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of a generation of postcolonial Moroccans and foreign scholars also influenced by the relevance
of Foucaultian perspectives on modern Morocco.

There is a tension, mostly unexpressed here, between the might-have-been world of the con-
tingent and the tendency to see the creation of the Morocco political field as the consequence of
the discursive. Morocco’s colonial legacy was not just an instance of the application of “scientific
imperialism.” It was also the fruit of a great deal of political struggle of all kinds (very pointedly
including Moroccans pushing back against the French and against one another). Wyrtzen no doubt
would agree, even if the point of his book lies elsewhere.

Right from the beginning of the protectorate (1912) things went wrong, big time. The signing
of the protectorate treaty was greeted by a national insurrection that thoroughly scrambled French
plans and almost led to their expulsion from the interior to the coast. Only the full application of
French power (and a lot of lucky breaks) allowed them to prevail. The transition to the protectorate
must not be seen, therefore, as the unfolding of a master plan, but as deeply embedded in
contingency at every turn.

Will the monarchy survive? This depends on how well the king and his team manage not just
the Islamist challenge to the monarchy but also the major social and economic realities upon
which everything is perched. These include some of the most daunting inequalities (according to
UNICEF) confronted by any Middle Eastern state. For instance, demographic (the total fertility
rate in 2012 was 2.7), economic (the share of household income for the poorest 40% is 17%, and
for the richest 20% it is 48%) and social (the female literacy as a percentage of male literacy
is 75.8%). Together they suggest that the current system is not likely to continue indefinitely,
however deftly it deals with internal debate.

While Foucault affords us a powerful set of tools for understanding the emergence of modern
Morocco as a contested discursive space, future scholars might be wise to supplement them with
intellectual approaches that better engage material realities. Channeling the spirit of American
political sociologist G. William Domhoff (and Moroccan economist Ahmed Diouiri), they might
ask: who owns Morocco? Whatever did happen to the holdings of the Omnium nord africain,
which was dissolved in 2011?
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Erik Freas suggests in his introduction to Muslim—Christian Relations in Late Ottoman Palestine,
which is otherwise devoted to the changing relationship between Christians and Muslims in
19th-century Palestine, that there was a fundamental difference in the conceptualization of Arab
national identity as imagined by Muslim and Christian intellectuals at the dawn of the 20th
century. Those Christians who embraced an Arab identity anchored it in a language and culture
shared with their would-be Muslim compatriots. This view was not universally held by all Arabic-
speaking Christians, however. Many Maronites and Assyrian Christians envisioned a distinct
national identity anchored in a pre-Muslim ancient past, even if the language through which they
expressed that ideal was Arabic. In contrast to the early Christian Arab nationalists, Freas argues
that most Muslim Arab intellectuals conceived of their national identity as being rooted firmly in
both Arab culture and Islam. The one could not be extricated from the other.
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This argument is not particularly original as it has been the received wisdom about Arab na-
tionalism among scholars since the publication of Albert Hourani’s seminal work Arabic Thought
in the Modern Age (London: Oxford University Press, 1962) more than a half century ago. Nor
was a conflation of religion and ethnicity unique to Muslim Arabs. Freas points to the Hindu
nationalism of the Bharatiya Janata Party in India and the Orthodox component of contemporary
Russian nationalism. But the national identity of almost every ethnic group in the former Ottoman
Empire was similarly imagined by their intellectuals with a blending of religious and ethnic iden-
tities. To be a Greek was by definition to be a communicant in the Greek Orthodox Church, or
at least baptized in it; Serbs were Serbian Orthodox and Turks Muslims. The fate of the former
Yugoslavia provides a chilling reminder of the destructive power that the merging of religious
and ethnic identities can produce. It has been no less fraught with potential for disaster in the
21st-century Middle East.

Having suggested that difference, Freas abandons it. He turns rather to a lengthy discussion
of the evolution of Muslim—Christian relations in what would become mandated Palestine from
Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt through the start of World War 1. Here again there is nothing
particularly insightful or innovative in his discussion. Freas describes the relations among the
various religious communities in Palestine before the 19th century as complex. In the large
cities, Muslims could appeal to the courts and the sultan to maintain the distinction between
Muslims and non-Muslims mandated by holy law which favored Muslims in most instances.
But such distinctions were not always maintained and a casual mixing of members of different
religious faiths occurred both in residential spaces and the workplace. However, the threat that
discriminatory practices might be reimposed never vanished. In the many villages of Palestine,
communal differences were even less important. Peasants shared the same hardships, both natural
and manmade, and often worshipped at the same holy shrines honoring local saints as churches
and mosques were rare.

