raise fundamental
questions about the right to the city. In the sixth chapter, “Walking, Inhabiting,
Narrating,” I further this theoretical discussion by arguing that the concept of
“the right to the city” includes not only a struggle for a change in the class
system, but also other manifestations of social power relations, such as ethnicity
and culture. I base my interpretation of Lefebvre’s “right to the city” on the
claim that his analysis – while being rooted in Marxist thought and viewing the
spatial experience as an expression of power relations and the construction of
difference – also opens the way to understanding the politics of space in other
critical fields, such as postcolonialism. This chapter claims that in addition to
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relating to universal planning needs, there should be a place for planning needs
derived from the different cultural characteristics of the intended user groups.
The findings to be presented in this chapter are based on field work that was
carried out in a specific housing project in which Arab families from an informal
neighborhood (Rakevet) were moved to a new, planned, housing project (Neve
Shalom) in the mixed city of Lod.

In the final chapter I will present the central conclusions of the previous
chapters, and conceptualize some of the key issues discussed throughout this
book. One of the central themes to be discussed is the notion of spatial protest,
accentuating the claim that domination is about the relationship between opposi-
tional strategies that appear in the realities of the mundane private sphere. At the
core of my discussion stands the proposal that subordinated communities do
resist domination, yet they subvert under ideological hegemony by challenging
it in their everyday life. Theoretically, I will link this argument to the Third
Place as a concept that paves the road for a new conceptualization of the act of
urban resistance, highlighting the role of informal strategies as an alternative
pattern of social opposition. This theoretical proposal offers a political and
spatial typology for characterizing cities in which different ethnic groups exist,
holding apparently equal citizenship status; as noted by most urban literature,
this situation presents a challenge to the idea of the city in the current era of
globalization and transnational urbanism.
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