Those relations began to fray in the 19th century. The first major blow to the communal
equilibrium was the invasion of the region by Ibrahim Pasha in 1831. The Egyptian occupation
introduced an equality of sorts for the Christians. Many of the region’s Muslims perceived this as
a diminution of their own status. That sense of displacement was only heightened by the Ottoman
regime when it issued the Hatt-1 Himayun in 1856, granting full equality to all the sultan’s
subjects, regardless of their religious faith. Further adding to the many Muslims’ sense of unease,
the economic status of Christians in Palestine improved at a much faster rate than for Muslims
due to their contacts with Western governments and merchants and the availability of a modern
education offered by Western missionaries. The sense of displacement led to Muslim violence
against Christian neighbors elsewhere in greater Syria, but this was limited in what would become
Mandate Palestine.

Freas suggests that the tensions between the religious communities were eased at the start
of the 20th century with the elaboration of Arab nationalism. But he hints that as Muslim and
Christian Arabs had very differing conceptions of what Arab national identity meant, it was only
a temporary expediency to assert their position in the Ottoman Empire in its last days. Following
World War I, a common Arab identity would be a rallying point against the designs of European
imperialists. As Arab nationalism was always conflicted about the Arabs’ connection to Islam,
however, Arabism has frayed as a coherent ideology in the 21st century. Religious identities have
returned to the forefront of most Arabs’ sense of their self-identification.

Freas presents a familiar narrative that is largely gleaned from published secondary sources and
British consular and missionary reports. The latter constitute the only primary sources utilized
for his study. Noting that he did not consult the gadi sijills of the Palestinian towns, Freas offers
the excuse that he does not know Ottoman Turkish. Yet had he consulted those archives, he
would have found that the gadi sijills of the Palestinian cities, as is the case throughout the Arab
lands, are almost entirely in Arabic. The only exception was orders coming from Istanbul which
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were recorded in Ottoman Turkish. In limiting the types of sources he uses to document his
arguments, Freas perpetuates many of the characterizations of Muslim—Christian relations put
forward uncritically by British observers in the 19th century. Scholars of the Ottoman era using
local sources have successfully demonstrated that such reports were often biased and misinformed.
Not using local sources, either in Arabic or Ottoman Turkish, Freas adds little that is new to our
understanding of Muslim—Christian relations in late Ottoman Palestine. He does offer, however,
a very clear and lucid discussion of the topic. As such, it would be beneficial for general readers
and undergraduate students.
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Well-informed and reasoned analysis of the Palestinian—Israeli conflict is no longer as rare as
unicorns in North American academia, although it continues to shock broader public discourse.
Bernie Sanders’s supporters regarded his declaration—in a debate with Hillary Clinton on the eve
of the 14 April 2016 New York presidential primary no less—that, “In the long run if we are ever
going to bring peace to that region which has seen so much hatred and so much war, we are going
to have to treat the Palestinian people with respect and dignity,” as an act of great political bravery.
While Sanders’s comment was mild and self-evident, few other major US political figures have
been willing to say as much.

In this context, The Impossibility of Palestine is a welcome retelling of the history and present cir-
cumstances of Palestine/Israel based on broad reading and intelligent interpretation. Like Sanders’s
debate comment, it too is ahead of the curve of political discourse, not only in the United States, but
also in the international diplomatic community. Mehran Kamrava argues that while a Palestinian
nation endures, the window of opportunity for establishing a Palestinian state has closed. The
two-state solution to the conflict, which the international diplomatic consensus (with the notable
exceptions of the United States and Israel, which came along belatedly and half-heartedly) has
embraced since the 1980s, is no longer a viable option.

Kamrava supports his argument by summarizing the account of the conquest of Palestine by
Zionist settlers culminating in the destruction of Palestinian society in the nakba of 1948. He
goes on to reiterate how, since completing the conquest of Palestine in 1967, Israel has erased
any semblance of the geographic unity of historic Palestine and imposed an array of control
mechanisms to police Palestinians and segregate them from Israeli society and from each other.
Consequently, Palestine as a coherent geographic entity that might become a sovereign state no
longer exists.

Kamrava views the 1993 Oslo Accords as the critical juncture when the PLO embarked on a
path-dependent process that culminated in closing off the possibility of statehood (pp. 17-18).
Israel never saw the Oslo Accords as heralding the establishment of a territorially contiguous,
economically viable, sovereign Palestinian state. Indeed, the text of the accords contains no lan-
guage clearly affirming that this is the desired outcome of the negotiating process they prescribed.
The Palestine Liberation Organization accepted a form of municipal administration (i.e., control
over the domestic affairs of what became Area A in the 1995 Taba Accords, or Oslo II) and the
role of security subcontractor for the continuing Israeli occupation. In return, Israel permitted a
limited number of Palestine Liberation Organization cadres to return to the West Bank and the
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